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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR  AND  RELAT- 
ED AGENCIES  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  FIS- 
CAL YEAR  1995 


WEDNESDAY,  MARCH  9,  1994 

U.S.  Senate, 
Subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations, 

Washington,  DC. 

The  subcommittee  met  at  10  a.m.,  in  room  SD-138,  Senate  Dirk- 
sen  Office  Building,  Hon.  Harry  M.  Reid  presiding. 
Present:  Senators  Reid,  Nickles,  and  Burns. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  ENERGY 

Office  of  Assistant  Secretary  for  Energy  Efficiency  and 

Renewable  Energy 

statement  of  hon.  christine  a.  ervin,  assistant  secretary, 

ENERGY  efficiency  AND  RENEWABLE  ENERGY 

accompanied  BY: 

PETER  S.  FOX-PENNER,  PRINCIPAL  DEPUTY  ASSISTANT  SEC- 
RETARY, ENERGY  EFFICIENCY  AND  RENEWABLE  ENERGY 

ALAN  J.  STREB,  DEPUTY  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY,  OFFICE  OF  IN- 
DUSTRIAL TECHNOLOGIES 

FRANK  M.  STEWART,  JR.,  DEPUTY  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY,  OFFICE 
OF  TECHNICAL  AND  FINANCIAL  ASSISTANCE 

THOMAS  J.  GROSS,  ACTING  DEPUTY  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY,  OF- 
FICE OF  TRANSPORTATION  TECHNOLOGIES 

JOHN  P.  MILLHONE,  DEPUTY  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY,  OFFICE  OF 
BUILDING  TECHNOLOGIES 

ROBERT  L.  SAN  MARTIN,  DEPUTY  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY,  OFFICE 
OF  UTILITY  TECHNOLOGIES 

BUDGET  REQUEST 

Senator  Reid.  The  subcommittee  will  come  to  order.  This  is  the 
time  scheduled  for  the  Department  of  the  Interior  and  Related 
Agencies  Subcommittee  to  consider  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  re- 
quest for  the  Energy  Conservation  Program  of  the  Department  of 
Energy. 

Testifying  today  in  support  of  the  Energy  Conservation  Program 
will  be  Christine  Ervin,  Assistant  Secretary  for  Energy  Efficiency 
and  Renewable  Energy.  The  fiscal  year  1995  request  for  the  "En- 
ergy conservation"  account  totals  $978,390,000,  or  about  42  percent 
above  the  appropriation  of  $690,375,000  for  the  current  year. 

Within  the  overall  increase  for  energy  conservation,  the  nongrant 
portion  of  the  budget  request  totals  $653,691,000,  which  is  about 

(1) 


50  percent  above  the  fiscal  year  1994  appropriation  of 
$436,350,000.  Specific  requests  include  the  following: 

Within  the  building  sector,  $179,338,000  is  requested,  which  is 
about  $97.9  million,  or  120  percent,  above  current  level.  The  re- 
quest within  the  industry  sector  is  $180,668,000,  which  is  about 
$55.6  million,  or  44  percent,  above  the  current  level. 

Within  the  transportation  sector,  $227,938,000  is  requested, 
which  is  $49.4  million,  or  about  28  percent  above  current  level.  The 
utility  sector  request  is  $13  million,  which  is  about  $6.2  million,  or 
91  percent,  above  the  current  level. 

Within  the  technical  and  financial  assistance  request  of 
$367,588,000,  a  total  of  $324,699,000  has  been  requested  for  grants 
as  compared  with  the  current  level  of  $254,025,000,  which  rep- 
resents an  increase  of  $70.7  million,  or  about  28  percent  above  cur- 
rent level. 

Within  the  total  of  $324,699,000  which  has  been  requested  for 
grants,  $249,800,000  has  been  requested  for  the  low-income  weath- 
erization  grant  assistance  program.  $45,839,000  has  been  re- 
quested for  the  State  energy  conservation  program  and  $29,060,000 
has  been  requested  for  the  institutional  conservation  program. 

PREPARED  STATEMENT  OF  SENATOR  BURNS  AND  SENATOR  LEAHY 

At  this  point  in  the  record  we  will  enter  the  prepared  opening 
statement  of  Senator  Burns,  who  will  be  joining  us  shortly,  also  a 
statement  from  Senator  Leahy. 

[The  statements  follow:] 

Statement  of  Senator  Conrad  Burns 

ENERGY  conservation 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  holding  this  hearing  today.  You  and  I  both  come 
from  energy  producing  States,  but  we  both  resJize  the  importance  of  energy  con- 
servation. 

While  some  think  Montana's  the  Big  Sky  State,  our  State  name  is  the  Treasure 
State.  Montana  is  certainly  rich  in  natural  resources.  Our  four  largest  industries  are 
agriculture,  timber,  oil  and  gas,  and  mining.  But,  we  in  Montana  want  to  find  addi- 
tional ways  to  do  business.  One  avenue  Montana  is  extremely  interested  in  is  pas- 
sive solar  energy. 

A  growing  business  in  Montana  is  the  log  home  industry.  And  this  industry  is 
very  interested  in  research  regarding  passive  solar  energy  because  logs  naturally 
store  heat.  I  would  like  to  ask  that  a  letter  from  Jon  Sellers  of  Hamilton,  Montana, 
who  is  the  Past  President  of  the  Log  Home  Council,  be  placed  in  the  record  at  the 
conclusion  of  my  statement. 

I  will  have  a  few  questions  for  Assistant  Secretary  Ervin  this  morning,  and  I  look 
forward  to  today's  testimony. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 


Statement  of  Senator  Patrick  Leahy 


energy  conservation 


Energy  conservation  is  one  of  the  best  investments  we  can  make  in  the  Interior 
Appropriations  Bill.  The  President's  request  for  fiscal  year  1995  will  create  jobs, 
save  money,  increase  competitiveness,  benefit  the  environment,  fulfill  social  respon- 
sibilities, and  promote  national  security.  I  can  not  think  of  another  program  in  this 
bill,  or  in  any  other  appropriation  bill,  that  accomplishes  all  these  objectives  more 
effectively.  We  must  support  this  opportunity. 

In  Vermont,  alternative  energy,  energy  conservation  and  energy  efficiency  busi- 
nesses employ  approximately  1,500  Vermonters  in  quality  high-paying  jobs.  This 


sector  of  our  economy  contributes  $43  million  in  manufacturing  sales  and  roughly 
$130  million  in  energy  services.  The  American  Council  for  an  Energy  Efficient  Econ- 
omy and  Economic  Research  Associates  have  shown  that  every  dollar  invested  in  en- 
ergy efficiency  creates  four  times  as  many  jobs  as  a  dollar  spent  on  conventional 
energy  supply.  In  an  era  when  we  scrutinize  every  policy  through  the  lens  of  job 
creation/loss,  energy  conservation  commands  our  attention.  The  President's  budget 
is  a  job  creation  budget. 

As  successful  as  the  energy  sector  has  been  in  Vermont  to  date,  it  is  still  growing. 
The  Conservation  Law  Foundation  estimates  that  Eastern  Europe  alone  has  a  $20 
billion  market  waiting  for  energy  efficiency  services,  conservation  technology,  and 
alternative  energy  production.  Others  predict  an  annual  global  market  of  between 
$8  and  $18  billion.  The  President's  fiscal  year  1995  budget  helps  the  nation  develop 
our  fledgling  energy  conservation,  efficiency  and  services  industry  to  take  advantage 
of  the  economic  opportunities  abroad. 

At  home,  energy  efficiency  and  conservation  has  helped  Vermont  businesses  re- 
main competitive  in  a  global  market.  While  the  per  capita  energy  use  for  Ver- 
monters  is  still  more  than  two  times  the  energy  use  of  our  Japanese  competitors, 
we  have  made  strides  to  reduce  energy  costs  to  keep  pace  as  best  we  can.  The  con- 
servation funding  in  the  President's  budget  will  assist  Vermonters  to  keep  produc- 
tion costs  down  and  to  compete  internationally. 

With  energy  costs  down,  Vermont  companies  can  improve  their  competitive  ad- 
vantages further  by  investing  savings  in  the  future.  The  current  energy  efficiency 
programs  in  New  England  will  save  $6.7  billion  in  the  1990's.  The  Massachusetts 
Institute  of  Technology  predicts  that  New  England  could  save  $20  billion  if  these 
programs  were  expanded.  The  President's  budget  helps  us  expand  these  programs 
and  frees  up  capital  that  Vermonters  can  invest  in  our  communities.  Every  step  of 
the  way  we  will  be  creating  jobs. 

Supporting  the  President's  budget  will  also  be  an  investment  in  national  security. 
The  State  of  Vermont  has  reduced  its  oil  consumption  by  5.8  million  barrels  through 
conservation,  efficiency  and  alternative  energy  sources.  This  has  kept  American  dol- 
lars at  home,  and  brought  national  security  closer  to  the  hands  of  Vermont  compa- 
nies and  further  from  volatile  foreign  oil  regions. 

In  addition,  ener^  conservation  fulfills  a  social  responsibility  both  at  home  and 
abroad.  Programs  like  the  weatherization  assistance  helps  disadvantaged  families 
who  devote  close  to  20  percent  of  their  disposable  income  on  energy-related  costs. 
This  is  significantly  more  than  the  national  household  average.  Weatherization 
helps  them  survive  the  winter,  frees  up  limited  cash  for  food,  clothing,  and  transpor- 
tation, and  contributes  to  the  overall  benefits  of  energy  conservation.  In  doing  this, 
we  also  reduce  overall  domestic  consumption,  bringing  our  energy  use  closer  in  line 
with  the  rest  of  the  international  community.  Only  5  countries  in  the  world  use 
more  energy  on  a  per  capita  base  than  the  United  States. 

Finally,  and  most  importantly,  consider  the  far-reaching  benefits  of  energy  con- 
servation to  the  environment.  From  global  climate  change  felt  in  the  furthest  cor- 
ners of  the  world  to  the  air  quality  in  our  own  backyards,  energy  efficiency  is  an 
investment  in  the  world  our  children  will  inherit.  Instead  of  burdening  our  future 
generations  with  more  coal  sludge,  nuclear  waste,  dammed  waterways,  cross-coun- 
try pipelines,  and  the  unknown  consequences  of  global  climate  change,  we  need  to 
learn  to  make  the  most  out  of  the  resources  we  have  now.  This  is  not  an  attractive 
option  for  our  economy,  and  an  obligation  we  have  to  our  children. 

In  closing  I  ask  my  colleagues  to  accept  the  obvious — that  energy  conservation  in 
the  future  will  be  an  imperative.  There  is  no  point  in  turning  away  from  this  reeility 
with  so  many  benefits  available  now.  Today  we  are  in  a  position  to  research  alter- 
natives, implement  voluntary  strategies,  and  address  the  problems  that  we  have 
recognized.  Tomorrow  we  may  be  forced  to  adapt,  and  unprepared  for  the  change. 
The  advantages  are  endless,  the  disadvantages  few  and  parochial.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  adopt  full  funding  for  the  President's  fiscal  year  1995  budget  for  con- 
servation, efficiency,  and  renewable  energy. 

I  would  like  to  submit  for  the  record  a  list  of  38  Vermont  businesses  that  realize 
the  wisdom  of  this  approach  and  have  taken  steps  to  make  this  vision  a  reality.  In 
addition,  I  would  like  to  submit  a  letter  to  the  President  supporting  a  shift  in  energy 
policy  signed  by  819  organizations  representing  every  state  in  our  nation. 


VERMONT  BUSINESSES  FOR  CONSERVATION,  EFFICIENCY,  AND 

RENEWABLE  ENERGY 


Mike  Angerame 
Johnson  Cbntrols 
6B  Lauretta  Drive 
Colchester,  VT.  05446 

Peter  Bailey 

Environmental  Testing  A  Balancing  System 

30  Foster  Road 

Essex  Center,  VT.  05451 


Mathew  Rubin.  Partner 
Winooski  One  Partnership 
26  State  Street 
Montpelicr,  VT.  05602     , 

Kaihryn  Parlin  and  AJ  Bartsch 
West  Hill  Energy  Consultants 
RR  1,  Box  155 
Chelsea,  VT  05038 


Robert  Bender 

Chiptec  Wood  Energy  Systems 

48  Helen  Avenue  * 

South  Burlington,  VT  05403 

David  Blittersdorf 
NRG  Systems 
P.O.  Box  59 
Hinesburg.  VT  05461 

Steve  Booth 

Energy  Investments  Inc. 
431  Pine  Street 
Burlington,  VT  05401 

-Alien  Bullis 
Energy  Alternatives 
53  A  Center  Road 
Essex  Junction,  VT  05452 

R.  Scott  Campbell,  Director 
Champlain  Valley  Weathcrization  Service 
P.O.  Box  1603  ^ 

Burlington,  VT  05402 

Robert  Chickcring 

Energy  &  Solid  Waste  Consultants  Inc. 

P.O.  Box  909 

Richmond,  VT  05402 

Fred  Miller 

Energy  Conservation  Technologies  Inc. 

P.O.  Box  631 

Cazenovia,  N.Y.  13035 

Ken  Elmer,  Owner 
Elmer  Construction  and  Design 
RD  1,  Box  1039 
Marshfield.  VT  05658 

Thomas  O.  Gray 

American  Wind  Energy  Association 

P.O.  Box  1008 

Norwich,  VT  05055 


Kirk  Herander  . 

Vermont  Solar  Electric  Systems 
69  Thibault  Parkway 
Burlington,  VT  05401 

Blair  Hamilton  and  Beih  Sachs 
Vermont  Energy  Investment  Corporation 
7  Lawson  Lane 
Burlington,  VT  05401 

John  L.  Warshow,  Partner 
Springfield  Hydroelectric  Company 
26  State  Street 
Montpelier,  VT  05602 

Robert  Sherwin,  Jr. 
Atlantic  Orient  Corporation 
P.O.  Box  1097 
Norwich,  VT  05055 

Colin  C.  Kerr 
Thermax  Corporation 
One  Mill  Street 
Burlington,  VT  05401 

Jim  Klrby 

Solar  Alternatives  Inc. 
P.O.  Box  739 
Bratllcboro,  VT  05302 

Richard  Gottlieb  and  Carol  Levin 
Sunnysidc  Solar 

RD  4,   Box  808.  Green  River  Road 
Braitleboro.  VT  05301 

Tim  Maker,  President 
Energy  Efficiency  Associates 
P.O.  Box  78 
Calais.  VT  05648 

Lawrence  Mott,  Partner 
Northern  Power  Systems 
P.O.  Box  659 
Moretown,  VT  05660 


William  MacUy,  President 
William  Maday  Archifecis  and  Planners 
•  P.O.  Box  335 
Warren.  VT  05674 

David  Palumbo,  President 
Independent  Power  and  Light 
RR  1  Box  3054 
Hyde  Park,  VT  05655 

Andrew  M.  Shapiro,  President 
Energy  Balance  Incorporated 
RR  5  Box  780 
Montpelier,  VT  05602 

John  Plunkett,  Vice-President 
Resource  Insight,  Incorporated 
24  1/2  Center  Street,   Suite  5 
Rutland.  VT  05701 

Hcrvcy  Scuddcr,  Partner 
Catalyst  Leasing  Group 
139  Main  Street 
Brattleboro,  VT  05301 

Carol  Levin,  Representative 
Solar  Association  of  Vermont 
RD  4,    Box  808,  Green  River  Road 
Brattleboro,  VT  05301 

John  Quinncy 
Seventh  Generation 
176  Battery  Street 
Burlington,  VT  05401 

Mathcw  Robin.  President 
Spruce  Mountain  Design 
26  State  Street 
Montpelier,  VT  05602 


David  Hansen,  President 
Memphcrmagog  Heat  Exchanger 
P.O.  Box  490 
Newport,  VT  05855 

Charles  Smiler,  Owner 

Real  Estate  Skills  for  the  Environment 

RD  3,  Box  3750 

Montpelier,  VT  05602 

Robert  Spring,  President 
Robert  Spring  Associates 
P.O.  Box  751 
Barre.  VT  05641 

Leigh  Seddon,  Partner 
Solar  Works  of  Vermont 
64  Main  Street 
Montpelier,  VT  05602 

A.  Richard  Facsy,  Director 
Energy  Rated  Homes  of  Vermon* 
7  Lawson  Lane 
Burlington,  VT  05401 

Cathy  Reynolds,  Partner 
Energy  Conservation  Group 
RD  1  Box  428A,  Tinmouth 
Wallingford.  VT  05770 

Jack  O'Farrell 
Mountain  Air  Systems 
4  Howard  Street 
Burlington.  VT  05401 

Stephen  J.  Morgan 

Citizens  Conservation  Corporation 

530  Atlantic  Avenue 

Boston.  MA  02210 


Dear  President  Clinton, 


LETTER  TO  PRESIDENT  WILLIAM  (BILL)  CLINTON 

February  4, 1994 


The  undersigned  819  organizations  today  urge  a  significant  shift  in  the  focus  of  the  federal  energy 
budget.  In  order  to  help  the  economy,  stimulate  job  growth,  and  improve  the  overall  environmental  quality 
of  the  nation,  we  believe  that  over  the  next  two  years,  at  least  $1  billion  should  be  redirected  from  the 
Department  of  Energy's  overall  budget,  including  research,  development,  demonstration,  and 
commercialization  efforts  on  nuclear  energy  and  fossil  fuels.  Those  dollars  should  rather  be  spent  to 
enlarge  and  accelerate  efforts  to  increase  the  energy  efficiency  of  the  economy  and  to  develop  and 
commercialize  renewable  energy  sources  such  as  solar,  wind,  geothennal,  and  biomass. 

Substantial  investments  in  energy  efficiency  and  renewable  energy  resources  can  mean  economic 
growth,  expansion  of  intemational  export  markets,  and  the  creation  of  over  one  million  jobs  in  the  U.S. 
while  decreasing  total  energy  use  per  unit  of  economic  output  by  20  per  cent  over  and  above  current 
trends.  In  addition,  such  action  can  save  consumers  money,  improve  public  health,  and  protect  the 
environment  while  helping  you  achieve  your  commitment  of  reducing  greenhouse  gases  to  1990  levels  by 
the  year  2000  and  continue  with  further  reductions  thereafter. 


U.S.  energy  intensity,  as  measured  by  energy  use  per  unit  of  Gross  National  Product  (GNP), 
decreased  by  26  percent  between  1973  and  1986.  Since  1986,  however,  an  energy  policy  based  on 
cheap  fossil  fuels  has  virtually  halted  any  continuing  improvement  in  efficiency.  Increased  federal  support 
of  efficiency  programs  will  restart  the  engine  which  made  such  dramatic  energy  gains  possible  during  the 
1970s  and  early  '80s.  It  will  also  spur  an  industry  which  can  make  a  strong  contribution  to  economic 
expansion  while  contributing  significantly  to  improved  energy  use  around  the  worid.  The  annual  global 
market  for  energy-efficient  equipment  and  sendees  is  estimated  to  be  between  $8  and  $18  billion 

Renewable  energy  is  poised  to  make  a  significant  contribution  to  our  national  energy  mix  during 
the  coming  decade  and  into  the  next  century.  Electricity  generated  by  some  renewable  energy  resources 
has  already  achieved  technical  feasibility  and  cost  competitiveness  in  a  variety  of  domestic  and 
international  martlets.  For  example,  renewable  energy  projects  eKher  in  place  or  under  development  in 
Latin  America  alone  are  estimated  at  approximately  $900  million.  Export  mari<ets  are  expected  to  expand 
significantly  in  the  coming  decades. 

We  urge  you  to  steer  our  nation's  energy  policy  toward  these  goals  by  the  year  2010:  to  increase 
energy  efficiency  by  reducing  energy  use  per  unit  of  GNP  by  at  least  30  percent  to  replicate  progress  made 
in  the  previous  20  years;  and  to  assure  that  at  least  20%  of  our  energy  mix  is  made  up  of  energy  produced 
by  renewable  sources. 

The  U.S.  national  energy  policy  for  the  future  should  rely  on  an  energy  hierarchy  that  places  first 
priority  on  promoting  increased  use  of  energy  efficiency  and  renewable  energy  technology,  second  priority 
on  supporting  appropriate  use  of  natural  gas,  and  third  priority  on  supporting  improved  supply  side 
efficiency  of  other  conventional  fuels.  In  order  to  achieve  these  goals,  the  federal  government's  energy 
budget  priorities  must  coincide  with  its  national  energy  and  environmental  goals.  Thank  you  for  your 
consideration.  We  look  fonward  to  hearing  from  you  on  this  cnjcial  issue. 

Sincerely, 

Patrick  J.  Leahy. 


ORGANIZATIONS  URGING  SIGNIFICANT  SHIFT  IN  THE  FOCUS  OF 
THE  FEDERAL  ENERGY  BUDGET 

ALABAMA 

Alabama  Citizen  Action 

Alabama  Conservancy 

Alabama  ECO 

Eastern  Shore  Environmental  Coalition 

Federation  of  Southem  Cooperatives 

Greater  Birmingham  Ministries 

People  Opposing  Pollution  (POP) 

Sierra  Club,  Alabama  Chapter 

Southem  Women  Against  Toxics  (SWAT) 

Southem  Rainbow  Education  Project 

VISION 

ALASKA 

Alaska  Survival 

ARIZONA 

American  Hydrogen  Association 

Arizona  Citizen  Action 

Arizona  Publk:  Interest  Research  Group 

Christeller  -  Cargill 

Environmental  Alternatives 

ETA  Engineering,  Inc. 

North  Canyon  Constmctton 

Worid  Sunrival  Foundation,  Inc. 


ARKANSAS 

Audubon  Society  of  Central  Arkansas 
Arkansas  Renewable  Energy  Association 
Don  Gilbert  Industries,  Inc. 
Stellar  Solar 
Woodwise  Company 

CALIFORNIA 

ACA  Tan 

Abalone  Alliance  --  Safe  Energy  Clearinghouse 

Accurate  Solar 

Applied  Solar  Products 

Alliance  for  Survival 

Alten  Products  Co. 

Bay  Area  Energy  Company 

Berkeley  City  Council  members  Caria  Woodworth  and  Shirley  Dean 

Cafe  Callatti 

Cafe  Neo 

California  Citizen  Action 

California  Energy  Commission 

California  Local  Government  Commission 

California  Public  Interest  Research  Group 

California  Solar  Corporation 

Calpine  Corporation 

Center  for  Citizen  Initiatives 

Center  for  Economic  Conversion 

Clean  Living 

Communications  International 

Cooper  Kessel  &  Associates 

Culver  Furniture 

Drive  Electric 

Desert  Citizens  Against  Pollution 

DSJ  Printing 

DSM  Systems 

Earth  Day  Energy  Fast 

Earth  Day  Resources/  Earth  Day  2000    . 

Earth  Island  Institute 

Eco  Expo 

Ecological  Life  Systems  Institute 

Ecology  Task  Force 

Encore  Designers 

Electric  Automotive 

Elemental  Enterprises 

Energy  Systems  Specialists 

Enertron  Technologies  Inc. 

Enviro  Care 

Environmental  Center  of  San  Luis  Obispo  (ECOSLO) 
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Espresso  Metro 

Friend  of  Lavina  . 

Front  Row  Experience 

Gelati  Robi 

Goldschein  and  Gomez 

Green  Store 

Greener  Alternatives 

Green  Motorworks,  Inc. 

Horizon  Industries 

Integral  Energy  Systems 

Inventors  Workshop  International 

London  Engineering 

Luna's  Cafe  and  Juice  Bar 

Magma  Power  Company 

Mantracks 

Missing  Link  Bicycle  Shop 

Mr.  Printer,  Inc. 

North  Coast  Solar  Resources  ' 

Occidental  Power;  Solar  and  Cogeneration 

Ocean  Beach  Greens 

Offline  Independent  Energy  Systems 

Pacific  Energy  Company 

Pacific  Energy  Technology 

Pacific  Inverter,  Inc. 

Pacific  Solar 

Peace  Resource  Center 

Real  Goods  Trading  Corp. 

Physicians  for  Social  Responsublity,  Santa  Barbara 

Plutonium  Free  Future 

Rainbow  Serpent  Intemation  -  Womans  Energy  Action 

Ripsy's  Market  and  Deli 

SHS  Solar  Service 

SAVE  Energy  Company 

San  Diego  Chapter  Siera  Club 

San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District  (BART) 

Santa  Barbara  Youth  Center 

Scientific  Component  Systems 

Second  Chance 

Shear  Expression 

Simplex  Strip  Doors,  Inc. 

Sun-Earth  Interface 

Solar  Depot 

Solanwatt 

Student  Environmental  Action  Coalition,  University  of  Califomia  at  San  Diego 

Touchstone  Technology 

Utility  Concumer  Action  Network 

Utility  Power  Group 


Western  Energy  Services,  Inc. 
The  YES  Party 

COLORADO 

Bookend  Cafe 

Boulder  Bookstore 

Colorado  Public  Interest  Research  Group 

Colorado  Solar  Energy  Industries  Assoiation 

Denver  Electric  Vehicle  Council 

Diversified  Technologies 

Docking  Technology 

Industrial  Solar  Technology  Corp. 

Mountain  Sun  Pub  and  Brewery 

Nature's  Own  Imagination 

Rocky  Mountain  Institute 

Two  Hands  Bindery  and  Papery 

World  Constitution  and  Parliament  Association 

CONNECTICUT 

Collegiate  Video  Production 

Connecticut  Citizen  Action 

Cycles  La  Chance 

Lighting  Conservation  Systems 

John  Roundtree,  Inc.,  Architects 

League  of  Women  Voters  of  Connecticut 

Minit  Print 

Optical  Energy  technology 

PS  Enterprises 

People's  Action  for  Clean  Energy 

Rideworks 

Sunsearch,  Inc. 

TREES 

Yale  Student  Environmental  Coalition 

DELAWARE 

Delawarians  for  Energy  Efficiency 
Sierra  Club,  Delaware  Chapter 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  (National  Organizations) 

Alliance  to  Save  Energy 

American  Council  for  an  Energy  Efficient  Economy 

American  Federation  of  State,  County,  and  Municipal  Employees 

American  Lung  Association 

American  Solar  Energy  Society 

American  Wind  Energy  Association 

Campaign  for  an  Environmental  Economy 

Center  for  Environmental  Citizenship 


10 

Citizen  Action 

Clean  Water  Action 

Consumer  Energy  Council  of  America 

Coucil  for  Renewable  Energy  and  Education 

Eartfikind,  USA 

Energy  Conservation  Coalition 

Environment  and  Energy  Study  Institute 

Environmental  Action 

Export  Council  for  Renewable  Energy 

Friends  of  tfie  Eartfi 

Gas  Guzzler  Campaign 

Geothermal  Energy  Association 

Government  Purchasing  Project 

International  District  Heating  and  Cooling  Association 

Izaac  Walton  League  of  America 

National  Association  of  Energy  Sen/ice  Companies 

National  Education  Association 

National  Wood  Energy  Association 

Natural  Resources  Defense  Counci 

Physicians  for  Social  Responsibility 

Public  Citizen 

Sheetmetal  Workers  International  Association 

Sierra  Club 

Solar  Energy  Industries  Association 

Solar  Electric  Light  Fund 

Solar  Energy  Research  and  Education  Foundation 

Sun  Day  1994 

Union  of  American  Hebrew  Congregations 

Union  of  Concemed  Scientists 

Unitarian  Universalist  Seventh  Principle  Project 

United  Chuch  of  Christ  Networi<  for  Environmental  and  Economy  Responsibility 

U.S.  Public  Interest  Research  Group 

United  Steelworiiers  of  America 

Woridwatch  Institute 

FLORIDA 

1000  Friends  of  Florida 

Advanced  Energy  Products 

American  Planning  Association,  FL  Chapter 

Broward  Solar,  inc. 

CABB,  Bonita  Springs 

C.A.C.H.E. 

Citizens  Reaction  Against  Pollution 

Climatic  Solar  Corp. 

Consen/ation  Planning  Coalition  of  Alachua  County 

Consumer  Fraud  Watch,  Inc. 

Eco  Action 
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Eco  Store 

Energy  Equipment  Sales  Co. 

Energy  Panthers 

Environmental  Protection  Commission 

Fafco  Solar 

Florida  Center  for  Community  Design  and  Research 

Florida  Conservation  Foundation,  Inc. 

Florida  Consumer  Action  Network 

Florida  Energy  Office  Dept.  of  Community  Affairs 

Florida  Solar  Energy  Industries  Association 

Florida  Watch  Institute 

Futures  Group  of  Palm  Beach  County 

Harrimans,  Inc. 

Heliocol,  U.S.A.,  Inc. 

Hillsborough  Environmental  Coalition 

The  Independent  Savings  Plan  Co. 

Indian  River  Greens 

Kissimmee  Valley  Audubon  Society 

Konrad  Communications  Group 

League  of  Women  Voters  of  Florida 

Legal  Environmental  Assistance  Foundation 

Manasota  88 

NSU  Enterprises,  Inc. 

Palm  Beach  Hoverstar,  Inc. 

Parsons  Holder  Lifestyle  Institute 

Pelican  Island  Audubon  Society 

Plusinski  Systems,  Inc. 

Polk  County  Citizens  for  Peace  and  Justice 

Project  for  an  Energy  Efficienct  Florida 

Carter  Quillen  Engineered  Service  Co. 

Racal  Environmental  Club 

Reef  Relief 

Sierra  Club,  Florida  Chapter 

Sierra  Club,  Miami  Group 

Sierra  Club,  Tampa  Bay  Group 

Simpler  Solar  Systems 

Society  for  Environmental  Awareness 

Solar  City,  Inc. 

Solar  Energy  and  Conversion  Lab 

Solar  Heating  of  Florida 

Solar  Outdoor  Lighting,  Inc. 

Solar  Reactor  Technologies 

Solar  Water  Heaters  of  Hudson 

Solardyne  Corp. 

South  Florida  Electeric  Auto  Assoc. 

Southeast  Volusia  Audubon  Society 

Space  Energy  Associates 
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John  B.  Stark  and  Associates,  Inc. 

Superior  Solar  Systems 

Thermal  Conversion  Technology,  Inc. 

Tree  Watch 

Treewatch  of  Alachua  County 

United  Marketing  Associates,  Inc. 

United  Solar  Energy,  Inc. 

Volusia-Flagler  Environmental  Action  Comm.,  Inc. 

West  Volusia  Audubon  Society 

GEORGIA 

Atlanta  Bicycle  Campaign 

Campaign  for  a  Prosperous  Georgia 

Elfin  Pemiaculture 

Georgia  Citizen  Action 

Georgia  Environmental  Organization 

U.S.  Public  Interest  Research  Group,  GA  Office 

HAWAII 

Life  of  the  Land 

Hawaii  Green  Party 

Pacific  Inlemational  Center  for  High  Tecnology  Research 

Planetsaviors,  Inc. 

Sierra  Club,  Oahu  group 

IDAHO 

Idaho  CKizens  Network 

ILLINOIS 

Access  Living 

Boiling  Brook  Earth  Watch 

Breslers  of  Evanston 

Broken  Arrow 

Chicago  Lung  Association 

Coalition  for  Consumer  Rights 

Coalition  for  New  Priorities 

Earth  Dweller 

Energy  Answers 

GAIA  Theater 

The  Green  House 

Health  and  Medicine  Policy  Research  Group 

Hyde  Park-Kenwood  Interfaith  Council 

Illinois  Citizens  Utility  Board 

Illinois  Public  Action 

Illinois  Public  Interest  Research  Group 

Illinois  Solar  Institute 

lllinoins  State  Council  of  Seniors  Organizations 

Intemational  Association  of  Machinists  and  Aerospace  Workers,  Midwest  Grand  Lodge 
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Kafein,  Inc. 

Labor  Coalition  on  Public  Utilities 

Metro  Seniors  in  Action 

National  Consumers  Foundation 

Northeast  Austin  Organization 

Northwest  Austin  Council 

Nuclear  Energy  Information  Service 

The  Parking  Lot,  Inc. 

Peace  Action  of  Illinois 

Project  Now  Community  Action  Agency 

Public  Welfare  Coalition 

Rogers  Park  Community  Action  Network 

Sien^a  Club,  Great  Lakes  Chapter 

Sierra  Club,  Illinois  Chapter 

Sinnissippi  Alliance  for  Environment 

So.  Cook  County  Environmental  Action 

Southem  Counties  Action  Movement 

Veterans  for  Peace 

Wind  Waste  Ideas  Network 

INDIANA 

Earth  Base  Projex,  Inc. 

Ecoshop,  Inc. 

Elf  Lore  Family,  Inc. 

Indiana  Citizen  Action  Coalition 

Innovative  Energy 

PAHLS,  Inc. 

Save  the  Valley 

Starlight  Technology 

Valley  Watch,  Inc. 

IOWA 

Iowa  Citizen  Action  Network 

Iowa  Renewable  Energy  Association 

KANSAS 

21st  Century  Society 

Green  Horizons 

Kansans  for  Energy  Efficient  Programs  (KEEP) 

Kansas  Coalition  for  Responsible  Utilities 

Land  Institute 

Natural  Way  Natural  Body  Care 

Solar  Electric  Systems  of  Kansas  City,  Inc. 

Solar  Survivor  Shop 

KENTUCKY 

Appalachia  -•  Science  in  the  Public  Interest 
Coalition  for  Health  Concems 
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Kentucky  Citizen  Action 
Protecting  Our  Lives  and  Resources 

LOUISIANA 

Alliance  For  Affordable  Energy 

Bienville  Center  for  Peace  and  Justice 

Citizens  Against  Nuclear  Trash 

Citizens  for  a  Clean  Environment 

Citizen  Voter  Education  Association 

Delta  Greens 

Gulf  Coast  Tenants  Association 

Louisiana  Citizen  Action 

Louisiana  Coalition  for  Tax  Justice  (LCTJ) 

Louisiana  Consumers  League 

Louisiana  Environmental  Action  Network 

Lousisiana  League  of  Good  Govemment 

Louisiana  Wildlife  Federation,  Inc. 

Organization  of  Students  Concemed  About  Resources  (OSCAR) 

Save  the  Trees 

St.  Bemard  Citizens  for  Environmental  Quality 

Sierra  Club,  Louisiana  Chapter 

Seniors  With  Power  United  for  Rights 

Southern  research  and  Development  Corp. 

Tate  Cove  Hazardous  Waste  Committee 

Women  for  a  Better  Louisiana 

MAINE 

American  SunCo.,  Inc. 

Avalon  Builders 

Builders  and  Architects  for  a  Sustainable  Environment 

Central  Maine  Solar 

Citizens  Monitoring  Network,  A  Subcommittee  of  Safe  Power  for  Maine 

Committee  for  a  Safe  Energy  Future 

Dandy  Solar  Electric 

Don't  Waste  Maine  Alliance 

Endless  Energy  Corporation 

Heathside  Builders 

Maine  Citizens  Against  Nuclear  Dumps 

Maine  Greens  Midcoast 

Maine  People's  Alliance 

Natural  Resources  Council  of  Maine 

Neal  Carter  and  Sun,  Inc. 

Neighbors  United  to  End  Nuclear  Dumps 

Radio  Free  Maine 

Solar  Design  and  Construction 

Solar  Energy  Awareness  Demonstration  Seminars,  Inc. 


IS 

Southface  Building  and  Design 
Stewart  Brecher  Architects 
Talmage  Engineering 
Tom's  of  Maine,  Inc. 
TRANET 

MARYLAND 

Alliance  for  Sustainable  Communities 

Grassroots  Coalition  for  Environmental  and  Economic  Justice 

Gray  Panthers  of  Prince  George's  County 

League  of  Women  Voters  of  Maryland 

Maryland  Citizen  Action  Coalition 

Maryland  Conservation  Council 

Maryland  Public  Interest  Reseach  Group,  Baltimore 

Maryland  Safe  Energy  Coalition,  Baltimore 

Maryland  United  for  Peace  and  Justice,  Bowie 

Maryland  Waste  Council 

Sierra  Club,  Maryland  Chapter 

MASSACHUSEHS 

Action  Energy 

Association  for  the  Preservation  of  Cape  Cod 

Bourke  Builders 

Byggmeister,  Inc. 

C-10  Foundation 

Conservation  Services  Group 

Earthworks  Action 

Energy  Federation,  Inc. 

Fundamental  Action  to  Conserve  Energy  (F.A.C.E.) 

Greenpeace  of  Massachusetts 

Harvard  Ecological  Society 

Massachusetts  Energy  Efficiency  Council 

Mari(  E.  Kelley  III  -  Building  Science  Engineering 

Massachusetts  Citizen  Action 

Massachusetts  Clean  Water  Action 

Massachusetts  Public  Interest  Research  Group 

North  Shore  Citizen  Action 

Northeast  Sustainable  Energy  Association 

Regional  Environmental  Council 

Saugus  Action  Volunteers  for  the  Environment  (SAVE) 

Sealtest  Ice  Cream 

Self  Reliance  Corporation 

Shooshanian  Engineering 

Underground  Gallery 

Water  Consen/ation  Systems 
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MICHIGAN 

Air  Castle 

Ballantine  Timber  Frame  Contractors 

Bay  Energy  Services 

Coalition  for  Nuclear-Free  Great  Lakes 

DMJ  Electric  and  Earth  Supply 

Easter  Seals  Society  of  Mid-Michigan 

Energy  and  Environmental  Concepts,  Inc.,  Traverse  City 

Energy  Conservation  Center 

Energy  Group  Managament 

Good  Ship  Esther  Foundation 

Jordan  College  Energy  Institute 

Kelly-Tinker  Architects 

Lansing  Board  of  Water  and  Light 

Lake  Michigan  Federation 

Low  Keep  Refridgeration 

Michigan  Association  of  Conservation  Districts 

Michigan  Clean  Water  Action 

Michigan  Citizens  Lobby 

Michigan  Environmental  Council 

Michigan  Environmental  Defense 

Neahtawanta  Research  and  Education  Center 

Public  Interest  Research  Group  in  Michigan 

Skip  McKee  Home  Weatherization  Project 

United  Solar  Technologies 

MINNESOTA 

Ardvark  Photovoltaic  Cells 

Attic  Technology,  Inc. 

Center  for  Energy  and  Environment 

Energy  Outfitters  Limited 

Energy  Performance  Systems,  Inc.  Minneapolis 

Fiber  Foods  Institute 

Minnesota  COACT 

Minnesotans  for  an  Energy  Efficient  Economy 

Northem  Natural  Power,  Inc.  Minneapolis 

Minnesota  Renewable  Energy  Society 

Sustainable  Resources  Center 

Wind  Turbine  Industries  Corporation 

MISSISSIPPI 

East  Mississippi-West  Alabama  Community  Action  Network  (WECAN) 

MISSOURI 

Environmental  Action 
Missouri  Citizen  Action 
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Missouri  Energy  Resources  Project 
Missouri  Public  Interest  Research  Group 


MONTANA 

Alternative  Energy  Resources  Organization 

Bitten-oot  Greens 

Down  Home  Project;  A  Center  for  Self-Reliant  Living,  inc. 

Missoula  Urban  Demonstration  Project 

Montana  PIRG 

Northwest  Solar  Energy  Association 

Treecycle  Recycled  Paper 

NEBRASKA 

Nebraska  Citizen  Action 

NEVADA 

Citizen  Alert 

Citizen  Alert  Native  American  Project 

NEW  HAMPSHIRE 

Campaign  for  Ratepayer  Rights 

Earth  Day  Everyday  Networi< 

Energysmiths 

Lifewise  Community  Projects,  Inc. 

New  Hampshire  Citizen  Action 

New  Hampshire  Gazette 

Skyline  Enegineering 

Sunweaver  Energy  Corp. 

Vermont  Yankee  Education  Coalition 

NEW  JERSEY 

Aadept  Builders,  Inc. 

Abacus  Controls,  Inc. 

Advanced  Photovoltaic  Systems,  Inc. 

AIL  Research,  Inc. 

Air  Quality  Solar  Systems,  Inc. 

All  Quality  Solar  Systems 

Alliance  for  a  Living  Ocean 

American  Institute  of  Architects 

American  Lung  Association  of  New  Jersey 

Aqua  Research  Project 

Atlantic  Lighting,  Inc. 

Association  of  New  Jersey  Environmental  Commissions 

Audubon  Society/  Washington  Crossing 

Bayonne  Citizens  for  Clean  Air 

Bemardsville  Environmental  Commission 


18 

Brick  Township  Envoironmental  Commission 

Citizens  Against  Rate  Escalation  (CARE) 

Citizens  Against  Trash  to  Steam 

Citizens  Conservation  Council 

Citizen  Energy  Council 

Clean  Ocean  Action 

Coalition  Against  Toxics 

Colonial  Lakelands  Civic  Group 

Concerned  Citizens  of  Wayne 

Consumers  League  of  New  Jersey 

Comucopia  Network  of  New  Jersey 

Craft's  Creek  Coalition 

Creative  Marketing  Alliance,  Inc. 

Cumberland  Conservation  League 

Delaware  Riverkeeper 

East  Brunswick,  NJ 

Eco  Bella  Botanicals 

Energy  Saving  Technology,  Inc. 

Energy  Solutions  Inc. 

Environmental  Education  Project 

EPV  --  Photovoltaic,  Inc. 

First,  Inc. 

Genesis  Fami 

Girl  Scout  Troop  #473 

Grass  Roots  Environmental  Organization 

Hackensack  River  Coalition 

Haddon  Township  Environmental  Club 

Hardwick  Township  Environmental  Commission 

Help  Save  the  Earth 

Thomas  E.  Hitchins,  Inc.  (architects) 

Industrial  Utility  Council 

Intemational  Product  and  Technology  Exchange,  Inc. 

Jersey  City  Redevelopment  Agency,  Inc. 

Johnson  International,  Ltd. 

The  Johnson  Organization,  Inc. 

La  Case  de  Don  Pedro  (weatherization) 

League  of  Women  Voters  of  New  Jersey 

Miry  Run  Environmental  Group 

Monmouth  County  Friends  of  Clearwater 

Network  for  Environmental  and  Economic  Responsibility  (United  Church  of  Christ) 

New  Jersey  Citizen  Action 

New  Jersey  Division  of  Community  Resources,  Department  of  Community  Affairs 

New  Jersey  Environmental  Federation 

New  Jersey  Environmental  Lobby 

New  Jersey  Federation  of  Sportsmen 

Newark  Coalition  for  Neighborhoods 
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Northwest  New  Jersey  Community  Action  Programs 

Northwest  Sierra  Club 

Ocean  County  Citizens  for  Clean  Water 

Peterson  Task  Force  for  Community  Affairs  Inc. 

Peace  Action 

Pinelands  Presentation  Alliance 

Powhatan  Indians  of  Delaware  Valley 

Princeton  Environmental  Action 

Princeton  Recyclers 

Princeton  University  Chapter  of  Amnesty  Intemational 

Protect  Our  Woodbridge  Environmental  Resources  (POWER) 

Protestant  Community  Center,  Inc. 

Rainforest  Relief 

Residents  Against  Giant  Electric  (R.A.G.E.) 

Safe  Earth  Alliance 

SESCO,  Inc. 

Sierra  Club,  New  Jersey  Chapter 

Solar  Energy  Intemational 

SYCOM,  Inc. 

Technology  Council  of  Greater  Philadelphia 

United  American  Energy  Corporation,  Inc 

United  Community  Corp. 

United  Taxpayers  of  New  Jersey 

Utility  Promotions  Group,  Inc. 

Youth  Action  Committee 

NEW  MEXICO 

Solar  Electricity  Today 

New  Mexico  Citizen  Action 

New  Mexico  Environmental  Law  Center 

New  Mexico  Public  Interest  Research  Group 

New  Mexico  Solar  Energy 

SAVE  Sierra  Blanca 

NEW  YORK 

A&B  Solar  Corporation 

A.L.  Eastern  and  Sons 

Avatar  Energy  and  Communications  Inc. 

Best  Wire  and  Cable 

Bianco  and  Pepe 

Catskill  Alliance  for  Peace 

Church  Alive  Ministries 

Citizen  Action  of  New  York 

Citizens  for  a  Progressive  Energy  Policy 

Classic  Cleaners 

Cortland  Citizens  Against  Radioactive  Waste 

David  S.  Kaplan  Associates 
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Earth  General,  Inc. 

Earth  Doctor  Distributor 

Earth  Smarts 

Energy  Specialities,  Inc. 

Environmental  Energy  Efficiency 

Environmental  Technology  and  Telecommunications,  LTd. 

Federal  Land  Action  Group 

Force  Oil  of  New  York 

Four  Walls,  Eight  Windows 

Frank  B.  Diaz  Fumiture 

Galaxy  Fumiture 

Global  Energy  Legacy 

Global  Kids,  Inc. 

Go  Solar  of  New  York 

Greenworking 

Hacienda  Rosa 

Hico  Compactors 

Howard  Zizzerman  and  Co. 

Howlin  Marsh,  Co. 

Independent  Distributors 

Institute  for  Transportation  and  Development  Policy 

Jeffersonville  Hydroelectric  Company 

Jelco,  Inc. 

Kiss/Cathcart/Anders 

Lea  Associates 

Learning  Alliance 

Long  Island  Progressive  Coalition 

Metro  Energy  Management,  Inc. 

New  Land  Trust,  Inc. 

New  York  Earth  First 

Northcreek  Associates 

North  Fork  Retrofit 

Octagon  Builders 

Pace  University  Center  for  Environmental  Legal  Studies 

Power  Kinectics,  Inc. 

Pranafit 

Precis  Data  Systems 

Programmed  Media  Environments 

Prospect  Account  Services 

Roger's  Pizza  and  Deli 

Save  Our  World 

Shebute,  Inc. 

Solar  Coalition 

South  Bronx  Board  of  Trade 

South  Bronx  Community  Developmeny  Corporation 

Spirit  of  the  Forest 

Sustainable  Energy  Systems,  Inc. 
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Uncommon  Sense 

Unitron 

Urban  Cleaning  Contractors 

Westchester  One 

Wetlands  Preserve 

NORTH  CAROLINA 

Conservation  Council  of  North  Carolina 

Earthwares,  Inc. 

Fresource 

Hicks  Waterstoves  and  Solar  Systems,  Inc., 

Land  Stewardship  Coucil  of  North  Carolina 

Love  Your  Mother 

North  Carolina  Solar  Energy  Association 

North  Carolina  Wildlife  Federation 

NORTH  DAKOTA 

Dakota  Resource  Council 

OHIO 

Earth  Connection 

Earth  Day  Coalition  of  Ohio 

Northwest  Ohio  Environmental  Network 

Ohio  Citizen  Action 

Ohio  Citizens  for  Responsible  Energy,  Inc. 

Ohio  Public  Interest  Research  Group 

Radioactive  Waste  Campaign 

Sierra  Club,  Columbus  Chapter 

Solar  Cells,  Inc. 

Solar  Survival 

Toledo  Coalition  for  Safe  Energy 

Union  of  Concemed  Scientists  of  Ohio 

Westem  Reserve  Alliance  for  Safe,  Economical  Energy 

OKLAHOMA 

Citizens  Action  for  a  Safe  Environment 

Energy,  Inc. 

En  Sun  Corp. 

Native  American  Energy  Network 

Native  Americans  for  a  Clean  Environment 

Solar  Electric  Technologies 

OREGON 

Blue  Mountain  Energy 

Cell  Tech  Super  Blue  Green 

Citizens  Utility  Board 

Don't  Waste  Oregon  Committee 
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Mr.  Sun  Solar 

Sun,  Wind,  and  Fire  Company 

Oregon  Department  of  Energy 

Oregon  Fair  Share 

Oregon  League  of  Conservation  Voters 

Oregon  Solar  Energy  Industries  Association 

Oregon  State  Public  Interest  Research  Group,  Portland 

Oregon  Wildlife  Federation 

Physicians  for  Social  Responsibility 

Solar  Energy  Solutions 

United  Solar 

PENNSYLVANIA 

Appalachian  Mountain  Club,  Delaware  Valley  Chapter 

Asbestos  Victims  Special  Trust  Fund 

B-Pure 

Bucknell  University 

Bucks  County  Audubon  Society 

Center  for  the  Celebration  of  Creation 

City  of  Harrisburg,  PA 

City  of  New  Castle,  PA 

City  of  Sunbury,  PA 

The  Conserve  Group  (business) 

Delaware  River  Greenway 

Delaware  Valley  Toxics  Coalition 

Delaware  Valley  Rainforest  Action  Group 

ESAC 

Energy  Coordinating  Agency 

Energy  Retrofit  (business) 

Environmental  Coalition  on  Nuclear  Power 

EYE  Openers  (Ethics,  You  and  the  Environment) 

Friends  of  Philadelphia  Park 

Grassroots  Alliance  for  a  Solar  Pennsylvania  (GRASP) 

GROW,  Inc. 

Habitat  for  Humanity 

Leonard  Peltier/Big  Mountain  Support  Group 

Neighborhood  Gardens 

Northeastern  Sustainable  Energy  Association 

Pennsylvania  Citizen  Action 

Pennsylvania  Public  Interest  Research  Group 

Pennsylvania  Environmental  Council 

Pennsylvania  Environmental  Defense  Foundation 

The  Preservation  Coalition  of  Greater  Philadelphia 

Rails  to  Trails  Conservancy  of  Pennsylvania 

Springhouse  Energy  Systems  (business) 

Students  for  Environmental  Awareness 

Technology  Council  of  Greater  Philadelphia 
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Three  Mile  Island  Alert,  Inc. 

Vegetarian  Education  Network 

Western  Pennsylvania  Sustainable  Energy  Association 

RHODE  ISLAND 

Cart-Aways  of  Newport,  Inc. 

Citizens  League  for  Environmental  Action  and  Recovery  (CLEAR) 

Environmental  Action 

Mishuka  Shack 

Rhode  Island  for  Safe  Power 

Rhode  Island  Lung  Association 

Unitarian  Universalist  Seventh  Principle  Project 

SOUTH  CAROLINA 

Citizens  Local  Environmental  Action  Network  (CLEAR) 
Emerald  Earth  Trading  Company 
Environmentalists,  Inc. 
Salt  of  the  Earth 

SOUTH  DAKOTA 

Action  for  the  Environment 
Solar  Pathfinder 

TENNESSEE 

Concemed  Citizens  of  Tennessee 
Tennessee  Environmental  Council 
Tennessee  Valley  Energy  Reform  Coalition 
Thomas  Caldwell;  Architect 

TEXAS  ■- 

Alert  Citizens  for  Environmental  Safely 

Aragon  Management  Group,  Inc. 

BBH  Enterprises,  Inc. 

Carter  Wind  Turbines 

Center  for  Maximum  Potential  Building  Systems 

Clean  Water  Action 

DeMarco  Energy 

Earthies 

Ecology  Action  of  Texas 

El  Paso  Solar  Energy  Association 

ENTECH,  Inc. 

Greenpeace/TX 

MDZ  Consulting 

Nuclear  Responsibility  Network 

Quality  Environments 

The  Peace  Farni 

Public  Citizen,  Austin  Office 
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Solar  Kinetics,  Inc. 

Solar  Master  Corp. 

Solo  Power 

Sun  Trapper  Solar  Systems,  Inc. 

Texas  Citizen  Action 

Wind  Eagle  Corp. 

Zendik  Fami  Equilibrium  Foundation 

UTAH  •- 

Battery  Automated  Transportation  Technology,  Inc. 

The  Gentle  Survivalists 

U.S.  Public  Interest  Research  Group,  Utah  Office 

VERMONT  •- 

American  Wind  Energy  Association,  Vemriont  Chapter 

Atlantic  Orient  Corporation 

Champlain  Valley  Weatherization  Services 

Chelsea  Green  Publishing 

Chiptec  Wood  Energy  Systems 

C.T.  Donovan  Associates,  inc. 

Earthcare 

Earlhright  Institute 

Energy  Balance,  Inc. 

Energy  Rated  Homes  of  Vermont 

Independent  Power  and  Light 

Main  St.  Landing  Co. 

NRG  Systems,  Inc. 

New  England  Coalition  on  Nuclear  Pollution 

Northern  Power  Systems 

Peace  on  Earth  Store 

OCT  Services,  Inc. 

Real  Estate  Skills  for  the  Environment 

Solar  Works,  Inc. 

Technologists,  Inc. 

Vermont  Coalition  to  Save  James  Bay 

Vennont  Electric  Car  Company 

Vennont  Energy  Investment  Corporation 

Vermont  Environmental  Research  Associates,  Inc. 

Vermont  Public  Interest  Research  Group 

VIRGINIA  - 

Virginia  Citizen  Action 
Virginia  Solar  Council 

WASHINGTON  •• 

Advanced  Wind  Turbines 
Ample  Power  Co. 
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Applied  Power  Corpofation 

The  Atmosphere  Alliance 

Bio-Radiant  Energy,  Inc. 

Bommarito  Lighting 

Central  Washington  Peace  and  Environmental  Council 

Cruising  Equipment  Co.  Personal  Power  Systems 

Ecological  Wisdom 

EnviResource 

Greenhouse  Action 

Insul-Tray,  Inc. 

Jackrabbit  Alliance 

R.  Lynette  and  Associates 

Northwest  Conservation  Act  Coalition 

Nuclear  Safety  Cafnpaign 

Olympic  Renewable  Rejource 

Pacific  Energy  Institute  ' 

Planetwise  Products 

SBW  Consulting,  Inc. 

Small  Hydroelectric  Systems  and  Equipment,  Inc. 

Solar  Box  Cookers,  Inc. 

Solar  Systems 

Trace  Engineering 

U.S.  Solar  Roof 

Washington  Citizen  Action 

Washington  State  Rainbow  Coalition 

Washington  Public  Interest  Research  Group 

WEST  VIRGINIA 

West  Virginia  Citizen  Action 

WISCONSIN  - 

Altech  Energy 

Catalytics,  Inc. 

Dream  Valley  Resources 

Ducked  Pallet  Corporation 

E.S.  Enterprises 

Lake  Superior  Loghomes 

MBX  Corporation 

Midwest  Renewable  Energy  Association 

Nukewatch 

Packerland  Solar  Systems 

Renew  Wisconsin 

Silver  Creek  Corporation 

Wisconsin  Action 

Wisconsin  Citizens'  Utility  Board  WYOMING 

Wisconsin  Public  Interest  Research  Group  Wyoming  Outdoor  Council 
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OPENING  REMARKS 

Senator  Reid.  The  subcommittee  welcomes  you  here,  Ms.  Ervin, 
and  certainly  with  the  experience  we  have  had  so  far  this  year,  it 
is  great  to  be  talking  about  increases,  because  every  place  else 
we're  talking  about  decreases. 

So  we  have  your  statement  in  its  entirety.  It  will  be  made  part 
of  the  record.  This  is  your  first  appearance  before  the  subcommit- 
tee. We  will  not  only  ask  that  your  entire  biography  be  inserted  in 
the  record  but  we  would  like  you  to  state  for  the  record  some  of 
your  background  and  experience  for  the  subcommittee. 

We  would  also  like  you  to  introduce  your  associates  who  will  ap- 
pear with  you  today,  and  then  we  would  ask  you  to  summarize 
your  statement.  We  will  then  proceed  directly  to  the  questions  of 
the  subcommittee. 

SUMMARY  STATEMENT  OF  HON.  CHRISTINE  A.  ERVIN 

Ms.  Ervin.  Yes;  thank  you.  It  is  indeed  a  pleasure  to  be  here. 
You  are  right,  this  is  my  first  time  before  the  committee,  and  I  will 
share  a  little  bit  of  detail  about  my  background. 

I  have  been  on  the  job  so  to  speak,  about  4  months  now.  I  was 
confirmed  shortly  before  recess.  I  came  here  directly  from  the  State 
of  Oregon,  where  I  was  the  director  of  the  Oregon  Department  of 
Energy  for  2  years. 

Prior  to  that  I  was  in  Washington,  DC,  doing  policy  research  on 
pollution  prevention  and  energy  efficiency  with  the  Conservation 
Foundation. 

Prior  to  that  I  worked  for  about  10  years  in  the  State  of  Missou- 
ri's Office  of  Management  and  Budget.  For  5  of  those  years  I  was 
the  Assistant  Director  for  Budget,  which  meant  that  I  headed  up 
the  Governor's  budget  process  in  that  State. 

My  educational  background,  very  briefiy,  is  in  integrated  natural 
resources  planning  with  an  emphasis  on  economics. 

It  is  a  great  pleasure  to  be  here,  again,  Mr.  Chairman, 

INTRODUCTION  OF  ASSOCIATES 

In  terms  of  introducing  my  associates  here: 

To  my  left  I  have  my  principal  deputy.  Dr.  Peter  Fox-Penner; 
Frank  Stewart,  to  the  left;  Dr.  Robert  San  Martin,  to  his  left — I 
know  that  you  know  all  of  these  people.  We  have  John  Millhone  to 
my  right,  Al  Streb,  and  Tom  Gross. 

Senator  Reid.  Thank  you. 

BUDGET  OVERVIEW 

Ms.  Ervin.  The  Department  is  requesting  $961  million  in  the  ad- 
ministration's fiscal  year  1995  budget  for  energy  efficiency  pro- 
grams, which  includes  funds  for  the  administration's  top  priorities 
of  creating  jobs,  making  our  economy  more  competitive,  and  im- 
proving our  environment. 

It  is  evident  to  me  that  these  have  also  been  the  overall  objec- 
tives of  this  committee  for  many  years,  and  I  hope  that  we  can 
work  together  toward  these  objectives  even  in  the  face  of  a  tough 
budget  environment. 
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Rather  than  getting  into  the  details  which  you  do  have  in  the 
written  statement,  I  would  like  to  emphasize  a  number  of  themes 
or  principles  that  we  used  to  shape  the  budget  request. 

First  of  all,  we  are  striving  for  a  balanced  portfolio  between  long- 
term  research  and  short-term  commercialization.  In  short,  this  re- 
quest is  capitalizing  on  the  investment  that  we  have  made  over  the 
last  20  years  in  energy  technologies.  Now  the  challenge  is  to  get 
those  technologies  out  of  the  laboratories,  off  the  drawing  boards, 
and  into  the  marketplace. 

Second,  we  are  striving  very  hard  not  to  reinvent  the  wheel.  The 
programs  requested  in  fiscal  year  1995  do  reflect,  I  think  seriously, 
a  new  way  of  doing  business. 

Secretary  O'Leary  has  been  very  adamant  about  wanting  to  work 
with  stakeholders,  with  partners,  as  a  way  of  getting  our  job  done. 
We  are  doing  that  seriously,  and  as  we  describe  our  programs,  I 
think  that  will  become  evident  to  you. 

In  short,  we  can't  get  the  results  that  we  need  unless  we  work 
with  interest  groups  like  utilities,  public  utility  commissions.  State 
energy  offices,  businesses,  industries,  not  only  in  program  design 
but  then  in  carrying  out  those  programs  also. 

Third,  we  are  placing  a  greater  emphasis  on  use  of  the  market- 
place. In  the  Federal  Energy  Management  Program  [FEMP],  for  ex- 
ample, we  are  creating  public/private  partnerships  to  achieve  the 
energy  savings  that  we  need.  For  example,  by  the  end  of  1995, 
there  will  be  at  least  25  energy  savings  performance  contracts  in 
place,  putting  more  than  $100  million  of  private  sector  capital  into 
these  energy-saving  projects. 

In  industry,  we  are  emphasizing  in  a  number  of  places,  what  you 
may  have  heard  referred  to  as  the  Golden  Carrots  Program.  These 
are  essentially  market  pull  programs  that  try  to  encourage  demand 
for  energy-efficient  technologies. 

The  point  here  is  that  we  need  to  better  match  market  supply 
with  market  demand  so  that  we  can  get  the  marketplace  to  allocate 
resources  in  the  most  efficient  way  possible. 

Fourth,  this  budget  is  emphasizing  industrial  competitiveness. 
You  are  going  to  see  a  number  of  requests  that  are  closely  related, 
that  have  to  do  with  pollution  prevention  and  with  industrial  effi- 
ciency. In  fact,  it  is  very  hard  to  separate  energy  efficiency  from 
pollution  prevention;  the  two  go  together.  And  we  have  several  pro- 
grams that  link  together  to  do  just  that.  We  are  trying  to  improve 
the  bottom  line  for  businesses. 

Then,  fifth,  we  are  tracking  performance  in  a  very  vigorous  way. 
We  have  started  a  quality  metrics  program  which  has  identified 
several  key  indicators  that  we  will  need  to  track  for  our  programs: 
jobs,  energy  saved,  the  CO2  emissions,  and  so  forth.  And  I  hope 
that  by  the  fiscal  year  1996  budget,  you  are  going  to  see  a  system- 
atic, rigorous  system  of  these  performance  measures  that  you  can 
use  to  evaluate  our  results. 

BUDGET  HIGHLIGHTS 

Just  very  briefly  let  me  touch  on  a  couple  of  highlights  in  the 
budget. 

One  of  the  things  that  we  want  to  do  is  to  make  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment a  leader  within  energy  markets  talk,  so  to  speak,  so  in  the 
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FEMP  program  you  will  see  a  major  increase  that  is  going  to  reap 
benefits  of  at  least  $400  million  of  savings  each  year  by  the  year 
2000. 

We  are  also  expanding  our  purchase  of  alternative  fuel  vehicles 
in  our  Federal  fleets.. 

Elsewhere  we  are  emphasizing  major  technological  break- 
throughs, such  as  the  new-generation  vehicle  in  the  clean  car  ini- 
tiative and  new  pollution-preventing  technologies. 

Overall,  the  single  biggest  item  is  something  that  we  put  under 
the  umbrella  of  climate  change.  It  is  another  way  to  implement 
programs  that  are  authorized  in  EPACT.  It  provides  a  very  useful 
way  for  us  to  focus  our  efforts  on  those  EPACT  programs. 

In  my  final  comments,  I  would  like  to  address  head-on  the  issue 
of  why  are  we  requesting  a  42-percent  increase  in  these  tough 
times.  And  I  will  tell  you  very  briefly,  but  I  am  sure  you  will  want 
to  talk  about  it  a  little  bit  more.  The  budget  increase  that  we  are 
looking  at  reflects,  I  think,  a  shifting  in  priorities  that  had  started 
several  years  ago.  In  1991,  in  the  previous  administration,  the  De- 
partment of  Energy  went  through  a  systematic  evaluation  of  all  of 
its  programs  in  the  energy  resources  area  and  evaluated  them  ac- 
cording to  competitiveness  and  according  to  effectiveness  in  reduc- 
ing oil  imports  and  in  terms  of  improving  our  economy.  And  energy 
efficiency  was  judged  to  be  the  highest  priority  for  a  new  emphasis 
in  the  next  year's  budget.  Then  the  second  priority  was  an  in- 
creased use  of  natural  gas;  and  third,  increased  use  of  renewable 
resources,  and  so  forth. 

Also,  in  EPACT  we  clearly  saw  a  change  in  emphasis  toward 
placing  greater  reliance  on  energy  efficiency  and  renewable  re- 
sources. Now  in  the  latest  Energy  Information  Administration 
[EIA]  Annual  Energy  Outlook  Report,  we  see  very  clearly  that  we 
are  counting  on  energy  efficiency  to  meet  much  of  the  new  supply 
needs  that  we  will  have  by  the  year  2010,  and  in  fact,  about  50  per- 
cent of  the  new  capacity  needs  that  we  will  have  by  the  year  2010 
will  be  met  through  efficiency. 

We  are  counting  on  that  in  our  budget,  in  our  outlook,  and  in  our 
estimates  of  oil  imports.  And  that  means  that  we  need  to  deliver 
these  programs  effectively.  That  is  what  we  are  trying  to  do. 

JOB  CREATION 

We  also  talk  a  lot  about  jobs.  And  we  mean  that  very  sincerely. 
This  is  going  to  be  one  of  our  major  performance  measures.  Based 
on  any  number  of  studies,  you  will  find  that  the  jobs  created 
through  using  energy  more  efficiently  are  two  to  three  times  the 
number  of  jobs  that  you  get  when  you  spend  them  on  energy  itself. 
In  other  words,  when  you  free  up  that  money,  use  it  in  the  econ- 
omy and  other  ways,  you  deliver  more  jobs.  We  think  that  this  pro- 
gram will  also  be  good  for  the  job  impact. 

EXPORT  NEEDS 

Third  and  finally,  one  of  the  reasons  for  this  increase  is  because 
of  the  timing.  Not  only  because  we  have  technologies  that  are 
ready  and  need  to  get  into  the  marketplace  but  because  the  inter- 
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national  market  is  desperately  calling  for  a  considerable  industry 
effort  in  this  area. 

One  of  the  estimates  that  we  have  seen  from  the  U.S.  Depart- 
ment of  Commerce  is  that  the  potential  energy-efficiency  export 
market  between  1990  and  2010  is  at  least  $250  billion  worldwide. 
Now,  we  are  addressing  that  in  this  budget,  maybe  not  to  the  ex- 
tent that  we  should,  but  the  fact  is  that  the  timing  is  critical  for 
us  to  get  our  industries  organized  and  prepared  to  meet  those  ex- 
port needs. 

PREPARED  STATEMENT 

All  in  all,  when  you  add  up  the  increase,  what  it  means  is  that 
we  are  providing  balance  in  the  energy  resources  accounts.  Energy 
efficiency  then  becomes  about  20  percent  of  the  whole  energy  re- 
source supply. 

So,  thank  you  very  much  for  inviting  me  to  make  this  opening 
statement.  Of  course,  we  will  be  happy  to  take  all  questions  that 
you  may  have. 

[The  statement  follows:] 

Statement  of  Christine  A.  Erven 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  am  pleased  to  present  the  Admin- 
istration's fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  of  $961  million  for  Energy  Conservation 
programs.  This  budget  request  strongly  supports  the  Administration's  multiple  ob- 
jectives of  job  creation  through  investments  in  energy  efficiency,  leveraging  federal 
dollars  through  cost-shared  public/private  partnerships,  enhancing  environmental 
quality  through  pollution  prevention,  and  improving  U.S.  productivity  in  an  increas- 
ingly competitive  world  market.  This  budget  also  reflects  considerable  effort  in  ex- 
amining and  balancing  energy  efficiency  goals  within  the  fiscal  constraints  of  the 
federal  Dudget. 

This  request  represents  a  43  percent  increase  over  fiscal  year  1994  appropriations, 
reflecting  this  Administration's  dedication  to  continued  aggressive  implementation 
of  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  1992  [EPAct]  as  well  as  implementation  of  a  new  initia- 
tive— the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan.  Additionally,  the  request  will  provide  for 
continuation  and  expansion  of  critical  research  and  development  programs  as  well 
as  fund  Administration  priorities  such  as:  the  Clean  Car  Initiative,  Federal  Energy 
Management  Program,  Alternative-fueled  Vehicles  Purchase,  Advanced  Manufactur- 
ing Initiative,  the  Natural  Gas  Initiative,  and  the  Weatherization  Assistance  Pro- 
gram. This  budget  request  integrates  the  Energy  Conservation  base  program,  con- 
tinued funding  for  EPAct  and  a  new  request  for  Climate  Change. 

Before  addressing  the  specific  budgets  of  our  five  sectors,  I  would  like  to  comment 
on  several  themes  reflected  in  this  budget  request.  First,  the  budget  reflects  a  bal- 
anced portfolio  that  covers  the  spectrum  from  applied  research  and  development  to 
commercialization  of  technologies  into  the  marketplace.  Second,  the  budget  request 
recognizes  the  vast  infrastructure  of  public  and  private  interests  needed  to  help 
achieve  results  on  the  ground.  We  areMrawing  on  that  existing  infrastructure  to 
help  design  programs  at  the  front  end  and  to  leverage  our  resources  most  effec- 
tively. Third,  we  are  beginning  to  measure  results  of  these  investment  programs  as 
never  before.  Rather  than  simply  measuring  inputs  and  outputs,  we  have  initiated 
a  project  called  Quality  Metrics  which  will  provide  performance  criteria  for  all  our 
programs  in  terms  of  number  of  jobs  created,  amount  of  energy  saved,  and  environ- 
mental impacts.  Finally,  much  of  the  budget  increase  for  fiscal  year  1995  is  cap- 
tured under  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan.  My  Office  has  the  lead  among  Federal 
government  agencies  in  implementing  the  plan  which  is  no  simple  task.  We  have 
set  in  motion  an  unprecedented  type  of  process  to  maximize  Federal  coordination 
and  involve  private  and  public  interests  in  program  design  and  critique  which  is  un- 
derway right  now.  While  the  Plan  addresses  the  reduction  of  CO2  emissions,  I  want 
to  emphasize  that  it  accomplishes  this  through  the  implementation  of  programs  de- 
signed to  save  energy  and  make  our  economy  more  productive.  Many  of  those  pro- 
grams, of  course,  are  authorized  under  EPAct.  The  Climate  Change  Action  Plan, 
then,  has  given  us  the  challenge  to  move  ahead  with  aggressive  implementation  of 
those  many  programs. 
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BUILDING  SECTOR 

The  budget  request  for  the  Building  Technologies  program  is  $179.3  million,  a  120 
percent  increase  from  last  year's  appropriation.  Of  this  amount,  $72.9  million  is  in 
support  of  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan.  The  increase  will  allow  the  building  sec- 
tor to  continue  its  research  and  development  programs  &i..d  expand  efforts  to  influ- 
ence the  production  and  marketing  of  priority  energy-efficient  technologies,  and  to 
assure  that  ener^  efficiency  becomes  a  common  ingredient  in  building  practice. 

In  1990,  buildings  consumed  30  quadrillion  British  thermal  units  (quads)  of  en- 
ergy, or  about  36  percent  of  the  total  U.S.  demand.  Over  the  next  two  decades,  the 
potential  exists  to  increase  the  efficiency  of  the  building  stock  by  30  percent.  This 
could  reduce  consumer  energy  expenditures  by  $75  billion  per  year  by  2010.  To  un- 
dertake this  ambitious  effort,  the  Department  will  expand  its  outreach  program  to 
work  more  closely  in  public/private  partnerships,  act  as  a  catalyst  for  the  formation 
of  significant  market-pull  activities,  support  state  and  local  governments  in  the 
adoption  of  more  timely  and  effective  energy  efficiency  standards  for  commercial  and 
residential  buildings,  improve  the  Department's  capabilities  to  fully  implement  its 
responsibilities  to  establish  and  regularly  upgrade  appliance  lighting  and  equipment 
standards,  and  provide  Federal  leadership  to  reduce  the  cost  to  the  taxpayer  of  the 
government's  own  energy  consumption. 

Our  budget  supports  a  research  initiative  for  fuel  cell  applications.  The  Fuel  Cell 
Building  Microcogeneration  program  addresses,  with  industry,  those  technology  in- 
tegration issues  unique  to  building  applications  not  being  addressed  in  other  fuel 
cell  programs. 

We  are  requesting  increased  funding  for  four  new  programs  which  are  included 
in  the  President's  Climate  Change  Action  Plan:  "Rebuild  America,"  Housing  Tech- 
nology Deployment,  Emerging  Technologies  Demonstrations,  and  "Golden  Carrot" 
Market-Pull  Partnerships.  These  new  voluntary  programs  will  provide  a  major  force 
to  move  energy-efficient,  environmentally  benign  technologies,  more  rapidly  into  the 
marketplace.  First,  the  "Rebuild  America"  program  initiates  an  audit-based,  whole 
building  approach  for  energy  efficiency.  This  program  will  be  in  partnership  with 
State  and  local  governments,  utilities,  financial  institutions,  and  businesses.  This 
will  include  large-scale  retrofitting  of  existing  commercial  buildings  in  order  to  effect 
the  penetration  of  energy-efficient  technologies,  similar  to  "Green  Lights"  and  "En- 
ergy Star",  concepts  pioneered  by  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency.  Second, 
Residential  Energy  Efficiency  Programs  and  Housing  Technology  Deplojonent  which 
will  provide  a  highly  focused  and  visible  demonstration  of  how  the  Department's  ad- 
vanced technologies,  incentives,  and  partnerships  can  work  together  effectively  to 
accelerate  the  rate  at  which  sustainaole  energy  savings  can  be  realized  from  new 
and  existing  houses.  Third,  the  Emerging  Technologies  Demonstrations  Program 
which  will  identify  new  technologies  in  commercial  buildings  and  will  perform  dem- 
onstrations to  increase  familiarity  and  confidence  of  potential  buyers.  Fourth,  the 
"Golden  Carrot"  Market-Pull  Partnership  Program  which  will  design  and  implement 
a  wide  range  of  "market-transformation"  initiatives  for  residential  equipment  tech- 
nologies, from  super-efficient  refrigerators  to  air  conditioning  and  heating  systems. 

The  appliance  and  lighting  standards  program  continues  its  efforts  to  develop  en- 
ergy conservation  standards  for  both  residential  appliances  and  commercial  equip- 
ment. In  fiscal  year  1995,  the  program  will  continue  its  efforts  to  accelerate  the  resi- 
dential appliance  standards  inlemakings  as  required  by  the  Energy  Policy  Act. 
Standards  proposed  for  eight  types  of  appliances  are  projected  to  save  64  Quads 
over  the  period  1996  to  2030. 

The  building  standards  and  guidelines  program  will  continue  its  efforts  to  support 
States,  local  governments,  and  industry  consensus  activities.  Fourteen  million  dol- 
lars is  being  requested  for  the  President's  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  to  implement 
a  cooperative,  co-funded  program  which  will  actively  assist  States  in  upgrading,  im- 
plementing, and  enforcing  their  building  energy  efficiency  codes.  These  programs 
will  provide  a  range  of  technical  assistance  which  includes  information,  training  pro- 
grams for  code  officials  and  builders,  and  technical  support  to  model  code  groups 
and  consensus  standards  organizations.  The  program  continues  its  efforts  to  support 
the  development  of  Home  Energy  Rating  Systems  and  Energy  Efficient  Mortgage 
Programs  by  implementing  a  comprehensive  outreach  program  for  stakeholders. 

The  Federal  Energy  Management  Program  [FEMP]  manifests  our  commitment  to 
increased  energy  efficiency  and  elimination  of  wasteful  energy  practices  in  federal 
facilities  and  buildings.  The  budget  request  will  move  us  toward  a  savings  of  over 
$400  million  annually.  Our  request  will  enable  FEMP  to  support  the  President's 
goal  of  reducing  energy  use  in  Federal  buildings  by  at  least  20  percent  by  2000. 
FEMP  has  increased  the  total  number  of  energy-savings  performance  contracts 
awarded  from  15  over  the  last  five  years  to  as  many  as  25  by  the  end  of  fiscal  year 
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1994,  thus  putting  more  than  $100  million  of  private  sector  capital  into  energy-sav- 
ings projects  in  the  Federal  sector. 

TRANSPORTATION  SECTOR 

The  transportation  sector  accounts  for  65  percent  of  our  petroleum  consumption 
and  as  such  constitutes  the  central  challenge  to  reduce  our  reliance  on  foreign  oil. 
Moreover,  the  gap  between  transportation  petroleum  use  and  domestic  production 
continues  to  grow.  As  a  result,  oil  imports  represent  an  increasing  portion  of  this 
nation's  trade  deficit.  Reversing  this  trend  will  make  an  important  contribution  to 
our  economic  strength. 

We  are  requesting  significant  increases  in  research  and  development  funding  for 
technologies  whose  objective  is  to  increase  the  fuel  economy  for  new  vehicles  oy  a 
factor  of  three  within  ten  years.  This  expanded  effort,  which  is  being  coordinated 
with  other  agencies  and  with  industry  under  the  title.  Partnership  for  a  New  Gen- 
eration Vehicle,  or  the  "Clean  Car  Initiative"  represents  a  renewed  commitment  to 
research  and  development  on  the  part  of  the  Big  Three  automakers,  their  suppliers, 
and  the  federal  government.  These  technologies  include:  (1)  Hybrid  vehicles,  for 
which  we  are  requesting  $38.4  million  in  fiscal  year  1995,  a  $19.4  million  increase; 
(2)  Lightweight  vehicle  materials,  which  would  increase  by  150  percent  to  $15  mil- 
lion; and  (3)  Fuel  cell  development,  which  would  increase  by  $5.1  million  to  $24.6 
miUion.  The  work  to  be  funded  is  a  continuation  of  projects  be^n  with  fiscal  years 
1993  and  1994  appropriations  and  are  heavily  cost-shared  with  mdustry. 

Improved  fuel  use  economy  is  one  primary  element  of  a  two-front  attack  to  deal 
with  the  issue  of  growing  transportation  demand  for  oil.  The  second  front  involves 
leadership  and  action  which  will  result  in  the  widespread  use  of  alternative  trans- 
portation fuels. 

On  Earth  Day,  1993,  the  President  signed  Executive  Order  12844,  which  directed 
Federal  agencies  to  ratchet  up  both  commitment  and  results  with  respect  to  acquir- 
ing alternative  fuel  vehicles  for  the  Federal  fleet.  We  are,  therefore,  requesting  $30 
million  to  help  agencies  purchase  15,000  of  these  vehicles  in  1995.  In  conjunction 
with  this  initiative,  we  have  laid  the  groundwork  for  working  with  and  influencing 
others  to  make  decisions  favoring  the  purchase  of  alternative  fuel  vehicles.  Thus, 
we  are  seeking  increased  funds  for:  (1)  implementing  a  program  with  States  to  pro- 
vide incentives  for  accelerating  investment  in  alternative  fueled  vehicles  and  re- 
quired infrastructure;  (2)  developing  and  making  available  objective  information  on 
automobiles,  trucks  and  buses  fueled  by  natural  gas,  propane,  alcohol,  electricity 
and  other  fuels;  (3)  training  and  certification  of  mechanics  and  technicians;  (4)  draft- 
ing of  regulations  affecting  fleet  owners  and  managers.  The  Department  is  request- 
ing an  increase  of  $25.1  million  in  its  Alternative  Fuels  Utilization  budget,  from 
$43.6  million  to  $68.7  million. 

The  Department  designed  and  instituted  its  "Clean  Cities"  program  during  1993 
to  help  build  a  nationwide  program  linking  the  Federal  government's  activities  with 
those  of  States  and  communities.  We  have  worked  closely  with  the  Federal  Fleet 
Conversion  Task  Force,  which  was  created  by  Executive  Order  12844,  to  develop  a 
strong  Federal  leadership  position  with  respect  to  alternative  fuel  vehicles.  We  are 
excited  about  the  potential  to  leverage  Federal  resources,  and  to  provide  clear  sig- 
nals regarding  alternative  fuel  markets  to  both  fuel  providers  and  automotive  man- 
ufacturers. Using  fiscal  year  1995  funds,  we  will  continue  to  provide  planning  assist- 
ance and  information,  coordinate  fleet  vehicle  acquisition  plans,  and  disseminate  re- 
sults. 

INDUSTRIAL 

The  Office  of  Industrial  Technology  has  requested  a  fiscal  year  1995  budget  of 
$180.7  million,  an  increase  of  44  percent  above  the  fiscal  year  1994  appropriation. 
The  industrial  sector's  program  will  help  sustain  an  efficient,  environmentally 
sound,  globally  competitive  U.S.  industrial  economy  through  Federal/industrial  part- 
nerships and  cost-sharing. 

The  industrial  program  has  substantial  resources  invested  in  research  and  devel- 
opment activities  directed  toward  increasing  the  availability  of  new  energy  supply 
and  feedstock  technologies,  reducing  industry  energy  requirements  and  reducing  key 
waste  streams.  The  program  goals  envision  clean  and  efficient  manufacturing  and 
materials  technologies  in  U.S.  industry  where  such  technologies  can  improve  both 
industrial  productivity  and  environmental  performance. 

A  major  area  of  the  industrial  program  is  process  efficiency  technologies.  These 
technologies  are  targeted  at  significant  opportunities  for  improving  energy  efficiency 
and  productivity  in  basic  process  industries.  The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  for 
process  efficiency  technologies  is  $72.3  million,  an  increase  of  $18  million  over  fiscal 


32 

year  1994.  The  largest  element  of  this  increase  is  $7.5  million  to  initiate  funding 
of  the  Advanced  Manufacturing  Initiative  that  was  authorized  by  the  Energy  Policy 
Act.  Our  investment  in  the  Advanced  Manufacturing  Initiative,  like  the  rest  of  our 
programs,  will  be  leveraged  with  substantial  private  sector  investment  to  help  cre- 
ate world-class,  high  value-added  U.S.  manufacturing  firms,  especially  in  the  most 
energy-intensive  industries. 

Energy  system  technologies  represent  another  large  percentage  of  the  industrial 
program  budget.  The  fiscal  year  1995  funding  request  for  energy  systems  tech- 
nologies of  $44.6  million  represents  an  increase  of  about  $15  million  over  fiscal  year 
1994.  The  largest  component  of  this  increase  ($11  million)  will  accelerate  the  devel- 
opment— with  the  Department's  Office  of  Fossil  Energy,  the  Electric  Power  Research 
Institute  and  the  Gas  Research  Institute — of  advanced  steam  gas  turbine  systems 
employing  the  ceramic  materials  developed  through  the  continuing  support  of  the 
committee. 

Waste  minimization  technologies  target  opportunities  for  improvements  in  waste 
material  prevention,  reduction  and  utilization  including  consumer  product  recycling. 
Program  activities  include  cooperation  with  the  Vehicle  Recycling  Partnership  in  co- 
operation with  the  U.S.  Council  for  Automotive  Research  initiative,  several  waste 
conversion  processes  to  reuse  wastes  such  as  wet  food  wastes,  recovery  of  energy 
from  liquid  waste  streams,  technology  for  the  reuse  of  waste  plastics,  and  support 
for  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  (discussed  below).  The  fiscal  year  1995  request 
for  waste  minimization  technologies  is  $33.6  million,  an  increase  of  $7.6  million 
from  the  fiscal  year  1994  appropriation.  Most  of  the  budget  increase  will  go  toward 
developing  and  implementing  technologies  that  reduce  the  quantity  of  waste  gen- 
erated in  industries  such  as  chemicals,  petroleum  refining,  paper  and  electroplating. 

The  fiscal  year  1995  request  of  $20.4  million  for  industrial  implementation  and 
deployment  activities  is  an  increase  of  $13.4  million  from  the  fiscal  year  1994  appro- 
priation in  line  with  the  increased  emphasis  on  market  deployment  activities.  It  is 
projected  that  each  dollar  we  put  into  these  programs  between  fiscal  year  1994  and 
the  year  2000  will  be  leveraged  with  a  private  sector  investment  of  $20.  These  in- 
vestments will  contribute  to  a  19  million  metric  ton/year  reduction  in  greenhouse 
gas  emissions  in  the  year  2000.  For  example,  the  Energy  Analysis  and  Diagnostic 
Center  [EADC]  program  helps  train  college  students  to  conduct  free  energy  audits 
and  waste  assessments  for  small-  and  medium-sized  manufacturing  facilities.  Twen- 
ty-five EADC  university  centers  are  now  active  and  4,353  audits  have  been  per- 
formed. EADC  programs  have  contributed  to  an  estimated  cumulative  energy  sav- 
ings of  80  trillion  Btu  and  cost  savings  of  $438  million  through  fiscal  year  1993. 

Under  the  Administration's  Climate  Change  Action  Plan,  four  major  public/pri- 
vate programs  are  being  pursued  in  addition  to  the  EADC  program  described  above. 
These  include  the  Motor  Challenge  program,  which  establishes  agreements  with  in- 
dustry for  Showcase  Demonstrations  and  accelerates  the  deployment  of  more  effi- 
cient electric  motor  systems;  the  Climate- Wise  program,  which  forms  partnerships 
among  industry,  state  and  local  governments,  and  the  Federal  government  to  create 
incentives  for  voluntary  private  programs  and  actions  which  accomplish  greenhouse 
gas  reductions;  the  Golden  Carrot  program,  which  encourages  the  private  sector  to 
develop  cost  effective  and  commercially  marketable  products  from  high-efiiciency 
motors  to  adjustable  speed  drives;  and  the  National  Industrial  Competitiveness 
through  Energy,  Environment  and  Economics  [NICE^]  program  which  encourages 
industries  to  target  technological  and  other  opportunities  for  energy  efficiency  im- 
provements through  waste  material  prevention,  reduction  and  utilization,  related  to 
industrial  production. 

UTILITY  SECTOR 

The  budget  request  for  the  Integrated  Resource  Planning  [IRP]  program  is  $13 
million,  an  increase  of  $6.2  million  over  last  year's  appropriation.  Integrated  Re- 
source Planning  is  clearly  a  priority  of  both  Congress  and  the  Administration.  Its 
use  by  States  is  encouraged  in  the  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  of  1990,  the  Energy 
Policy  Act  of  1992  and  the  Administration's  Climate  Change  Action  Plan.  The  in- 
creased funding  would  be  aggressively  applied  to  improve  the  effectiveness  of  IRP 
practices  and  continue  to  overcome  existing  resource  and  technical  barriers  experi- 
enced by  many  States  and  utilities. 

The  integration  of  demand-side  management  [DSM]  into  IRP  processes  will  con- 
tinue in  fiscal  year  1995.  The  Database  on  Energy  Efficiency  Programs  now  houses 
over  900  reports  which  document  the  costs,  energy  savings,  and  load  shape  impacts 
of  DSM  programs  implemented  across  the  country.  This  database  is  extremely  valu- 
able for  conducting  cross-utility  analyses  of  "as  delivered"  DSM  costs  and  perform- 
ance. Earlier  research  showed  a  wide  range  of  reported  estimates  for  commercial 
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lighting  DSM  programs,  highlighting  the  need  to  narrow  the  range  of  uncertainty 
regarding  DSM  costs  and  performance. 

In  recent  years,  there  has  been  an  increasing  trend  toward  competition  in  the 
electricity  sector,  both  at  the  wholesale  and  retail  levels.  The  IRP  program  is  ana- 
lyzing these  changes  and  recognizes  that  the  program  must  be  flexible  in  order  to 
meet  the  needs  of  States  and  other  stakeholders  in  an  electricity  industry  that  is 
undergoing  dramatic  structural  change. 

The  IRP  Program,  as  required  by  EPAct,  prepared  a  draft  five-year  Program  Plan 
that  outlines  goals  and  strategies  for  expanding  the  use  of  IRP.  The  plan  was  re- 
viewed by  over  400  state,  utility  and  other  interest  group  partners  who  provided 
useful  comments  concerning  the  technical  directions  and  priorities  of  the  IRP  Pro- 
gram. The  new  IRP  initiatives  called  for  by  the  Administration's  Climate  Change 
Action  Plan  will  build  on  the  efforts  outlined  in  the  Program  Plan  to  accelerate  the 
use  of  IRP  by  overcoming  key  barriers  and  building  on  previous  successes.  Over  the 
last  year.  States  have  begun  to  hold  the  gas  and  electric  IRP  hearings  required  by 
Energy  Policy  Act.  The  number  is  expected  to  accelerate  rapidly  over  the  coming 
months,  and  the  Department's  assistance  is  vital  to  meet  this  growing  need. 

TECHNICAL  AND  FINANCIAL  ASSISTANCE 

The  budget  request  for  Technical  and  Financial  Assistance  programs  reflects  a 
significant  commitment  by  the  Administration  to  increase  the  level  of  State  involve- 
ment in  deploying  energy  efficiency  and  renewable  energy  technologies  and  prac- 
tices. The  request  totals  $367.6  million,  an  increase  of  25  percent  over  fiscal  year 
1994  appropriations  for  these  programs.  Most  of  this  increase  is  for  State  grant  pro- 
grams, including  some  provisions  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act  as  well  as  traditional  for- 
mula grant  programs. 

Under  the  State  Energy  Conservation  Program,  we  are  requesting  a  35  percent 
increase  for  the  base  program  which  supports  core  State  capabilities  to  work  with 
us  on  developing  and  implementing  energy  policy  and  programs — particularly  cru- 
cial as  we  will  be  relying  heavily  on  our  State  partners  to  help  achieve  the  overall 
goals  of  the  Administration's  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  and  the  Energy  Policy 
Act.  Also  under  this  program,  but  apart  from  the  formula-based  distribution,  we  are 
requesting  $18  million  in  new  funds  for  implementation  of  two  specific  provisions 
of  the  Energy  Policy  Act  which  are  also  components  of  the  Climate  Change  Action 
Plan:  one  that  provides  grants  to  States  for  industrial  energy  efficiency,  and  another 
that  encourages  State  revolving  loan  funds  for  energy  efficiency  in  State  and  local 
government  buildings. 

Our  request  for  the  Weatherization  Assistance  Program  is  21  percent  higher  than 
last  year's  appropriation,  reflecting  an  increase  that  is  part  of  the  President's  In- 
vestment Program.  The  requested  total  will  result  in  the  weatherization  of  126,600 
low-income  homes,  an  increase  of  22,100  homes  over  the  number  being  weatherized 
in  fiscal  year  1994.  A  recently-completed,  three-year  nationwide  evaluation  of  this 
program  shows  an  average  18  percent  savings  of  heating  energy  in  weatherized 
homes,  and  a  favorable  overall  benefit-cost  ratio.  Energy  cost  savings  are  particu- 
larly meaningful  to  our  citizens  with  low  incomes,  positively  affecting  their  quality 
of  life  as  well  as  their  pocketbooks.  Furthermore,  in  fiscal  year  1995,  the  Weather- 
ization Program  will  support  approximately  12,700  jobs  through  the  network  of 
State  and  local  agencies  that  conduct  \Veatherization  activities,  helping  to  strength- 
en the  economy  in  hundreds  of  local  communities. 

Another  significant  priority  in  our  budget  request  addresses  the  international 
market  opportunities  offered  by  growing  U.S.  participation  in  energy  efficiency/sus- 
tainable development  efforts.  With  the  establishment  of  the  Committee  on  Energy 
Efficiency  Commerce  and  Trade  [COEECT]  last  year,  the  U.S.  energy  efficiency  in- 
dustry now  has  a  way  to  obtain  guidance  and  assistance  in  meeting  the  increasingly 
aggressive  competition  for  rapidly  growing  international  opportunities  for  energy  ef- 
ficiency technologies,  with  a  worldwide  market  currently  estimated  at  $250-$300 
billion.  Our  budget  request  for  fiscal  year  1995  includes  $4.4  million  (an  increase 
of  $3.7  million)  to  expand  the  scope  of  COEECT  activities  and  provide  coordinated 
support  for  several  specific  intergovernmental  initiatives  to  encourage  exports  of 
U.S.  energy  efficiency  products  and  services.  Federal  assistance  will  help  U.S.  indus- 
try identify  the  opportunities  and  capture  a  larger  market  share,  strengthen  the  in- 
dustry domestically,  improve  the  U.S.  balance  of  trade,  create  more  U.S.  jobs,  and 
help  reduce  the  cost  of  alternative  energy  options,  in  this  country  and  worldwide. 
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CONCLUSION 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  know  that  my  testimony  today  contains  many  numbers,  many 
statistics,  and  the  results  of  many  of  our  analyses.  If  I  may,  I  would  like  to  close 
by  emphasizing  what  our  budget  means  in  human  terms. 

We  know  that  this  Administration  is  committed  to,  above  all  else,  improving  the 
job  situation,  the  economy,  and  overall  quality  of  our  lives  in  urban  and  rural  areas. 
Let  me  give  you  some  examples  of  how  energy  efficiency  and  clean  energy  are  criti- 
cal to  achieving  these  goals. 

This  is  the  essence  of  our  approach  across  all  of  the  Office  of  Energy  Efficiency 
and  Renewable  Energy.  Whether  we  are  doing  research  on  advanced  materials  or 
simply  making  houses  affordable  and  comfortable  to  live  in,  we  are  committed  to 
delivering  a  win-win  proposition  to  our  citizens.  By  using  our  resources  wisely,  we 
can  create  more  jobs  and  economic  development  and  we  can  address  our  serious  en- 
vironmental and  energy  problems  across  this  nation  and  all  over  the  world. 
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Christine  Ervin  was  confirmed  in  November  1993  as  Assistant  Secretary  for  En- 
ergy Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy  at  the  United  States  Department  of  Energy. 

She  is  responsible  for  more  than  $1  billion  annually  in  Federal  programs  to  de- 
velop and  promote  the  use  of  renewable  energy  and  energy  efficiency  technologies, 
in  the  United  States  and  in  foreign  markets. 

The  programs  she  oversees  involve  research  and  development  at  DOE's  national 
laboratories,  extensive  efforts  to  commercialize  new  energy  technologies,  and  grant 
programs  that  weatherize  low-income  homes,  make  energy  efficiency  improvements 
to  schools  and  hospitals,  and  fund  energy  programs  in  all  50  States  and  six  U.S. 
territories. 

Prior  to  her  appointment  by  President  William  Clinton,  Ms.  Ervin  was  Director 
of  the  Oregon  Department  of  Energy,  a  position  that  made  her  the  chief  energy  ad- 
visor to  the  Governor  of  Oregon  and  the  Oregon  Legislature.  In  addition  to  leading 
Oregon's  energy  programs,  she  chaired  a  Governor's  multi-agency  task  force  on 
transportation,  land-use,  air  quality  and  energy. 

Prior  to  her  role  in  Oregon,  Ms.  Ervin  served  as  a  project  director  for  the  World 
Wildlife  Fund  and  the  Conservation  Foundation  in  Washington,  D.C.  She  specialized 
in  policy  research  on  pollution  prevention,  product  and  packaging  design,  and  cor- 
porate environmental  policy. 

From  1982-87,  she  was  assistant  director  of  the  state  Budget  and  Planning  Office 
in  Missouri,  overseeing  the  Governor's  statewide  budget  recommendations  for  oper- 
ating and  capital  improvement  programs. 

Ms.  Ervin  holds  a  master  of  science  degree  in  physical  geography  from  Oregon 
State  University  and  has  done  post-graduate  work  in  resource  economics.  She  is 
married  and  lives  in  the  Washington,  D.C.  area. 


Biographical  Sketch  of  Dr.  Peter  S.  Fox-Penner 

Peter  S.  Fox-Penner  was  appointed  Principal  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  for  En- 
ergy Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy  at  the  U.S.  Department  of  Energy  on  October 
20,  1993.  In  this  position,  he  is  responsible  for  directing  the  planning,  implementa- 
tion and  management  of  major  projects  and  programs  in  the  Office  of  Energy  Effi- 
ciency and  Renewable  Energy.  As  Principal  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary,  Dr.  Fox- 
Penner  also  acts  on  behalf  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  in  her  absence. 

The  Office  of  Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy's  annual  budget  exceeds 
$1  billion.  Its  programs  range  from  electric  utility  integrated  resource  planning  to 
global  climate  initiatives  and  the  Administration's  Clean  Car  Initiative. 

During  the  1992  Presidential  Campaign,  Dr.  Fox-Penner  served  as  an  energy  and 
environmental  advisor  on  a  wide  variety  of  issues.  In  addition  to  speaking  engage- 
ments and  briefings,  he  was  active  in  Environmentalists  for  Clinton-Gore. 

Prior  to  coming  to  the  Department  of  Energy,  Dr.  Fox-Penner  was  a  Vice  Presi- 
dent of  Charles  Rivers  Associates,  Inc.  A  specialist  in  related  industries  and  en- 
ergy and  environmental  policy.  Dr.  Fox-Penner  has  advised  numerous  public  and 
private  clients  and  has  published  a  number  of  articles  and  books.  His  past  assign- 
ments include  analyzing  natural  resource  damages,  integrated  resource  planning 
and  demand-side  management,  energy  studies  of  renewable  fuels,  and  assignments 
related  to  international  energy  policy,  U.S.  petroleum  use,  and  alternative  fuels.  In 
addition  to  his  consulting  activities,  he  has  provided  expert  witness  testimony  before 
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the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  Federal  Courts,  the  Federal  Energy  Regu- 
latory Commission,  and  a  number  of  State  public  service  commissions. 

From  1980  to  1983,  Dr.  Fox-Penner  served  as  Chief  Engineer  in  the  Illinois  Gov- 
ernor's Office  of  Consumer  Services.  Prior  to  this,  he  worked  for  the  University  of 
Illinois  Energy  Research  Group,  a  pioneering  energy  research  center.  During  this 
period,  he  was  a  founder  and  leader  of  the  Prairie  Alliance,  a  grassroots  environ- 
mental group. 

In  1989,  Dr.  Fox-Penner  earned  a  Ph.D.  in  Economics  from  the  University  of  Chi- 
cago. His  doctoral  thesis  concerning  energy  conservation  and  industry  structure  in 
relation  to  PURPA  appeared  in  the  Journal  of  Law  and  Economics.  He  received  his 
Bachelor's  degree  in  Electrical  Engineering  from  the  University  of  Illinois  in  1976 
and  a  Masters  of  Mechanical  Engineering  in  1978. 

During  his  professional  career.  Dr.  Fox-Penner  has  become  a  member  of  the  Advi- 
sory Board  of  the  Center  for  National  Policy;  an  Associate  Member  of  the  American 
Bar  Association;  an  Associate  Member  of  the  American  Economic  Association;  the 
International  Association  of  Energy  Economists;  the  Association  of  Demand-Side 
Management  Professionals;  the  Association  of  Energy  Engineers;  and  other  profes- 
sional groups. 

He  is  a  native  of  Chicago  and  long-time  resident  of  Boston.  Dr.  Fox-Penner  lives 
in  Virginia  with  his  wife,  Susan  Elizabeth  Vitka. 

Senator  Reid.  Thank  you  very  much. 

I  would  say  initially,  I  guess  the  surprise  is  there  is  a  42-percent 
increase,  not  because  you  requested  it,  because  a  lot  of  the  agencies 
request  money,  but  the  miracle  is  it  got  by  0MB  to  get  here. 

As  indicated  in  my  opening  statement,  the  energy  conservation 
budget  has  increased  significantly  over  the  past  few  years.  In  some 
cases  we  have  been  funding  these  research  activities  for  a  long 
time.  Would  you  give  the  committee  examples  of  research  activities 
that  have  actually  led  to  a  product  that  is  now  being  commer- 
cialized? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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ENERGY  EFFICIENCY  SUCCESS  STORIES 


EE  SECTOR/BUDGET  STRUCTURE 
Project  Title 

Technology  Method 

OOE/Industry  Cost 
($  In  thousand 

Share 
i) 

DOE  Share: 

Deploy.  » 

Conmercial  - 

ization 

FY 

DOE 

INDUSTRY 

TOTAL 

TRANSPORTATION  TECHNOLOGIES 

1 

ALTERMTIVE  FUHS  UTlllZATIOH 

Heavy  Duty  Dynamometer 
Testing  Capabll ity 

Provided  a  heavy  duty 
dynamometer  with  analytical 
gear  to  do  high  altitude 
testing 

92 

550 

450 

1.000 

0% 

Direct-Injected  Hydrogen- 
Fueied  Engine  Technology 
Demonstration 

Developed  and  demonstrated  an 
advanced  injection  and 
combustion  system  for  a 
direct-  injection  hydrogen 
engine 

92 

435 

200 

635 

0% 

Remote  Sensing  of  On-Road 
Nitrogen  Oxides  Emissions 

Developed  a  tuneable  diode 
laser  sensor  instrument 

93 

82 

100 

182 

0^ 

On-Board  FTIR  FeasibiUty 
Study 

Investigated  the  feasibility 
of  Installing  an  FTIR  system 
Into  a  school  bus  to  provide 
real-time,  in-use  emissions 
and  performance  data 

93 

50 

50 

100 

ov 

Transportable  Heavy  Duty 
Emissions  Test  Rig 

Constructed  two  mobile  chassis 
dynamometers  and 
instrumentation  rigs  to  test 
heavy  duty  vehicle  emissions 
on  the  road 

91 
to 
94 

3.200 

0 

3.200 

0% 

Certification  of  DDC  H-lOO 
and  E-lOO  Heavy  Duty 
Diesel  Engines 

Significantly  modified  an 
engine  to  accomnodate 
alternative  fuel  operation 

91 

250 

25 

275 

0\ 

Development  of  fuel 
flexible  alcohol/  diesel 
engine  with  Caterpillar 
Tractor 

Significantly  modified  an 
engine  to  accomnodate 
alternative  fuel  operation 

92 

300 

75 

375 

0% 

MATCRIAL5   TECHMOLOGr 

Lightweight  Metal  Forming 

Demonstrated  a  two- fold 
reduction  in  forming  time  of 
lightweight  metal  automotive 
components,  and  a  cost 
reduction  of  IW 

93 

500 

> 1.000 

<1.500 

0% 

Lightweight  Polymer 
Composites 

formed  a  Partnership  with  the 
Automotive  Composites 
Consortium  of  "Big  Three"  U.S. 
automaker;  formulated  an  auto 
Industry  standard  test 
procedure  for  measuring  and 
evaluating  properties  of 
bonding  adhesives  for 
lightweight  polymer  composites 

94 

600 

600 

1.200 

0% 

Heat  Engine  Ceramics 

Subsidized  the  development  of 
a  domestic  source  of  high- 
quality,  low-cost  silicon 
nitride  powder;  synthesized 
several  hundred  pounds  of  high 
qual ity,  low  cost  silicon 
nitride  ceramic  powder  in  an 
industrial  pilot  plant 
production  facil Ity 

93 
to 
94 

1.737 

685 

2.422 

Ok 
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DDE/Industry  Cost 

Share 

DOE  Share: 

£E  StCTOR/BUDGET  STRUCTURE 

(J 

in  thousand 

0 

Deploy.  1 
Comnereial- 

Project  Title 

Technology  Method 

FT 

DOE 

INDUSTRY 

TOTAL 

ization 

Heat  Engine  Ceramics 

By  industry  contract, 
developed  a  better  piston-ring 
ceramic  coating  that  enables 
heavy  duty  diesel  engines  to 
meet  the  1994  particulate 
emissions  standard 

87 
to 
93 

663 

?13 

876 

1 

0* 

Heat  Engine  Ceramics 

Invented  and  developed  (by 
ORNL),  and  1 i censed  to  a 
manufacturer,  self-aligning 
tensile  grips  for  ceramics 

85 
to 
87 

900 

0 

900 

Deployment 
supported 
with  project 
funds  (not 
identi- 
fiable) 

CLECTRIC  AMD  HYBRID  PR0PUL510H  DCVCLOPHfMT 

Modular  Electric  Veiiicle 

Developed  subsystem  components 

90 

8,500 

1,700 

10,200 

0% 

Propulsion  System  (HEVP) 

of  a  conmon  design  that  are 
applicable  to  a  wide  range  of 
electric  vehicles,  i  .e. ,  to 
modularize  the  components. 
Comnercial ization  occurred 
because  of  the  1990  California 
mandate  requiring  zero 
emission  vehicles.  MEVP 
represented  the  latest  state 
of  the  art  technology 
available. 

to 
92 

HCAl  ENCINt  OCVELOmCMT 

Advanced  Turbine 

Developed  and  demonstrated 

87 

63.000 

16,000 

79,000 

See  foot- 

Technology Project 

ceramic  technology  which  has 

to 

note  1 

(AITAP) 

enabled  industry  to  conmit  to 
the  development  of  the  hybrid 
vehicle  turbine  engine.  Also 
as  a  spin-off,  ATTAP  has 
significantly  contributed  to 

93 

the  creation  of  a  new  sector 

Footnote  1 

:  In  Process 

FY  94-98  50-50%  in  the    II 

in  the  ceramics  industry  which 

hybrid  program 

already  manufactures  a  new 

class  of  high  performance  non- 

turbine  engine  parts  and  a 

broad  range  of  other 

industrial  components. 

INDUSTRIAL  TEC 

HNOL 

OGIES 

EMCRCr  SrSTOiS 

Process  Heating  and 

Cost  Shared  Research  with 

89 

1,035 

409 

1,444 

72% 

Cool ing/Oxy-fuel  Firing 

industry  to  demonstration 
technology 

Industry  is  deploying  the 

0 

Unk 

Unk 

0% 

technology  without  further 

federal  assistance 

Process  Heating  and 

Cost  shared  research  to 

93 

1. 01? 

5? 

1,064 

95% 

Cooling/High  Temperature 

develop  the  technology 

Radiant  Burner 

Cost  shared  demonstration  of 

93 

451 

301 

752 

60% 

the  technology 

Industry  is  deploying  the 

0 

Unk 

Unk 

0% 

technology  without  further 

federal  assistance 

Process  Heating  and 

Cost  shared  research  to 

91 

1.094 

255 

1,349 

81% 

Cool ing/Workpiece 

develop  the  technology 

to 

Temperature  Analyzer 

93 

38 


EC  SeCTOR/BUDGn  STRUCTURE 
Project  Title 

Technoloay  Method 

DOE/lndustry  Cost  Share 
((  In  thousands) 

DOE  Share: 

Deploy.  & 

Connerclal- 

Ization 

FT 

DOE 

INDUSTRY 

TOTAL 

Cost  shared  demonstration  of 
the  technology 

93 

500 

172 

672 

74* 

Industry  Is  deploying  the 
technology  without  further 
federal  assistance 

0 

Unl( 

Unk 

OV 

Cogeneratlon/SI OH-Speed 
Diesel 

Cost-shared  research, 
development  and  demonstration. 
Industry  is  deploying  the 
technology  without  further 
federal  assistance 

83 

11,000 

14,000 

25.000 

44% 

Cogeneratlon/HIgh  Back- 
Pressure  Steam  Turbine 

Cost-shared  research, 
development  and  demonstration. 

Industry  is  deploying  the 
technology  without  further 
federal  assistance 

84 

750 

2.250 

3.000 

25* 

Cogenerat ion/Organic 
Raniiine  Cycie  Engines 

Cost-shared  research, 
development  and  demonstration. 
Industry  is  deploying  the 
technology  without  further 
federal  assistance 

84 

5.000 

1.500 

6,500 

77% 

Cogenera  t  i  on/Handboolis 

Technology  Transfer.  Industry 
is  distributing  publication 

85 

323 

0 

323 

100% 

Cogeneration/8t -Phase 
Turbine  Development 

Cost-shared  research, 
development  and  demonstration. 
Industry  is  deploying  the 
technology  without  further 
federal  assistance 

86 

3,000 

1.500 

4,500 

67% 

WSrf  HINIMIZATWM 

Waste  Reduction/National 
Industrial  Competitiveness 
Energy.  Economics, 
Environment  (NICE') 

Waste  Reduction/Eliminate 
liazardous  waste  methanol 
disposal  In  hydrogen 
peroxide  product ion-FHC 

Competitive  State  grant  to 
Texas  to  demonstrate  new 
technology  application 

91 

48 

407 

455 

11% 

Waste  Reduction/Reduce 
hazardous  waste  wash  water 
In  paint  manufacturing  - 
PPG  Industries 

Competitive  State  grant  to 
Ohio  to  demonstrate  new 
technology  application 

91 

114 

340 

454 

25% 

Waste  Reduction/Develop  a 
No-Clean  Soldering  system 
to  el iminate  CFCs  from 
wave  guide  soldering 
machines 

CRADA  among  Sandia  and  Los 
Alamos  Laboratories  and 
Motorola,  Inc. 

92 

1.005 

1.005 

2,010 

50% 

Waste  Reduction/Develop 
U\/-cured  dual  coatings 

Cost-shared  RD&O  with  3H 

93 

1,516 

1.246 

2.762 

54% 

Municipal  Solid  Waste/Co- 
combustion  of  municipal 
solid  waste  (HSW)  and 
sludge 

Technology  allows  the 
combustion  of  sludge  in  MSW 
combustor  without  reducing  the 
capacity  of  the  system  to 
handle 
waste. 

92 

196 

209 

405 

48% 

Municipal  Solid  Waste/Co- 
combustion  of  densified 
refuse-derived-fuel  in  a 
coal  utility  boiler 

Refuse-derived  fuel  pellets 
are  crushed  with  coal  and  fed 
to  a  large  cyclone  boiler. 

92 
to 
93 

483 

137 

620 

65% 
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ft  SECTOR/BUDGET   STRUCTURE 
Project  Title 


Technology  Method 


OOE/Industry  Cost  Share 
(J   In  thousands) 


FY 


DOE 


INDUSTRY 


TOTAL 


DOE  Share: 

Deploy.   ^ 

Coffinercial- 

Uation 


PROCESS  EFFICIBtCr 


(Metal  Casting 
Competitiveness  Research 
Program)  Robotic, 
Ultrasonic  Inspection  and 
Testing 


A  robotic  system  was  developed 
to  manipulate  and  ultrasonic 
probe  to  detect  sub-surface 
defects  in  cast  Iron  parts. 
Deere  and  Company,  xho 
partnered  In  the  project,  has 
Implemented  this  technology  on 
the  shop  floor.  This 
technology  is  operating  under 
normal  manufacturing 
conditions. 


93 


40 


48 


.  88 


0% 


Advanced  Industrial 
Materials  Program/ 
Advanced  Intermetall ic 
Al loys 


The  Oak  Ridge  National 
laboratory  (ORNL),  working 
with  Rapid  Technologies,  Inc., 
has  developed  advanced  nickel 
aluninlde  (Ni,Al)  components 
for  supporting  and  moving 
parts  through  walking  beam 
furnaces  used  in  the  heat 
treating  Industry.  Rapid 
Technologies  Is  a  small 
company  located  In  Newman,  GA 
and  Is  a  pioneer  In  gas-fired, 
rapid  heating  Industry  serving 
metal  reheating  companies.  The 
new  Nl^l  components  Improve 
life  cycles  In  both  oxidizing 
or  carburizing  environments, 
provide  Increased  wear 
resistance  and  strength,  and 
can  withstand  high  operating 
temperatures.  Rapid 
Technologies  worked  with 
researchers  at  ORNl  through 
cooperative  agreements  to 
develop  the  technology, 
including  the  manufacture  of 
prototypes  that  were  evaluated 
In  coiimercial-  sized  furnaces 
at  user  facilities.  They  are 
now  a  1 icensee  of  the 
technology  developed  at  ORNL. 
Rapid  Technologies,  Inc.  is 
marketing  the  alloy  components 
as  Alloy  RTI  2000. 


150 
150 
100 


50 

50 

100 


ZOO 
200 
200 


304 
30% 
50% 
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te  SECTOR/BUDGET  STRUCTURE 
Project  Title 


Technology  Method 


FY 


DOE/Industry  Cost  Share 
($  In  thousands) 


DOE 


INDUSTRY 


TOTAL 


DOE  Share: 

Deploy.  & 

Conmerciat- 

izatlon 


Chemicals  and  Petroleum 
Ref tning/Novel  Process  for 
Methyl  Tertiary  Butyl 
Ether  (MTBE)  (Previously 
Separations) 


Chemical  Research  ^   Licensing 
(CRL).  founded  In  1976.  has 
grown  to  75  employees,  with  25 
Jobs  directly  related  to  the 
MTBE  technology  development, 
and  the  remainder  devoted  to 
catalytic  processes  for  other 
ethers,  aromatic  aUylations 
and  hydrogenat ions.  ABB  Luitfius 
Crest  provides  engineering 
support  with  an  8-person  core 
group  that  increases  to  20 
depending  upon  sales  and 
engineering  package  production 
requirements.  In  addition,  a 
cottage  industry  supporting 
from  40-60  additional  jobs  has 
been  created  to  make  the 
fiberglass  bags  to  contain  the 
catalyst.  CRL,  together  with 
Neochem  Corp.,  jointly 
developed  with  DOE  support  a 
catalytic  distillation  process 
for  etherif ication  of 
isobutylene  with  methanol.  The 
unique  catalytic  distillation 
column  combines  reaction  and 
fractionation  in  a  single  unit 
operation.  DOE'S  support  was 
essential  to  the  success  of 
this  project,  and  made 
possible  the  demonstration  of 
the  technology  in  a  Charter 
International  Oil  Company 
refinery  in  Houston,  TX.  This 
unit  was  the  world's  first  to 
produce  this  octane  booster 
exclusively  from  crude 
refinery  feedstocks.  This 
demonstration  was  the  critical 
step  in  facilitating  licenses 
to  Amoco  and  Exxon  in  1985. 
Since  then  COTECH,  a 
partnership  between  CRL  and 
ABB  LuTOius  Crest  Inc.,  has 
licensed  this  technology  to 
over  60  different  companies 
worldwide,  and  is  In  the 
process  of  negotiating  10 
additional  licenses.  As  part 
of  the  cooperative  agreement 
with  DOE  1200,000  was  paid 
back  to  the  government  (1986) 
with  revenue  generated  from 
licensing  income.  MTBE  Is  an 
EPA-approved  octane  builder 
additive  for  gasol ine. 


1,467 


,684 


31% 
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DOE/ Industry  Cost  Share 

DOE  Share: 

EE  SECTOR/BUOCn  STRUCTURE 

0  In  thousands) 

Deploy.  S 
Conmercial - 

Project  Title             Technology  Method 

FY 

DOE 

INDUSTRY 

TOTAL 

izat ion 

Pulp  and  Paper/Sensors  and 

PenKem,  Inc.,  conducted  the 

93 

700 

1,654 

2,354 

0% 

Controls/Particle  Size 

RJD  on  this  sensor  for  proof- 

Distribution  Sensor 

of-principle  and  application. 
Critical  to  the 
comnercial  Izat ion  success  was 
the  early  collaboration  with 
OuPont,  who  saw  a  need  for  the 
sensor  in  their  manufacturing 
process  for  titanium  dioxide. 
PenKen,  at  their  own  expense, 
conducted  tl^  marlteting 
studies  that"  supported  the 
deployment  of  this  sensor.  To 
date  two  analytical  laboratory 
versions  of  this  instrument 
have  been  sold.  In  addition, 
DuPont  is  using  four  process 
control  versions  for  on-line 
automated  process  control  in 
its  manufacturing  facilities. 

f 

BUILDINGS  TECHNOLOGIES 

RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

Building  Envelope/         A  three-year  joint  project 

93 

500        500       1000 

0% 

Materials  and  Structures/    with  industry  to  address  the 

to 

Non-CFC  foam  insulation      elimination  of  HCFC-blowing 

95 

agents  in  thermal  insulation. 

Building  Envelope/         Joint  project  with  industry  to 

93 

2.500      2.500      5.000 

50*5 

Materials  and             solve  problems  with  the 

to 

Structures/Super           fabrication  of  microcel lular 

96 

Insulation              advanced  insulation  material. 

thereby  allowing  for 

conmercial izat ion. 

Building  Envelope/Windows    Joint  project  with  industry  to 

87 

12.000      12.000     24.000 

21% 

and  Glazing              develop  energy  efficient 

to 

window  systems  prototypes 

99 

including  those  that  employ 

electrochromic  technology. 

TECHNICAL  AND  FINANCIAL  ASSISTANCE 

Institutional  Conservation 

Pool  covers  and  solar  hot 

92 

40 

150 

190 

.  ZV: 

Program/RSPECI  (Reduce 

water  heating  systems. 

to 

Switming  Pool  Energy 

94 

consumption!) 

Outputs  to  date  include:  1)  a 

(DOE  funding  provided  from 

study  of  pool  evaporation 

OTFA  program  direction.) 

rates  and  energy  consumption; 
2)  partnership  demonstration 

Recent  data  indicate  that 

projects  to  provide  technical 

the  Nation's  publ ic  and 

support  and  third  party 

semi-public  swinging  pools 

financing  for  the  installation 

consume  enormous  amount  of 

of  solar  heating  equipment  In 

energy  annual ly  and 

several  Philadelphia  area 

produce  tons  of  harmful 

YWCAs  and  11  public  schools  in 

emissions.  RSPECI  is  a 
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DOE/Industry  Cost  Share 
($  in  thousands) 

DOE  Share: 
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izat ion 

Project  Title             Technology  Method 

FY 

DOE 

INDUSTRY 

TOTAL 

Inventions  and  Innovation/ 
Energy-Related  Inventions 
Program 

The  following  is  a  sumnary  of 
Just  10  successful  projects 
recormiended  for  funding  by 
NIST  under  the  Energy-Related 
Inventions  Program.  Each  of 
the  projects  received  grant 
funding  towards  development 
and  conmercial ization  of  the 
recormended  technology.  Each 
grantee  also  received  a  market 
assessment  and 
comercial  ization  training. 
The  success  of  these  10  cases 
was  measured  in  terms  of 
cumulative  sales  (nearly  $160 
million),  royalties  from 
licensing  (  J2.7  million)  .the 
development  and  sales  of 
spinoff  technologies  ($1.1 
million),  and  increased 
employment  (over  250  full- 
time  personnel).  The  following 
blocks  detail  three  specific 
success  cases  from  the  group 
of  ten  projects. 
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Hydrodynami  c/Mul t  i -Def I ect  ion 
Pad  Bearing  -  DOE  awarded  a 
grant  of  $75,000  in  1988  to 
manufacture  and  test  prototype 
deflection  pad  bearings  in 
several  applications.  The 
project  was  successfully 
completed.  Marketing  efforts 
Since  the  funding  by  this 
small  company  have  resulted  in 
a  40  fold  increase  in  sales,  a 
license  with  OuPont  for  high- 
impact  plastic  bearings,  and  a 
near  doubling  of  its  full-time 
staff. 

88 

75 

0 

75 

OH 

Portable  Ultrasonic  Inspection 
System  for  Oil  Country 
Tubulars  -  DOE  awarded  a  grant 
of  $78,000  in  1990  to  build 
the  electronic  assembly  and 
control  unit  of  an  advanced 
prototype  of  a  portable  pipe- 
handling  system  for  testing  in 
U.S.  Steel's  tubular 
production  plant.  The 
development  work  was 
successfully  completed.  As  a 
result  of  this  new  technology 
and  the  ease  with  which  it 
could  be  implemented,  U.S. 
Steel  scrapped  its  own  quality 
control  methods,  and  hired  the 
inventor's  company  Tubular 
Ultrasound,  Inc.,  to  perform 
the  quality  control  work. 
Tubular  Ultrasound  now  does 
inspections  for  most  of  the 
major  oil  companies  and  has 
expanded  to  the  international 
level.  Sales  have  increased 
60^  since  funding  and  again 
the  full-time  staff  has 
doubled. 
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78.5 
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Meta-La«  Stress  Relief  in 
Welds.  DOE  awarded  a  grant  of 
$81,826  in  1989  to  Welding 
Consultants  to  compare 
conventional  and  Meta-Lax 
processes  for  relieving  stress 
in  welds.  The  project  was 
successfully  completed.  As  a 
result  of  marketing  efforts 
since  funding,  the  company  has 
realized  a  62V  Increase  In 
sales  and  a  tripling  of  its 
full-time  staff. 
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0 
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OS 
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TECHNOLOGY  COMMERCIALIZATION 

Ms.  Ervin.  One  that  comes  to  mind  is  the  low-E  film  on  win- 
dows, low-E  windows.  We  put  about  $14  million  into  research  over 
the  last  10  to  12  years,  mainly  at  Lawrence  Berkeley  Laboratory, 
to  develop  a  window  that  would  be  approximately  40  percent  more 
efficient.  That  process  started  many  years  ago  at  the  Laboratory  to 
develop  the  next  generation  of  window. 

Senator  Reid.  What  does  the  window  do? 

Ms.  Ervin.  It  is  much  more  efficient. 

Senator  Reid.  It  stops  weather  from  coming  in?  Is  that  it? 

Ms.  Ervin.  It  is  a  film  that — well,  maybe  you  can  provide  a  more 
technical  explanation,  John. 

Mr.  MiLLHONE.  Well,  what  it  does  is  allow  the  visible  light  rays 
through  but  it  blocks  some  of  the  heat  waves  coming  through  the 
window. 

Senator  Reid.  So  that,  for  example,  in  the  Southwest,  you  can 
have  windows. 

Mr.  MiLLHONE.  Through  the  window,  you  can  see  just  as  well, 
but  there  won't  be  as  much  unwanted  heat  coming  in  through  the 
window.  It  makes  it  possible  to  significantly  reduce  the  air-condi- 
tioning load  for  the  building. 

Senator  Reid.  Do  you  have  other  products  that  we  can  talk  about 
that  have  been  a  success? 

Ms.  Ervin.  Well,  the  final  touch  on  this  particular  one  as  an  ex- 
ample of  a  success  story  is  that,  once  we  have  this  technology  de- 
veloped, how  do  we  get  it  into  the  marketplace?  The  Department 
of  Energy  then  fostered  the  creation  of  the  National  Fenestration 
Rating  Council  and  charged  that  group  to  help  us  develop  for  the 
industry  a  labeling  system.  They  have  done  that,  and  now  we  are 
seeing  that  low-E  windows  have  captured  about  30  percent  of  the 
market.  Part  of  our  budget  request  now  is  to  develop  the  next  gen- 
eration of  building  materials  and  appliances  we  think  will  be  equal- 
ly efficient. 

That  is  the  kind  of  commercialization  success  story  that  you 
asked  for,  I  believe. 

natural  gas  TECHNOLOGY  FOR  BUILDINGS 

Senator  Reid.  One  of  the  reasons  for  the  increased  level  of  fund- 
ing within  the  energy  conservation  program,  is  greater  support  for 
the  development  of  natural  gas  technologies.  What  are  some  exam- 
ples of  successes  that  have  resulted  from  this  increased  funding? 

Mr.  MiLLHONE.  Yes;  I  would  be  happy  to  address  that. 

We  have  supported  the  use  of  natural  gas  in  what  are  called 
thermally  activated  heat  pumps.  These  are  heat  pump  systems 
that  use  natural  gas  rather  than  electricity  as  the  prime  mover. 
There  are  significant  energy  efficiency  improvements  that  can  come 
about  as  a  result  of  this  because  you  can  capture  the  thermal  en- 
ergy that  comes  from  the  natural  gas  combustion  process  as  well. 

One  of  the  programs  that  has  been  most  successful  in  this  area 
is  with  a  small  business  company  called  Phillips  Engineering.  The 
particular  technology  that  they  have  developed  for  residential  ap- 
plications is  a  3-ton  unit,  which  recently  tested  successfully  in  the 
laboratory,  leading  to  an  agreement  with  the  Carrier  Corp.  Carrier 
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Corp.,  is  the  world's  largest  manufacturer  of  heating,  venting,  and 
air-conditioning  equipment,  and  the  next  five  largest  manufactur- 
ers are  all  Japanese-owned.  This  agreement  between  Phillips  Engi- 
neering and  Carrier  will  lead  to  commercialization  in  the  year 
1997,  with  some  additional  field  testing. 

Senator  Reid.  Why  is  that  unit  better  than  one  that  is  electric, 
for  example? 

Mr.  MiLLHONE.  This  unit  has  an  energy  performance  over  exist- 
ing technologies  in  the  40-  or  50-percent  range,  and  that  will  make 
it  cost  effective  to  have  this  type  of  unit.  This  is  one  of  the  tech- 
nologies which  also  is  piloted  for  early  commercialization  in  this 
area  of  using  natural  gas  for  cooling  applications. 

There  is  a  great  deal  of  industry  interest  in  cost-sharing  the  com- 
mercialization of  these  technologies,  and  it  is  a  win-win  type  propo- 
sition. 

One  of  the  effects  is  to  reduce  the  electrical  peak  demand  for 
electricity  for  air-conditioning.  So  it  is  one  of  those  technologies 
that  can  benefit  the  cost-effective  delivery  of  both  natural  gas  and 
electricity. 

Senator  Reid.  One  of  the  problems  that  we  have  facing  us  is  the 
fact  that  we  have,  in  effect,  a  domestic  discretionary  spending  cap 
over  the  next  few  years.  With  that  in  mind,  tell  us  what  justifica- 
tion there  can  be  for  increasing  the  conservation  program  by  42 
percent. 

LIMITS  IN  BUDGET  AUTHORITY 

Ms.  Ervin.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  mentioned  earlier  in  my  introduc- 
tion that  in  a  previous  life  I  worked  in  a  budget  office  and  was  re- 
sponsible for  putting  together  the  Governor's  budget.  Those  were 
tough  years,  recession  years.  We  had  record  vetoes.  We  had  record 
budget  cuts  year  after  year.  I  have  a  deep  appreciation  for  what  it 
means  to  live  within  restricted  funds.  And  that  is  why  an  increase 
of  this  size  is  no  doubt  problematic,  and  I  do  appreciate  that. 

I  recounted  some  of  the  reasons  in  my  introduction  about  why  I 
think  this  slight  reordering  of  priorities  is  so  important  to  not  only 
the  Department  of  Energy  itself  but  also  to  the  administration.  You 
mentioned  0MB.  It  was  one  of  my  real  delights  and  pleasures  in 
coming  here  and  knowing  before  I  came  here  that  0MB  was  going 
to  be  very  receptive  and  supportive  of  the  President's  priorities  in 
these  areas.  Otherwise,  that  would  have  made  my  job  much  more 
difficult  in  promoting  energy  efficiency. 

I  think  one  other  thing  that  I  might  add  to  that  is  that  in  any 
one  given  year,  when  you  look  at  an  increase,  it  is  also  useful  to 
put  it  in  a  longer-term  perspective.  And  what  we  have  seen  over 
many  years  is  a  pretty  deep  decrease  in  the  funding  support  for 
many  of  these  programs.  Now,  based  on  my  State  experience,  I  can 
tell  you,  that  this  had  some  significant  impacts  overall  in  the  coun- 
try in  terms  of  the  infrastructure  that  was  there  to  deliver  energy 
efficiency. 

What  we  are  trying  to  do  with  this  increase  is  to  restore  some 
of  that  balance,  to  restore  some  of  that  funding,  so  that  we  can  put 
that  money  back  into  the  economy.  It  is  a  longer-term  investment. 
It  is  preventive.  That  is  hard  to  do  sometimes  with  budget  con- 
straints, but  I  think  it  pays  off"  handsomely  in  the  economy. 
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Senator  Reid.  If  the  committee  indicated  to  you  that  we  would 
have  to  reduce  your  budget  request  by  $150  million,  would  you  give 
us  at  such  time  as  your  new  staff  can  prepare  it,  a  scenario  where 
you  would  have  that  figure  in  mind?  Do  you  understand  what  I  am 
saying? 

Ms.  Ervin.  Yes,  I  do.  And  I  will  certainly  work  with  you  and  the 
committee  members,  as  needed,  to  show  you  what  our  priorities 
are. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Response  to  Request  for  Recommendation  for  $150  Million  Reduction  in 

Request 

The  fiscal  year  1994  conservation  appropriation  increased  approximately  20  per- 
cent over  fiscal  year  1993  levels.  The  fiscal  year  1995  conservation  fiinding  request 
represents  approximately  a  42-percent  increase  from  the  fiscal  year  1994  appropria- 
tion levels.  The  budget  request  would  provide  funds  for  the  highest  priority  actions 
authorized  by  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  1992,  and  simultaneously  support  the  critical 
actions  of  the  President's  Global  Climate  Change  Action  Plan.  We  do  not  recommend 
that  the  Committee  reduce  the  request  for  energy  efficiency.  The  request  represents 
a  carefully  balanced  continuation  of  the  program  directions  first  introduced  in  the 
fiscal  year  1991  budget  deliberations,  and  responds  directly  to  the  needs  articulated 
by  the  nation's  energy  producers  and  consumers,  technology  providers,  States  and 
utilities,  and  environmental  quality  organizations. 

The  Department  encourages  the  Committee  to  join  in  the  effort  to  realign  budget 
priorities  with  the  highest  payoff  investments  for  the  nation  in  meeting  energy 
needs,  reducing  oil  imports,  protecting  the  environment,  and  improving  the  economy 
to  the  maximum  extent  possible.  The  budget  request  enhances  energy  efficiency  and 
drives  renewable  technologies  into  the  marketplace  while  advancing  natural  gas,  re- 
flecting the  Department's  priorities,  its  mission  and  the  country's  energy  strategy. 
We  are  willing  to  work  with  the  Committee  as  it  completes  its  deliberative  process 
to  review  in-depth  both  strategic  and  case-by-case  priorities  for  allocation  of  budget 
authority. 

REDUCTIONS  FOR  CONTRACTUAL  SERVICES 

Senator  Reid.  Amendments  were  proposed  to  a  fiscal  year  1994 
supplemental  which  would  have  reduced  funding  to  administrative 
functions.  One  such  amendment  would  have  reduced  specific  object 
classes,  including  contractual  services,  by  12  percent  across  the 
board.  Well,  this  amendment  was  just  barely  defeated,  but  other 
similar  amendments  will  be  proposed  for  this  year's  budget  when 
the  appropriation  bills  come  out.  What  would  be  the  impact  on  the 
Energy  Conservation  Program  both  in  fiscal  year  1994  and  1995  if 
funding  was  reduced  for  contractual  services  by  10  or  15  percent? 

Ms.  Ervin.  Well,  I  think  I  would  have  to  give  that  some  thought 
and  get  back  to  you  with  information  for  the  record. 

I  might  add  a  little  commentary.  If  we  need  to  be  in  the  position 
of  reducing  budget  dollars  for  so  many  great  new  responsibilities 
that  are  thrust  on  this  office,  then  I  think  it  is  very  helpful  for  us 
to  have  maximum  flexibility  to  deal  with  those  restricted  dollars. 

Senator  Reid.  What  we  need  to  know  is  how  much  of  your  budget 
is  for  contractual  services. 

Ms.  Ervin.  I  don't  know  that  now. 

Does  anyone  here  know? 

[No  response.] 

Ms.  Ervin.  Yes;  I  think  we  will  just  have  to  get  back  to  you  on 
that.  We  will  do  that. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Impact  on  Energy  Conservation  of  Reduction  to  Contractual  Services 

Amendments  were  proposed  to  the  fiscal  year  1994  Supplemental  Appropriations 
Act  which  would  have  reduced  contractual  services  by  approximately  12  percent. 
The  amendments  would  have  applied  to  specific  categories  of  goods  and  services 
such  as  rental  payments,  Federal  employee  travel,  supplies  and  materials,  consult- 
ing services.  Reductions  to  rental  payments  and  supplies  and  materials  could  great- 
ly impact  the  operation  of  the  Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy  Support  Of- 
fices. Rental  payments  are  required  to  be  made  to  GSA  which  the  Department  has 
no  discretion  to  alter.  Supplies  and  materials  are  needed  by  the  Support  Offices  to 
maintain  normal  business  operation.  A  reduction  of  12  percent  to  overall  contractual 
services  would  curtail  Energy  Conservation  programs  ranging  from  major  initiatives 
such  as  Rebuild  America,  the  Clean  Cities  Initiative,  the  Steel  Initiative,  and  others. 
It  would  also  impact  the  base  program  of  research  and  development  throughout  the 
National  Laboratories  and  with  private  industry.  Reductions  to  Federal  travel  would 
impede  the  ability  to  effectively  manage  the  many  contractors  performing  Energy 
Conservation  work  throughout  the  United  States. 

CONTRACTUAL  SERVICES 

Senator  Reid.  The  point  for  this  question  is  that  out  of  all  the 
governmental  agencies,  I  think  yours  would  be  impacted  as  much, 
if  not  more,  than  any  other  as  a  result  of  specific  across-the-board 
cuts  for  contractual  services,  because  I  think  a  lot  of  what  your 
budget  stands  for  is  contractual  services. 

Funding  for  many  of  the  energy  conservation  programs  is  pro- 
vided jointly  by  the  Federal  Government  and  industry. 

Ms.  Ervin.  Yes. 

PROGRAMMATIC  COST  SHARING 

Senator  Reid.  It  is  my  understanding  that  one  of  the  goals  of 
sharing  costs  is  to  include  industry  as  an  active  partner  in  the  de- 
termining of  research  and  development  priorities.  By  having  indus- 
try invest  heavily  in  projects,  the  results  are  expected  to  be  more 
useful  to  industry  and  the  technologies  that  are  developed  will  be 
more  likely  to  be  deployed. 

Have  I  stated  that  properly? 

Ms.  Ervin.  Beautifully. 

Senator  Reid.  OK.  Great. 

What  is  the  range  and  average  level  of  cost  sharing  for  your  pro- 
grams? 

Ms.  Ervin.  Well,  it  does  vary.  I  think  as  you  go  along  the  contin- 
uum from  basic  research  and  development  to  commercialization, 
you  find,  as  you  should,  an  increase  in  the  amount  of  cost  share. 
I  think  for  many  of  the  programs  that  we  have  that  are  in  the  gen- 
eral category  of  deployment,  you  have  at  least  50  percent.  In  some 
programs,  we  are  able  to  get  three,  four,  five  times  that  amount. 
In  other  words,  for  every  dollar  put  in  by  the  Federal  Government 
at  least  $5  is  generated  by  the  private  sector. 

In  some  of  our  pass-through  programs  to  States,  you  might  have 
that  increase  to  $10  and  $15  for  every  dollar  we  put  in. 

Senator  Reid.  In  fact,  I  am  told  that  the  vast,  vast  majority  of 
the  industry  simply  would  not  be  involved  but  for  the  Government 
participation. 

Is  that  right? 

Ms.  Ervin.  Oh,  I  think  that  is  absolutely  right.  What  we  are 
looking  at  in  so  many  of  these  technologies  and  why  there  is  that 
continuum  and  that  change  in  relationship  between  the  Federal 
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Government  and  industry,  is  it  really  gets  down  to  the  matter  of 
risk. 

Not  only  do  the  laboratory  systems  and  the  private  sector  bring 
to  bear  certain  scientific  capabilities  that  cannot  be  borne  by  one 
party  alone,  but  there  is  also  some  considerable  risk  in  the  early 
years  in  terms  of  how  much  investment  you  could  expect  the  pri- 
vate sector  to  bear. 

As  we  develop  more  confidence  and  as  that  technology  is  tested 
and  demonstrated  and  verified  by  the  Federal  Government,  then 
the  private  sector  should  be  and  is  willing  to  accept  more  of  that 
risk.  And  indeed  that  is  what  we  are  finding  in  our  programs  now. 

Senator  Reid.  To  what  extent  is  there  an  effort  across  the  con- 
servation sector  programs  to  coordinate  commercialization  activi- 
ties in  order  to  take  advantage  of  types  of  activities  that  have  prov- 
en successful  and  learn  from  both  successes  and  failures? 

You  have  answered  that  partially,  but  would  you  elaborate? 

PROGRAM  COORDINATION 

Ms.  Ervin.  Yes;  I  will  address  it  just  very  generally. 

One  of  the  initiatives  that  we  are  proposing  in  the  1995  budget 
I  made  mention  to  has  to  do  with  pollution  prevention. 

The  cheapest  way  to  prevent  the  creation  of  waste  from  indus- 
tries is  often  tied  to  energy  efficiency  and  vice  versa.  We  have  lots 
of  different  case  studies  around  the  country  where  individual  firms 
or  where  individual  State  agencies  have  worked  with  the  firm  to 
reduce  their  waste  stream  and  improve  their  financial  bottom  line, 
and  reduce  the  amount  of  command  and  control  that  they  are  sub- 
ject to  by  the  regulatory  authorities. 

Well,  what  we  are  trying  to  do  in  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  is 
to  bring  all  of  those  individual  case  studies  and  successes  together 
and  get  the  word  out  to  many,  many  more  businesses  and  indus- 
tries so  that  they  can  benefit  from  that  knowledge. 

Perhaps  one  or  two  others  would  like  to  chime  in  and  give  exam- 
ples. 

Mr.  MiLLHONE.  I  might  give  a  few  examples  from  the  buildings 
area.  One  of  the  programs  that  the  administration  recognizes  as 
being  very  impressive  is  the  EPA  Green  Lights  Program. 

Some  of  the  technologies  that  are  being  advanced  to  commer- 
cialization in  that  program  have  been  some  of  the  lamp  tech- 
nologies that  DOE  developed  from  work  at  the  Lawrence  Berkeley 
Laboratory;  solid-state  ballasts,  for  example. 

Another  example  could  come  from  the  DOE  cooperation  with 
HUD.  In  the  public  housing  area  there  are  significant  opportunities 
for  improved  energy  efficiency  that  have  a  benefit  for  those  living 
in  public  housing  as  well  as  reducing  the  Federal  subsidy  for  en- 
ergy costs. 

For  the  last  3  years  we  have  had  a  DOE/HUD  initiative  where 
we  have  applied  our  energy-saving  technologies  in  a  number  of 
public  housing  units  as  pilot  programs. 

Oftentimes  we  have  provided  the  feasibility  analyses  that  have 
then  been  used  to  attract  utility  funding  and  HUD  funding  for  the 
retrofit  of  such  housing. 

An  example  in  Chelsea,  MA,  outside  Boston,  is  a  good  example 
of  that  type  of  improved  win-win  situation  where  the  public  hous- 
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ing  has  been  improved,  the  energy  costs  have  been  reduced,  and  it 
has  been  an  example  of  a  DOE/HUD  collaboration.  And  we  intend 
to  expand  those  kinds  of  activities  in  the  future. 

Senator  Reid.  What  about  within  the  program  itself? 

Mr.  MiLLHONE.  Within  the  DOE? 

Senator  Reid.  DOE. 

Mr.  MiLLHONE.  One  of  the  examples  there  would  be  between  the 
DOE  Federal  Energy  Management  Program  and  the  DOE  research 
program,  where  some  of  the  test  bed  technologies  that  are  now 
being  applied  in  the  Federal  Energy  Management  Program  have 
come  out  of  the  research  activities.  Another  example  there  is  a  gas 
cooling  technology  that  has  been  used  in  some  Federal  facilities. 

Senator  Reid.  I  advise  Senator  Burns  and  Senator  Nickles  that 
I  took  a  little  extra  time,  but  what  we  will  do  now  is  go  in  rounds 
of  10  minutes  each. 

Senator  Nickles,  if  you  are  ready? 

Senator  Nickles.  After  you  took  20  minutes,  you  want  to  give  us 
10? 

Senator  Reid.  That's  right. 

Senator  Nickles.  Is  that  fair? 

Senator  Reid.  We  are  going  to  come  back  and  keep  going  10,  10, 
and  10. 

Senator  Nickles.  I  probably  wouldn't  need  more  than  10  any- 
way. 

Senator  Reid.  Well,  I  know  if  you  wanted  more  time,  you  would 
take  it  anyway.  [Laughter.] 

BUDGET  restrictions 

Senator  Nickles.  I  was  going  to  bump  you,  but  I  used  it  as  a 
good  opportunity  to  review  a  lot  of  the  administration's  requests. 

I  would  echo  Senator  Reid's  comments.  You  were  very  successful 
with  the  budgeteers.  I  am  shocked  at  your  success. 

I  will  tell  you  I  don't  think  you  will  be  as  successful  through  the 
appropriations  process  as  you  were  through  OMB. 

I  am  amazed  at  the  42-percent  increase  in  your  request.  I  am 
amazed  that  you  are  requesting  $288  million  more  than  last  year, 
and  last  year  had  about  $114  million  more  than  the  previous  year. 

I  will  tell  you,  as  the  ranking  Republican  on  this  subcommittee, 
knowing  that  the  entire  amount  of  money  that  we  appropriated  a 
year  ago  increased  by  less  than  1  percent,  to  have  one  segment  of 
this  budget  requesting  $288  million  more  almost  seems  astronom- 
ical. 

Senator  Reid  asked  if  you  would  help  us  prioritize,  because  we 
don't  think  you're  going  to  get  a  $288  million  increase.  We  would 
be  interested  in  your  input,  assuming  you  receive  significantly  less 
than  your  budget  request.  Where  do  you  think  the  highest  prior- 
ities would  be?  You  don't  need  to  do  that  today,  but  we  would  ap- 
preciate your  communication  to  us  so  we  can  best  allocate  the  re- 
sources that  we  have.  You  may  well  be  looking  at  1994  levels  in- 
stead of  the  1995  levels. 
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COST  SHARING  AND  COMMERCIAL  APPLICABILITY 

In  other  words,  the  1994  level  was  $690  million,  which  was  a  20- 
percent  increase  over  1993.  You  are  requesting  an  additional  42 
percent  over  the  1994  level,  which,  again,  I  find  to  be  astronomical. 

I  noted  with  interest  Senator  Reid's  questions  to  you  about  cost 
sharing.  You  said  there  are  a  variety  of  different  cost  shares.  And 
Senator  Reid  asked  you  about  commercial  applicability. 

How  is  this  going  to  impact  somebody  in  Butte,  MT,  or  in  Los 
Angeles,  that  has  a  commercial  building?  How  are  we  going  to  be 
able  to  tell  them  they  are  getting  their  money's  worth? 

And  on  some  of  this  research  that  was  mentioned,  is  this  being 
done  strictly  by  your  department,  or  is  the  private  sector  doing  a 
significant  amount,  regardless  of  what  the  Government  is  doing? 

Ms.  Ervin.  I  will  give  a  very  general  answer  and  then  ask  John 
Millhone  to  provide  you  with  more  details. 

With  respect  to  your  latter  question,  research  is  conducted  in  any 
number  of  ways.  And  this  gets  back  to  the  point  that  you  were 
making  about  the  amount  of  contractual  dollars  in  our  programs. 

For  example,  the  money  that  we  send  to  the  National  Renewable 
Energy  Laboratory  [NRELl,  well  over  50  percent  of  that  money 
really  gets  out  to  industries  and  universities  working  with  the  lab- 
oratory to  actually  conduct  research.  And  that  is  unusual  for  any 
number  of  the  other  laboratories.  A  very  high  percent. 

In  fact,  when  NREL  was  established  years  ago,  the  ratio  used  to 
be  70  to  80  percent.  So  there  is  a  long  tradition  of  working  with 
industry  to  do  that. 

What  we  have  found  over  the  long  haul  is  that  our  research  is 
more  relevant,  is  more  successful  if  we  have  strong  industry  input 
in  forming  it  at  the  early  stages  and  throughout. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Is  the  private  sector  doing  a  lot  of  this  any- 
way? I  would  think  there  would  be  significant  incentives  for  dif- 
ferent companies  that  are  in  weatherization,  that  are  in  the  win- 
dow business  and  so  on,  to  work  toward  energy  efficiency. 

Now  maybe  in  some  cases  they  are  working  in  conjunction  with 
the  Federal  Government,  but  I  would  also  think  there  is  a  real  in- 
centive to  do  it  independently. 

Ms.  Ervin.  Yes;  in  fact,  one  of  the  things  that  I  stressed  in  my 
opening  remarks  was  the  fact  that  one  of  our  goals  is  to  encourage 
and  foster  the  private  sector  to  do,  as  much  of  this  as  possible. 

It  really  does  depend  on  the  nature  of  the  program.  In  weather- 
ization, for  example,  it  is  the  private  sector,  by  and  large,  that  is 
really  going  out  there  doing  audits  and  performing  the  actual 
weatherization  retrofits. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Madam  Assistant  Secretary,  let  me  interrupt 
you,  and  I  apologize,  but  Senator  Reid  wants  me  to  stay  on  10  min- 
utes and  I  have  a  whole  lot  of  little  questions  I  would  like  to  ask. 

Ms.  Ervin.  No;  that  is  fine. 

Senator  Nickles.  I  am  going  to  submit  to  you  several  pages  of 
questions  for  the  record. 

Ms.  Ervin.  Certainly. 

Senator  Nickles.  Because  unfortunately  I  will  not  be  able  to 
stay  for  the  next  round. 

Senator  Reid.  You  can  take  my  round  next  time. 
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THE  CLIMATE  CHANGE  ACTION  PLAN 

Senator  Nickles.  I  appreciate  that. 

You  have  a  $119  milHon  request  for  dimate  change  action,  and 
I  believe  intend  to  spend  $1.9  billion  between  now  and  the  year 
2000  for  climate  change. 

What  are  we  going  to  get  for  our  money? 

Ms.  Ervin.  Again,  a  general  answer  from  me  and  then  I  will  turn 
it  over  to  mv  Deputy,  Dr.  Peter  Fox-Penner. 

The  $1.9  Dillion  figure  refers  to  total  Federal  Government  spend- 
ing for  the  climate  change  action  plan  from  1995  to  the  year  2000. 

Is  that  right?  Yes. 

Dr.  Fox-Penner.  Yes,  Senator.  And  in  answer  to  your  question 
of  what  are  we  going  to  get  for  the  money,  the  answer  is  basically 
savings  in  consumer  energy  bills,  more  competitive  businesses, 
jobs,  and  a  stronger  economy. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  That  is  very  nice  rhetoric,  but  I  have  a  certain 
amount  of  skepticism. 

You  are  talking  about  a  new  program  where  you  will  spend  al- 
most $2  billion  in  the  next  few  years.  I  can  see  real  dollars  going 
out  the  window,  but  I  have  not  seen  proof,  or  you  have  not  con- 
vinced me,  there  are  going  to  be  results  back  to  the  economy. 

Ms.  Ervin.  OK.  One  of  the  challenges  that  we  have  in  talking 
about  the  climate  change  action  plan,  and  I  will  be  real  candid  with 
you,  is  explaining  that  it  is  an  umbrella  for  implementing  a  num- 
ber of  programs  that  we  would  want  to  do  anyway. 

In  other  words,  nearly  all  of  the  climate  change  action  plan  pro- 
grams that  we  are  responsible  for — and  we  have  21  different  plans 
for  which  my  office  is  responsible — EPAct-authorized  programs.  For 
me,  as  an  administrator,  it  provides  a  useful  way  to  target  re- 
sources in  energy  to  implement  EPAct  programs. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  What  do  you  mean  by  EPAct  programs? 

Ms.  Ervin.  Programs  that  are  authorized  under  the  Energy  Pol- 
icy Act  [EPAct]. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Well,  I  am  looking  at  a  lot  of  different  propos- 
als, but  I  look  at  the  $119  million,  and  I  am  wondering  what  we 
are  going  to  get  as  a  return  on  that.  If  you  add  the  total,  you're 
talking  about  billions  in  the  next  few  years;  $20  million  within  the 
building  program.  I  ran  a  company  that  had  some  buildings,  but 
I  am  not  sure  I  am  going  to  see  anything  that  is  going  to  help  me 
reduce  my  energy  costs. 

Ms.  Ervin.  That  is  why  I  need  to  get  to  the  last  part  of  your 
question,  and  that  is,  we  realize  that  we  are  talking  about  a  lot  of 
money  here  for  some  major  programs,  but  there  are  some  strong, 
hard,  measurable  results  that  we  can  demonstrate  to  you.  I  would 
like  to  follow  up  on  the  record  with  some  details  to  share  with  you 
on  them. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Climate  Change  Action  Plan  Measurable  Results 

A  detailed  implementation  plan  is  under  preparation  for  each  Energy  Efficiency 
action  item  in  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  [CCAP].  The  implementation  plan 
for  each  action  item  specifically  addresses  the  outcome  oriented  measures  of  success 
appropriate  to  the  action  as  well  as  the  general  plan  for  evaluating  the  results  of 
the  action  item  relative  to  those  measures.  The  process  we  are  using  to  develop  the 
detailed  implementation  plans  is  driven  by  both  stakeholder  and  public  policy  needs 
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which  will  ensure  we  include  the  information  needed  by  those  affected  by  the  out- 
come as  well  as  that  needed  for  domestic  policy  considerations.  Our  purpose  is  to 
provide  decision  quality  information  for  policy  makers,  for  those  who  allocate  re- 
sources, for  program  managers  and  for  potential  partners. 

The  performance  we  are  measuring  is  integrated  with  a  broader  Quality  Metrics 
analysis  currently  underway  which  is  designed  to  satisfy  the  requirements  of  the 
Energy  Policy  Act,  the  Government  Results  Performance  Act  and  good  management 
practices.  Measures  of  success  we  propose  for  the  individual  plans  will  include  the 
long  term  impacts  of  the  program(s)  on  the  economy  (e.g.,  capital  investment  and 
energy  productivity),  energy  (e.g.,  energy  savings  and  energy  diversity),  environment 
(e.g.,  MMTCE  Carbon  and  waste  reduction),  and  equity  (e.g.,  demographic  impacts 
and  risks). 

We  are  also  proposing  short  term  indicators  such  as:  progress  toward  program  ob- 
jectives, market  penetration,  client  satisfaction,  changes  in  public  opinion,  and  lev- 
els of  cooperation  and  coinvestment. 

The  overarching  result  we  are  looking  for  from  the  Energy  Efficiency  combination 
of  initiatives  in  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  from  1994  through  2000  include: 
$45  billion  of  private  capital  investment,  energy  cost  savings  of  $30  billion  (with  out- 
year  savings  to  2010  of  $170  billion),  and  greenhouse  gas  reductions  of  nearly  40 
million  metric  tons. 

BUILDINGS  SECTOR 

Ms.  Ervin.  In  the  buildings  sector  alone,  for  example,  in  Butte, 
MT,  or  elsewhere,  what  you  find  in  buildings  is  that  the  buildings 
sector  consumes  30  percent  of  our  energy  demand.  It  is  a  very  com- 
plex, hard  sector  to  deal  with:  houses  of  every  age,  commercial 
buildings  of  every  size  and  shape.  It  involves  codes,  it  involves 
standards,  it  involves  labeling  programs  and  auditing  programs. 

It  is  a  hard  sector  to  crack. 

That  is  what  these  programs  are  designed  to  do,  and  they  reduce 
energy  bills  in  a  way  that  provides  a  net  benefit  to  the  building 
owner. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  I  see  that  you  have  $20  million  in  the  Rebuild 
America  Program  that  is  part  of  this.  I  see  $6.4  million  in  urban 
heat  islands  and  cool  communities,  which  seems  like  a  ridiculous 
new  Federal  scheme  to  spend  money. 

I  see  money  for  25  communities  to  participate  in  a  tree-planting 
program.  We  have  got  thousands  of  communities  that  are  partici- 
pating in  tree-planting  programs  that,  amazingly  enough,  have 
been  able  to  do  it  without  Federal  participation. 

I  just  question  it. 

ENERGY  EFFICIENT  COMPUTERS 

It  looks  like  you  have  been  very  successful  in  your  negotiations 
through  0MB.  I  read  in  today's  Washington  Post  that  the  Energy 
Secretary  has  a  new  order  out  and  is  talking  about  even  switching 
conventional  computers  to  the  variety  that  will  cut  energy  use  by 
50  percent. 

Well,  who  pays  for  the  computers? 

Computers  usually  cost  a  little  bit  more  money  than  the  energy 
that  goes  into  them.  So  are  we  going  to  buy  new  computers 
throughout  the  Federal  Government  so  we  can  cut  the  energy  bill? 

Ms.  Ervin.  I  certainly  hope  so.  As  we  implement  this  Executive 
order  and  as  we  build  into  our  procurement  policy  guidelines  for 
energy  efficient  computers,  I  hope  we  buy  them  as  fast  as  we  can 
because  we  are  going  to  save  money. 
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Senator  NiCKLES.  The  energy  savings  will  more  than  pay  for  the 
cost  of  the  acquisition  of  these  computers? 

Ms.  Ervin.  Well,  I  need  to  pick  up  on  that. 

Dr.  Fox-Penner.  For  the  incremental  cost,  that  is  correct.  Sen- 
ator. And  as  you  know,  computers  wear  out  rather  quickly  or  be- 
come obsolete,  and  the  Federal  Government  buys  a  number  of  addi- 
tional computers  every  year. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  I  do  not  have  a  problem  if  you  say  that  incre- 
mentally there  will  be  savings,  or  new  computers  will  have  to  meet 
certain  energy  efficiency  standards. 

I  do  have  a  problem  if  you  are  eliminating  computers  pre- 
maturely because  somebody  figured  they  could  save  so  much  money 
per  kilowatt. 

Dr.  Fox-Penner.  Senator,  we  do  not  support  non-cost-effective 
measures.  If  it  would  not  be  cost  effective  to  do  that,  we  would  not 
support  it. 

Senator  Nickles.  Let  me  take  you  for  your  word  on  that.  But  the 
subcommittee  will  be  energetic  in  trying  to  make  sure  that  you  are 
making  cost  efficient  and  cost  effective  decisions.  I  think  that  is  one 
of  the  purposes  of  oversight  committees. 

ALTERNATIVE  FUEL  VEHICLES 

You  have  a  significant  amount  of  funds  that  have  gone  toward 
alternative  fuel  vehicles.  I  guess  last  year  you  purchased,  what, 
11,000?  Does  that  sound  right? 

Dr.  Fox-Penner.  I  believe  that  is  this  year. 

Senator  Nickles.  That  is  this  year? 

Dr.  Fox-Penner.  Yes. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  What  is  the  average  cost  per  vehicle  on  that? 

Ms.  Ervin.  I  would  like  to  ask  Tom  Gross  to  answer  that,  please. 

Mr.  Gross.  Senator,  the  average  cost  in  1993  for  the  Federal 
fleet  acquisitions  incremental  cost  was  $1,700.  The  average  cost  in 
1994  for  the  orders  that  have  been  placed  is  $2,650,  reflecting  pri- 
marily the  increased  numbers  of  natural  gas  vehicles  which  have 
a  higher  incremental  cost. 

Senator  Nickles.  What  is  the  incremental  cost  for  the  natural 
gas  vehicles? 

Mr.  Gross.  For  the  orders  in  1994,  currently  it  ranges  from 
$3,800  for  a  compact  sedan  to  about  $7,900  for  a  Dodge  Caravan. 

Senator  Nickles.  If  I  remember,  the  fuel  for  natural  gas  vehicles 
compared  to  gasoline  is  significantly  cheaper.  Does  it  pay  out  over 
a  certain  number  of  years? 

Mr.  Gross.  Currently,  for  natural  gas  vehicles,  it  is  a  very  large 
number  of  years,  past  the  lifetime  for  the  vehicles.  Of  course,  we 
expect  over  the  years  ahead,  as  has  been  the  case  in  alcohol  vehi- 
cles, for  the  costs  to  be  coming  down. 

Senator  Nickles.  So  you  are  saying  it  is  not  fuel  efficient  right 
now  to  go  natural  gas? 

Mr.  Gross.  The  difference  in  the  price  does  not  cover  the  current 
incremental  cost  that  has  to  be  paid  for  the  natural  gas  vehicle. 

Senator  Nickles.  Would  you  give  me  a  report  on  how  many  vehi- 
cles you  are  buying?  I  am  assuming  you  have  vehicles  that  burn 
not  only  natural  gas  but  gasoline.  Are  they  dual  fuel? 

Mr.  Gross.  Most  of  the  vehicles  are  dual  fuel,  yes,  sir. 


1993  actual 

1994  estimated 

5,279 

3,900 

5,511 

3,615 

114 

25 

NA 

150 

NA 
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[The  information  follows:] 

NUMBER  OF  ALTERNATIVE  FUEL  VEHICLES  ACQUIRED 

Fiscal  year- 
Fuel  type 

CNG  

Methanol  

Ethanol  

LPG  

Electric 

Total  10,904 7,700 

DUAL-FUEL  VEHICLES 

Senator  Nickles.  Are  they  purchasing  primarily  natural  gas,  or 
do  you  have  dual  fuel  capabilities  and  they  are  only  purchasing 
gasoline? 

Mr.  Gross.  On  the  small  sample  that  we  have,  the  indications 
are  that  about  50  percent  of  the  total  miles  traveled  are  using  gaso- 
line and  50  percent  alternative  fuels  for  the  Federal  fleet  vehicles. 

I  just  heard  last  week  a  statement  by  the  head  of  the  California 
Energy  Commission  that  the  dual  fuel  vehicles  there  that  are  being 
used  by  the  State,  their  experience  is  about  75  percent  of  the  miles 
are  alternative  fuel. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Would  you  give  me  a  breakdown  on  it?  What 
other  fuels  are  you  buying  besides  natural  gas  fuel?  Are  you  buying 
any  other  alternatives? 

Mr.  Gross.  Methanol,  mostly,  and  a  bit  of  alcohol — a  bit  of  etha- 
nol. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  What  is  the  payback  on  those? 

Mr.  Gross.  Much  better  on  the  alcohol  vehicles.  The  incremental 
cost  is  about  $550  currently  for  the  alcohol  vehicles.  We  will  give 
you  the  information  as  well  on  all  of  the  different  fuels  that  we  are 
using. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  I  would  appreciate  that. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Incremental  costs  for  Federal  fleet  alternative  fuel  vehicles  in  fiscal  year  1994 

Configuration,  make,  and  model  ■-  Incremental  cost 

Natural  gas  vehicles: 
Dual-fuel  Chevrolet: 

Corsica  $4,808 

Caprice 3,805 

Caprice  (law  enforcement  agency  use)  4,587 

Dedicated  7  passenger  Dodge  Caravan 7,959 

Dedicated  8  passenger  Dodge  B250  van  3,811 

Dual-fuel  12  passenger  Chevrolet  G30  van  4,674 

Dedicated  15  passenger  Dodge  meixi-van  7,223 

Dedicated  Dodge  B250  cargo  van  4,067 

Dual-fuel  Chevrolet: 

G30  cargo  van  4,693 

%  ton  pickup  truck 4,737 

Alcohol  fuel  vehicles; 
Methanol  flex-fuel: 

Dodge  Spirit  527 

Ford  Taurus 551 
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Incremental  costs  for  Federal  fleet  alternative  fuel  vehicles  in  fiscal  year  1994 — 

Continued 

Configuration,  make,  and  model  Incremental  cost 

Ethanol  flex-fuel  Ford  Taurus  551 

Notes:  Agencies  are  responsible  for  the  base  cost  of  vehicles  that  is  equivalent  to  the  gasoline 
vehicle  of  the  same  model.  The  DOE  funding  covers  the  incremental  cost  of  that  alternative  fuel 
vehicle  above  the  gasoline  cost. 

Costs  shown  are  for  new  original  equipment  manufactured  vehicles.  Conversions  available  to 
the  U.S.  Postal  Service  are  approximately  $2,500  to  $3,000.  Conversions  available  to  other  Fed- 
eral agencies  are  approximately  $3,500  to  $4,100,  depending  on  the  fuel  type  the  vehicle  type, 
and  contractor  selected. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  I  apologize.  I  have  kept  Senator  Burns  waiting 
for  too  long. 

Madam  Assistant  Secretary,  thank  you  very  much.  I  do  have  a 
number  of  questions.  Unfortunately,  I  will  not  be  able  to  stay,  but 
I  would  appreciate  your  answering  them  for  the  record. 

Ms.  Ervin.  Of  course. 

Senator  Nickles.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Senator  Reid.  You  got  your  20  minutes  after  all. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Yes. 

Senator  Reid.  Senator  Burns,  you  are  recognized. 

Senator  Burns.  He  always  gets  his  20  minutes. 

Senator  Reid.  That's  correct.  That  is  what  I  told  him. 

Senator  BURNS.  And  he  got  here  20  minutes  late  on  that,  you 
know.  Did  you  ever  notice  that?  You  never  noticed  that?  OK. 

Senator  Reid.  I  didn't  notice  that. 

Senator  BURNS.  I  would  ask  that  you  do  that. 

Who  did  you  work  for  in  Missouri? 

Senator  Reid.  Conrad,  what  is  wrong  with  your  voice? 

Senator  Burns.  I  have  a  bad  cold. 

Senator  Reid.  Stay  down  there,  would  you? 

Senator  Burns.  Well,  after  what  I  heard  about  you  down  in  the 
Quarter  Horse  Association,  I  may  have  to  hug  you. 

Senator  Reid.  Do  those  quarter  horses,  do  they  graze? 

Senator  Burns.  They're  going  to  graze  you.  [Laughter.] 

Who  did  you  work  for  in  Missouri? 

Ms.  Ervin.  Three  Governors:  John  Ashcroft,  Christopher 
Bond 

Senator  Burns.  Are  you  a  native  Missourian? 

Ms.  Ervin.  No;  I  am  an  Alaskan,  actually,  mainly  from  Oregon 
and  Alaska,  but  spent  10  years  in  Missouri. 

Senator  Burns.  OK.  My  apologies.  And  my  sympathies.  [Laugh- 
ter.] 

It  is  not  so  bad.  I  was  raised  in  that  State. 

I  can't  hardly  talk,  but  I  just  want  to  walk  you  through  some 
areas. 

Here  is  where  I  am  coming  from.  And  thank  you  for  coming 
today. 

When  we  will  start  talking  about  appropriating  moneys,  we  have 
a  situation  going  on  in  this  country  that  is  going  to  limit  our  ability 
to  produce  power.  And  we  are  moving  ahead  on  that  because  we 
are  seeing  no  more  further  production  as  far  as  hydropower  is  con- 
cerned and  all  of  these  things  as  far  as  electricity  production  is  con- 
cerned. We  have  to  jump  through  so  many  hoops  when  it  comes  to 
siting  even  coal-fired  generators  and  this  type  of  thing. 
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In  order  to  replace  that  power  and  some  of  our  R&D  we  are  mov- 
ing much  faster  of  shutting  down  our  traditional  ways  of  producing 
electricity  than  we  are  in  our  R&D  and  putting  some  of  our  tech- 
nology into  the  hands  so  that  we  can  either  produce  alternative 
power  or  in  conservation. 

And  that  I  find  very  disappointing  because  we  are  shutting  down 
before  we  are  replacing  it  with  anything.  We  are  running  this 
whole  thing  bass-ackwards.  [Laughter.] 

PASSIVE  SOLAR  BUILDING  PROGRAM 

OK.  He  will  have  to  explain  that  to  you.  We  are  going  at  it  back- 
ward. But  there  will  be  some  folks  here  who  will  figure  that  out 
in  a  little  while. 

In  the  past,  Congress  has  supported  the  development  and  dis- 
semination of  simplified  or  passive  solar  design  guidelines  for 
builders.  Passive  solar  strategies  use  the  structural  elements  of  a 
building  to  collect,  store,  and  release  the  energy  of  the  Sun. 

A  set  of  guidelines  for  residential  buildings  has  been  developed 
through  a  partnership  with  the  Department  and  the  National  and 
Renewable  Energy  Laboratory  and  the  building  industry.  This  pro- 
gram has  been  somewhat  successful,  but  with  substantial  limita- 
tions. 

Unfortunately,  things  are  moving  too  slowly  to  have  a  significant 
near-term  impact  on  either  the  consumer,  energy  savings,  or  pollu- 
tion reduction. 

A  proposal  has  been  made  for  the  development  and  assimilation 
of  a  similar  tool  and  computer  software  for  small  commercial  and 
institutional  buildings;  in  other  words,  to  give  us  a  design. 

A  program  currently  exists  at  DOE  that  involves  the  same  col- 
laboration between  the  Government  and  industry  which  developed 
the  residential  guidelines. 

I  have  learned  that  the  completion  and  deployment  of  these  tools 
have  been  delayed  consistently.  In  the  past,  the  overall  level  of  sup- 
port for  conservation  and  renewable  energy  programs  at  DOE  has 
been  low. 

In  addition,  resources  appropriated  to  the  Department  for  these 
programs  have  often  been  redirected  by  the  Department. 

In  other  words,  I  don't  know  what  has  happened  to  the  money. 

We  have  allocated,  appropriated  and  allocated  certain  dollars  to 
do  certain  things,  and  then  those  dollars  don't  show  up  where 
they're  supposed  to  be. 

Have  you  had  an  opportunity  to  review  the  status  of  this  project 
of  passive  solar  energy?  Have  the  resources  appropriated  in  the 
past  been  insufficient,  or  has  the  project  not  been  of  a  sufficient 
priority? 

Has  it  been  moved  up  or  has  it  been  moved  down,  or  what  hap- 
pened to  the  funds? 

And  what  would  be  required  to  complete  this  project  and  get  the 
tools  into  the  hands  of  architects  and  builders  nationwide  in  the 
next  year  or  so? 

Ms.  Ervin.  I  am  going  to  ask  John  Millhone  to  give  you  details 
on  that.  I  am  not  familiar  with  the  history  of  what  has  happened 
with  the  passive  solar  program. 
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I  can  tell  you  that  it  is  included  and  passive  solar  is  an  impor- 
tant part  of  our  1995  budget  request. 

Mr.  MiLLHONE.  The  Department  has  supported  the  passive  solar 
guidelines  for  residential,  not  only  their  development  but  also  sup- 
ported the  provision  of  workshops  for  home  builders  using  those 
guidelines.  And  encouragingly,  the  attendance  at  those  workshops 
has  been  growing  and  there  is  a  great  deal  of  interest  in  that. 

In  addition,  we  have  supported  the  work  on  exemplary  solar 
buildings  that  show  how  advanced  technologies  can  be  used. 

Now  in  terms  of  the  application  of  some  of  those  same  tech- 
nologies to  small  commercial  buildings,  we  have  supported  that 
project. 

Now  in  terms  of  level  of  support  that  you  mentioned  being  insuf- 
ficient to  produce  them  yet,  I  know  that  there  has  been  some 
stretching  out  of  the  development  of  those  guidelines,  but  it  is  my 
understanding  that  they  will  be  produced  within  the  next  year  and 
that  they  will  be  available  for  small  commercial  buildings  as  well. 
And  we  also  think  that  there  can  be  a  similar  kind  of  accelerated 
commercialization  of  passive  solar  technologies  in  small  comm.ercial 
buildings. 

We  also  in  a  somewhat  related  area  are  looking  at  passive  solar 
technologies  as  being  credited  in  home  energy  rating  systems  so 
that  when  you  get  a  rating  for  a  home,  its  passive  features  can  be 
part  of  a  favorable  description  of  it  in  terms  of  its  future  energy 
use. 

I  will  get  additional  information  regarding  the  commercial  guide- 
lines to  answer  you  for  the  record.  I  was  not  aware  of  the  slowdown 
that  you  have  described,  but  I  will  get  more  information  to  answer 
that. 

Senator  Burns.  Well  you  see  what  concerns  me,  we  appropriate 
this  money  and  think  we  might  get  ahead  of  the  curve,  and  some- 
times we  find  that  those  dollars  have  been  diverted  to  another  area 
in  the  Department  of  Energy.  And  that  concerns  me  quite  a  bit. 

Along  with  that,  if  you  find  that  those  dollars  have  been  diverted 
and  you  find  that  the  program  is  slower  than  it  should  be,  I  would 
like  to  have  some  kind  of  explanation  as  to  why  it  was  delayed, 
where  it's  going,  and  some  details  on  it,  because  I  think  if  perform- 
ance estimates  can  be  substantiated,  I  think  we  could  offer  some 
significant  technology  to  private  industry  to  where  we  can  start 
making  some  reduction  targets  as  far  as  our  building  codes  are  con- 
cerned and  try  to  give  them  some  guidelines  on  the  ways  we  should 
be  going. 

So,  if  you  could  do  that  for  me,  I  am  very  interested  in  that  area. 
Montana  has  been  very  active  in  solar  energy  development  and 
R&D.  So  I  would  be  very  interested  in  that.  Those  are  the  primary 
areas  on  this. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Passive  Solar  Design  Strategies  for  Smaller  Commercial  and  Institutional 

Buildings 

The  funds  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1994  provide  for  three  activities:  the  Non- 
residential Exemplary  Buildings,  strategies  for  linking  passive  solar  buildings  into 
utility  demand  side  management  programs  and  the  passive  solar  design  strategies 
(guidebooks  and  software)  for  small  commercial  and  institutional  buildings.  Most  of 
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the  funding  is  dedicated  to  the  design  strategies  and  reflects  priorities  estabUshed 
with  industry. 

In  the  case  of  the  design  strategies,  a  draft  of  the  guideUnes  book  has  been  com- 
pleted and  will  be  polished  during  the  year,  and  the  first  version  of  the  software 
will  be  released  late  this  calendar  year  following  testing  by  representatives  of  the 
buildings  industry. 

The  first  version  of  the  design  strategies  will  enable  one  to  design  a  good  passive 
solar  building  and  size  its  auxiliary  equipment,  but  will  not  contain  all  the  capabili- 
ties requested  by  the  building  industry,  including  high  capacitance  thermal  storage 
walls  and  floors,  additional  complex  daylighting  systems,  greater  flexibility  in  the 
treatment  of  building  thermal  zones  and  weather  files  adaptable  for  specific  site 
sensitivities.  These  additional  capabilities  are  expected  to  be  added  during  fiscal 
year  1995.  And,  as  design  and  technological  advancements  occur,  the  software  and 
accompanying  guidelines  book  will  be  up-dated. 

PRODUCTION  OF  ELECTRICAL  POWER 

Senator  Burns.  I  would  also  reiterate  what  Senator  Nickles  has 
said. 

I  think  we  are  going  to  have  to  do  a  lot  more  with  a  lot  less  dol- 
lars. I  do  not  think  the  dollars  are  going  to  be  there,  and  we  have 
to  watch  the  way — when  we  divert  away  from  these  programs  that 
are  supposed  to  be  designed  to  cut  our  energy  use  but  we  go  full 
speed  ahead  on  shutting  things  down  things  that  are  going  to  keep 
our  industry  going,  and  of  course  we  are  going  to  get  into  a  big 
thing  in  the  Northwest,  is  just  the  production  of  electrical  power. 

And  sometimes  I  think  we  have  our  priorities  in  the  wrong  place 
in  order  to  build  that  infrastructure.  You  have  to  have  the  infra- 
structure before  you  start  doing  crazy  things  over  here,  and  right 
now  we  are  doing  it  just  backwards. 

Mr.  MiLLHONE.  I  would  just  say  the  Department's  views  as  far 
as  the  advantages  and  the  desire  for  commercialization  of  passive 
solar  technologies  is  very  consistent  with  those  which  you  have  jiist 
described. 

Senator  Burns.  Well,  it  is  going  to  be  a  problem.  There  is  also 
a  letter  that  I  got  from  the  Buildings  Systems  Council  on  log  homes 
and  this  type  thing,  which  as  you  know  in  the  daytime  logs  absorb 
heat  and  in  the  night  they  release  it. 

So  I  think  there  are  some  things  that  we  can  really  do  along 
those  lines  and  get  that  technology  out  where  people  can  use  it. 

Senator  Reid.  Shall  we  make  that  letter  part  of  the  record? 

Senator  Burns.  Yes;  if  you  would,  please. 

Senator  Reid.  I  would  be  happy  to. 

[The  information  follows:] 

JoN  Sellers  Letter,  Log  Homes  Council,  Regarding  Passive  Solar  Design 

Mr.  Sellers'  letter  recognizes  the  potential  of  passive  solar  design  using  various 
structural  systems.  The  Exemplary  Buildings  Program  is  designed  to  develop  the  re- 
quired know-how  and  to  demonstrate,  with  the  participation  of  designer,  builder,  de- 
veloper and  product  manufacturer  teams,  how  advanced  design  and  technological 
strategies  work  to  achieve  high  solar  contributions.  The  proposed  budget  for  fiscal 
year  1995  recognizes  the  opportunities  provided  by  passive  solar  and  provides  sup- 
port in  the  residential  portion  of  the  Exemplary  Buildings  activity  as  a  part  of 
Building  America. 

Senator  Burns.  That  is  all  I  have,  Mr.  Chairman.  You  may  take 
it  back  over. 
Senator  Reid.  I  appreciate  it. 

Senator  Burns.  I  am  going  to  go  over  some  place  and 

Senator  Reid.  Rest  up? 
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Senator  Burns.  No;  I  am  not  going  to  rest  up,  but  I  am  going 
to  get  rid  of  this  cold  some  way  or  another. 

Senator  Reid.  We  appreciate  very  much  your  being  here,  Senator 
Burns. 

Senator  Burns.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Reid.  You  are  a  good  member  of  the  committee.  You 
work  hard  and  attend  all  your  meetings.  I  appreciate  that. 

Did  someone  want  to  say  something  to  Senator  Burns? 

CLIMATE  CHANGE  ACTION  PLANS 

Dr.  Fox-Penner.  Senator  Burns,  I  just  wanted  to  make  the  point 
that  the  idea  of  getting  technologies  and  energy  conservation  tech- 
nologies deployed  into  the  marketplace  is  precisely  the  kind  of 
thing  that  these  climate  change  action  plan  programs  are  designed 
to  do. 

I  know  the  Passive  Solar  Industries  Council  has  been  talking  to 
us  about  these  programs.  They  are  excited  about  a  number  of 
them.  And  several  of  them — in  particular  three  programs — deal 
with  developing  software  products,  training,  and  education  pro- 
grams directly  to  help  architects  and  builders. 

That  is  the  whole  idea  of  these  deployment  programs.  So  there 
are  three  places  where  we  are  going  to  be  accelerating  precisely  the 
activities  that  you  are  speaking  of. 

Senator  Burns.  Don't  worry  about  climate  change.  That  ain't 
going  to  happen.  Just  worry  about — because  it  ain't  changed  in 
Montana,  I  will  guarantee  you  that.  It's  just  as  cold  as  it  ever  was. 
[Laughter.] 

But  don't  get  off  on  these  crazy  things.  Stay  on  what  we  should 
be  doing  so  we  can  conserve  energy  and  let  the  climate  take  care 
of  itself.  But  we  should  be  doing  what  we  should  be  doing.  OK.  Be- 
cause we  ain't  got  any  control  over  that  other  one.  This  one  we 
have  control  over. 

Dr.  Fox-Penner.  I  appreciate  that.  Senator. 

Senator  Burns.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Reid.  What  we  learn  around  here  is  when  he  stops  talk- 
ing, then  you  should  let  things  stand.  [Laughter.] 

I  just  told  him  that  you  had  finished  your  statement,  he  should 
just  take  things  as  they  were. 

Senator  Burns.  Right. 

Senator  Reid.  Because  you  always  get  the  last  word. 

Senator  Burns.  Auctioneers  usually  do.  Sold.  [Laughter.] 

Good  luck  to  you. 

INTERAGENCY  COORDINATION 

Senator  Reid.  Thank  you  a  lot. 

One  of  the  problems  I  have  had  the  last  few  years  conducting 
these  Interior  Appropriations  Subcommittee  hearings  dealing  with 
the  climate  change  is  the  fact  that  every  agency  that  appears  be- 
fore the  subcommittee  has  their  own  program:  Geological  Survey 
and  Bureau  of  Land  IVIanagement. 

They  all  have  global  climate  change  programs.  I  am  very  con- 
cerned about  the  coordination  of  these  programs. 
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Is  there  really  somebody  that  coordinates  the  climate  change  pro- 
grams that  we  are  spending  billions  of  dollars  on? 

Ms.  Ervin.  Senator  Reid,  you  have  struck  a  challenge,  certainly, 
because  climate  change,  as  I  mentioned,  is  an  umbrella  for  many 
different  activities,  it  reflects  many  pieces  of  our  lives.  And,  inher- 
ently, it  is  going  to  involve  a  lot  of  other  agencies. 

Senator  Reid.  I  am  sorry? 

Ms.  Ervin.  But  in  terms  of  coordination,  there  is  a  concerted 
White  House-directed  effort  that  brings  together  the  various  agen- 
cies on  a  monthly  basis  to  basically  coordinate  and  talk  about  the 
various  issues  that  we  need  to  address.  So  we  may  have  some 
shortcomings  here  and  there,  but  the  administration  is  seriously 
trying  to  coordinate  these  various  activities  and  put  them  together 
in  a  single  plan. 

Senator  Reid.  I  am  very  happy  to  hear  that.  I  personally  believe, 
even  though  I  am  not  a  scientist  but  I  have  read  and  studied,  I  do 
believe  that  we  should  have  some  concern  about  what  is  happening 
worldwide  with  some  of  the  things  we  have  done  to  the  environ- 
ment, and  I  believe  that  there  very  well  could  be  a  global  climate 
change  already  in  place  and  that  I  think  that  this  Government  of 
ours  has  to  be  concerned  about  it. 

And  I  am  happy  to  hear  there  are  monthly  meetings.  And  at  the 
next  one  that  you  hold,  tell  them  that  there  are  some  of  us  up  here 
that  are  concerned  about  the  coordination  of  the  global  climate 
change  activities. 

I  personally  wish  that  we  were  living  in  an  era  where  you  could 
get  the  money  that  you  have  requested.  I  think  that  that  would 
speak  well  of  our  society. 

But  in  that  we  have  programs  that  are,  in  effect,  entitlements 
within  the  interior  appropriations  bill,  it  will  be  very,  very  difficult 
to  hang  onto  the  money  that  you  seek  and  need.  But  we  will  do 
the  best  we  can. 

buildings  sector 

I  believe  you  indicated  that  30  percent  of  the  energy  in  this  coun- 
try relates  to  buildings. 

Is  that  what  I  heard  you  say? 

Ms.  Ervin.  That's  right. 

Senator  Reid.  Within  the  buildings  sector,  you  have  requested 
$180  million,  which  is  approximately  $98  million  more  than  the 
current  level,  about  a  120-percent  increase. 

Within  the  total  provided  for  the  buildings  sector,  about  $51  mil- 
lion supports  the  President's  investment  initiative,  including  $27 
million  for  the  Federal  Energy  Management  Program  and  $23.5 
million  to  support  implementation  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act  . 

The  buildings  sector  supports  the  major  portion  of  the  President's 
climate  change  action  plan,  with  $72.9  million  requested  to  support 
its  implementation. 

The  budget  request  for  the  buildings  sector  represents  an  in- 
crease of  $127  million,  or  about  243  percent  over  1993. 

Have  the  programs  in  the  buildings  sector  been  fully  funded  in 
the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request,  or  is  the  program  expected  to 
continue  at  this  extremely  high  rate  of  growth? 
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Ms.  Ervin.  Generally,  as  we  look  at  the  out-year  projections,  and 
we  have  done  an  initial  estimate  of  those  out-year  costs  for  5  years, 
we  see  that  many  of  the  programs  here  in  the  buildings  sector  and 
elsewhere  in  the  office  will  be  relatively  flat. 

In  taking  a  look  at  those  and  in  talking  through  those  estimates, 
actually,  I  think  there  are  also  a  number  of  areas  where  the  costs 
should  go  down. 

In  other  words,  if  we  are  going  to  be  successful  in  getting  the 
marketplace  to  work,  in  getting  the  products  out  in  the  market- 
place and  sold,  there  should  be  less  need  for  some  of  the  Federal 
Government  services  in  these  areas.  I  would  expect  a  decrease  in 
out-year  costs  for  a  number  of  the  programs.  And  I  would  be  happy 
to  follow  up  with  you  with  what  our  best  estimates  of  what  that 
direction  might  be. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Progress  From  Recent  Investments  in  the  Buildings  Sector 

Energy  Conservation  appropriations  for  Buildings  Sector  programs  have  assisted 
in  development  and  introduction  into  the  marketplace  of  a  number  of  new  energy- 
efficient  technologies;  supported  legislatively  mandated  regulatory  programs  to  im- 
prove the  energy  efficiency  of  commercially  available  products;  built  the  foundation 
for  improving  efficiency  of  energy  use  in  Federal  facilities;  and  advanced  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  professional  and  technical  community  and  the  general  public.  Most  of 
the  increased  funding  for  these  activities  over  the  past  two  years  largely  has  been 
concentrated  within  a  few  discrete  activities,  where  it  has  resulted  in  significant 
progress.  This  increased  funding  was  necessary  to  address  the  responsibilities  im- 
posed by  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  1992  [EPACT].  The  lion's  share  of  the  increase 
in  appropriations  from  fiscal  year  1993  to  fiscal  year  1994  occurs  in  the  Federal  En- 
ergy Management  Program.  Other  areas  of  growth  include  the  appliance  standards 
program,  which  has  increased  requirements  imposed  by  EPACT,  and  the  "Building 
America"  initiative  for  residential  buildings,  also  authorized  by  EPACT. 

residential  buildings:  "building  AMERICA" 

The  "Building  America"  initiative  is  designed  to  measurably  change  how  the  na- 
tion provides  its  new  housing  by  adopting  a  systems  engineering  approach  to  build- 
ing design,  construction,  and  delivery.  Through  a  competitive  solicitation  process, 
the  program  will  support  the  formation  of  industry  consortia  that  will  produce  and 
demonstrate  well  engineered  housing  that  is  significantly  more  energy-efficient, 
comfortable,  and  affordable  than  that  built  today.  The  competitive  process  leading 
to  these  awards  is  presently  underway.  Effective  formation  of  consortia  and  adop- 
tion of  a  systems  engineering  approach  to  building  residential  structures  will  over- 
come the  fragmented  nature  of  building  design  and  construction,  and  will  establish 
a  basis  for  the  next  generation  of  new  residential  housing  to  be  constructed  in  the 
21st  century.  The  pilot  project  for  this  initiative  brought  together  Ryland  Homes, 
G.E.  Plastics,  and  USG  Corporation,  among  others. 

heating  and  cogleng  equipment:  thermally  activated  heat  pumps 

DOE  currently  is  sponsoring  the  cost-shared  development,  with  industry,  of  two 
advanced  heating  and  cooling  technologies.  In  a  project  of  environmental  signifi- 
cance, a  partnership  consisting  of  DOE,  Carrier  Corporation,  and  the  Gas  Research 
Institute  is  now  carrying  out  commercial  development  of  an  advanced  gas-fired  ab- 
sorption [GAX]  heat  pump  designed  for  residential  applications.  The  GAX  heat 
pump  uses  an  ammonia-water  refrigerant  as  a  replacement  for  ozone-depleting 
chlorofluorocarbons  (commonly  called  "CFC's"),  and  will  be  capable  of  heating  and 
cooling  up  to  50  percent  more  efficiently  than  the  best  available  gas  furnace/electric 
air  conditioner  systems  currently  in  use. 

In  a  similar  industry-cost-shared  partnership,  DOE  and  York  International  are 
canying  out  pre-commercial  demonstration  of  an  advanced  absorption-cycle  commer- 
cial chiller.  This  technology  represents  an  energy-efficient,  gas-fired  alternative  to 
the  large  electricity-driven  chillers  that  are  now  used  to  cool  commercial  buildings. 
The  technology  can  provide  much  needed  relief  for  utility  peak  load  demand  during' 
the  summer  months. 
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CODES  AND  STANDARDS 

In  the  Appliance  Standards  program,  the  Department  recently  published  a  notice 
of  proposed  rulemaking  concerning  standards  for  eight  types  of  appliances,  including 
water  heaters,  room  air  conditioners  and  fluorescent  lamp  ballasts.  In  addition,  the 
Department  has  started  the  rulemaking  concerning  standards  for  refrigerators,  re- 
frigerator-freezers and  freezers,  central  air  conditioners  and  central  air  conditioning 
heat  pumps  and  furnaces. 

In  the  Building  Standards  and  Guidelines  program,  the  Department  prepared  a 
code  version  of  the  American  Society  of  Heating,  Refrigerating  and  Air-Conditioning 
Engineers  [ASHRAE]  Standard  90.1-1989.  The  codified  version  of  ASHRAE  Stand- 
ard 90.1-1989  is  expected  to  be  adopted  by  many  states  as  their  energy  efficiency 
requirement  for  the  construction  of  new  commercial  buildings. 

FEDERAL  ENERGY  MANAGEMENT  PROGRAM  [FEMP] 

In  1994,  FEMP  is  training  over  2,000  Federal  energy  managers,  ten  times  the 
number  of  two  years  ago.  Two  new  training  courses  have  been  introduced:  "Federal 
Energy  Management"  and  "Water  Resource  Management,"  along  with  an  integrated 
training  approach,  called  "FEMP  University,"  which  provides  several  courses  at  a 
single  training  session.  An  accessible  data  base  system  has  been  established  which 
identifies  all  training  opportunities  available  to  Federal  managers. 

FEMP  has  established  guidelines  for  proposals  to  receive  assistance  from  the  Fed- 
eral Energy  Efficiency  Fund.  The  guidelines  have  been  distributed  to  all  Federal 
agencies. 

The  total  number  of  energy  savings  performance  contracts  awarded  will  increase 
from  15  (from  the  preceding  five  years)  to  a  total  of  25  in  1994,  putting  more  than 
$100  million  of  private  sector  capital  into  energy  savings  projects  in  the  Federal  sec- 
tor. Save  Energy  action  plans  will  be  completed  for  50  Federal  sites  that  will  lead 
to  project  implementation,  including  on-site  audits  and  assistance  in  completing  the 
projects.  The  largest  relighting  project  in  the  Federal  sector,  at  DOE  Headquarters, 
will  produce  over  $1  million  savings  at  no  cost  to  the  Federal  government.  Similar 
projects  will  be  conducted  and  expanded  at  other  Federal  headquarters  buildings. 
With  whole  building  analysis,  Potomac  Electric  Power  Company  rebates,  and  energy 
savings  performance  contracts,  a  variety  of  cost-effective  measures  to  improve  effi- 
ciency will  be  installed  in  at  least  three  agencies. 

RESIDENTIAL  CODES,  RATINGS,  AND  ENERGY  MORTGAGES 

Senator  Reid.  Well,  what  I  would  like  you  to  do  is  tell  me  what 
some  of  those  programs  would  be  or  are. 

Ms.  Ervin.  Well,  for  example,  one  of  the  items  that  is  included, 
again,  in  the  package  that  we  are  calling  climate  change  action 
plan  is  development  of  the  home  energy  rating  system  that  is  cou- 
pled with  use  of  energy-efficient  mortgages.  Now,  here  is  a  case 
where  we  have  energy  labels  for  cars,  we  have  energy  labels  for  re- 
frigerators, but  we  don't  have  any  energy  label  for  houses. 

Yet  it  is  a  considerably  much  more  significant  use  of  energy  that 
affects  all  of  our  wallets. 

Likewise,  we  have  a  case  where  we  know  that  investments  in  a 
new  house,  in  a  house  built  to  a  strong  energy  code  or  a  weather- 
ized  house,  is  going  to  return  savings  to  the  homeowner.  Those  up- 
front investments  are  going  to  pay  off  over  time.  But  the  financial 
industry  often  does  not  have  any  mechanism  for  recognizing  that 
decreased  income  need  over  time,  and  so  they  don't  get  credit  for 
it  in  their  mortgage. 

So  we  need  to  couple  that  together. 

We  need  to  give  the  financial  lending  institutions  a  tool  for 
knowing  what  kind  of  house  is  going  to  save  what  amount  of 
money,  and  how  to  translate  that  into  a  mortgage  that  will  be  less 
costly. 

We  have  already  started. 
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We  put  together  a  group,  as  you  are  probably  well  aware,  a  num- 
ber of  years  ago — what,  2  years  ago — to  start  bringing  those  var- 
ious parties  together. 

We  are  making  good  progress;  and  I  think  that  if  we  are  success- 
ful in  developing  a  standard  home  energy  rating  label  that  the  fi- 
nancial industry  can  use,  that  we  should  have  a  significant  de- 
crease in  those  program  costs  in  3  years.  That  would  be  a  goal.  I 
would  like  to  see  that  happen. 

Senator  Reid.  But  of  course  that  is  a  small  program. 

Ms.  Ervin.  That  is  a  relatively  small  program. 

Another  one  would  be  building  codes.  Now  that  has  quite  a  few 
dollars  associated  with  it.  It  is  a  much  more  difficult  problem.  We 
have  about  40  States  that  have  not  yet  developed  codes  for  the  resi- 
dential sector  that  come  up  to  the  standards  called  for  in  EPAct. 

Senator  Reid.  What  do  you  mean  they  don't  have  codes? 

Ms.  Ervin.  Some  States  do  not  have  Statewide  energy  efficiency 
codes  at  all. 

Senator  Reid.  I  see. 

Ms.  Ervin.  And  some  have  codes,  but  they  don't  meet  the  level 
that  has  been  called  for  in  EPAct. 

And  then  we  have  about  6  to  10  States  that  have  exceeded  the 
level  called  for  in  EPAct.  Oregon  is  one  of  them. 

I  know  from  hard  personal  experience  in  Oregon  that  the  codes 
are  difficult.  In  Oregon  it  took  2  years  working  with  homebuilders, 
with  window  manufacturers,  with  the  local  building  officials,  with 
the  enforcement  office,  and  with  utilities,  to  develop  a  technically 
sound,  comprehensive  residential  code  system. 

Senator  Reid.  And  Oregon  now  has  one.  Is  that  right? 

Ms.  Ervin.  Now.  Yes;  and  it  is  one  of  the  strongest  in  the  coun- 
try. 

Senator  Reid.  So  when  you  sell  a  home  in  Oregon,  there  is  an 
energy  efficiency  rating,  for  lack  of  a  better  word? 

Ms.  Ervin.  Well,  they  haven't  translated  that  into  a  label  per  se, 
but  that  is  exactly  what  it  does.  It  says  that  if  you  buy  a  new  home 
in  Oregon,  you  can  be  assured  that  it  exceeds  so-and-so  standards 
and  it  costs  you  so  many  dollars  less  than  it  would  have  without 
the  code. 

Senator  Reid.  You  mean  costs  you  so  much  less  for  energy? 

Ms.  Ervin.  Exactly.  So  there  are  estimates.  In  fact  every  feature 
of  the  building  code  is  decided  upon  whether  or  not  it  will  be  cost 
effective  over  the  lifetime  of  that  house. 

Now  here  is  a  2-year  effort,  a  hard,  rigorous  effort  that  resulted 
in  every  utility  in  the  State  signing  on,  supporting  the  code  because 
they  knew  it  was  in  their  best  interest. 

But  now  Oregon,  like  other  States  that  have  codes,  is  moving 
into  the  difficult  stage  of  implementation,  of  making  sure  that  the 
houses  are  built  to  meet  code,  and  to  make  sure  that  we  can  verify 
that  those  savings  are  taking  place. 

So  the  codes  issue  is  a  hard  nut  to  crack,  but  it  is  critical.  A  lot 
of  money  is  at  stake.  Again,  if  we  are  successful  with  the  budget 
included  in  our  1995  request  in  getting  the  other  40  States  to  de- 
velop and  implement  codes,  then  there  should  be  a  significant  in- 
crease over  time  with  the  Federal  Government's  role  here. 
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Senator  Reid.  The  Oregon  program  was  paid  for  by  the  State, 
though.  There  was  no  Federal  participation? 

Ms.  Ervin.  No;  there  was  Bonneville  Power  Authority  money, 
and  that  was  a  significant  factor  for  the  Pacific  Northwest  States. 

FUEL  CELLS  FOR  BUILDINGS  APPLICATIONS 

Senator  Reid.  The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  includes 
$1,340,000  to  develop  and  commercialize  fuel  cells  for  buildings. 

What  type  of  fuel  cells  are  expected  to  be  part  of  this  program? 

Mr.  MiLLHONE.  Senator,  I  will  answer  that  question.  The  pri- 
mary funding  that  the  Department  is  requesting  for  fuel  cells  is  in 
the  fossil  energy  budget.  There  they  are  looking  at  support  for  an 
industry  demonstration  of  new  phosphoric  acid  fuel  cell  tech- 
nologies. The  relatively  small  amount  that  is  part  of  this  budget  is 
to  identify  the  energy  use  characteristics  of  buildings  that  would 
make  them  a  good  niche  market  for  the  early  introduction  of  fuel 
cells. 

With  fuel  cells,  you  have  a  production  of  both  electricity  and  of 
thermal  energy,  and  the  challenge  is  to  identify  building  types  that 
have  a  demand  for  electricity  and  a  demand  for  thermal  energy, 
that  they  would  be  a  good  market  for  the  fuel  cells  that  are  being 
developed  through  the  fossil  energy  program. 

So  it  is  a  relatively  small  supportive  activity  that  will  draw  upon 
that  larger  fossil  program. 

Senator  Reid.  Does  this  differ  from  last  year's  proposals? 

Mr.  MiLLHONE.  Yes;  last  year  we  were  looking  for  a  larger 
amount  of  funds  and  looking  at  getting  more  involved  in  the  actual 
R&D  development  in  the  fuel  cell  area. 

The  focus  this  year  is  more  narrowly  aimed  at  trying  to  mesh 
building  energy  use  with  new  fuel  cells. 

MARKET  PULL  INITIATIVES 

Senator  Reid.  The  climate  change  action  plan  also  includes  resi- 
dential market  pull  centers  at  a  requested  level  of  about  $8.5  mil- 
lion. This  program  will  initiate  a  collaboration  with  industry  to  ac- 
celerate the  introduction  and  widespread  use  of  energy-efficient 
heating  and  cooling  equipment  for  residential  buildings. 

A  similar  program  is  requested  for  commercial  buildings  at  a 
funding  level  of  about  one-half  the  amount  of  residential  buildings. 

What  does  market  pull  mean?  And  why  is  funding  for  market 
pull  activities  considered  to  be  of  high  priority? 

Dr.  Fox-Penner.  Senator,  the  word  market  pull  is  coined  to  real- 
ly describe  a  program  in  which  you  pool  a  group  of  potential  buyers 
for  a  new,  more  efficient  kind  of  appliance. 

You  get  together  and  you  form  something  like  a  buyers'  club  that 
we  see  by  the  sides  of  our  highways,  and  they  agree  to,  in  effect, 
put  in  a  group  order  for  one  of  these  more  efficient  units  to  try  and 
get  a  volume  discount. 

Because,  as  the  Senator  knows,  a  more  efficient  air-conditioner 
or  a  more  efficient  heat  pump  or  whatever  technology  generally 
tends  to  cost  a  little  more  when  you  first  buy  it  and  then  it  saves 
you  money  in  the  long  run. 
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It  is  an  attempt  to  get  over  that  first-cost  hurdle.  So  the  idea  of 
the  market  pull  is  essentially  a  buyers'  club  to  get  a  volume  pur- 
chase on  this  slightly  more  expensive  but  much  more  efficient  new 
appliance.  And  there  are  both  residential  and  commercial  kinds  of 
appliances,  so  there  are  different  kinds  of  buyers'  clubs. 

Senator  Reid.  How  do  these  activities  differ  from  the  initiatives 
that  are  supported  elsewhere  which  are  also  aimed  at  commer- 
cialization of  energy-efficient  technologies? 

Dr.  Fox-Penner.  We  do  not,  in  the  Department,  and  I  think  no- 
where in  the  Federal  Government,  have  these  sorts  of  buyers'  club 
commercialization  initiatives.  We  are  being  very  careful.  Senator, 
to  not  duplicate  any  other  Federal  programs  nor  duplicate  other 
programs  happening  out  there  in  the  marketplace. 

So,  I  am  quite  certain,  and  we  will  double  check  that,  but  there 
are  no  other  market  pull  initiatives. 

Other  commercialization  assistance  programs  are  very  com- 
plementary to  these  sorts  of  buyers'  clubs.  They  tend  to  give  out 
information  and  technical  assistance.  But  it  is  not  the  same  thing 
as  actually  getting  a  group  of  buyers  together  and  doing  a  volume 
buy. 

Senator  Reid.  Any  particular  place  we  would  look  for  these  buy- 
ers? 

Who  are  they? 

Dr.  Fox-Penner.  Oftentimes  utilities  get  together  and  buy  a 
large  group. 

Senator  Reid.  I  see. 

Dr.  Fox-Penner.  That  is  very  common. 

Senator  Reid.  I  understand. 

As  part  of  the  appliance  program,  and  in  support  of  the  climate 
change  action  plan,  $0.6  million  is  requested  for  residential  market 
pull  incentives. 

We  also  have  $5.8  million  requested  for  cost-share  demonstration 
of  emerging  technologies  for  commercial  buildings. 

How  does  Government  intervention  speed  up  marketing  for  ad- 
vanced technologies? 

Dr.  Fox-Penner.  Well,  one  of  the  ways  I  just  described  is  one  of 
the  best  examples. 

Senator  Reid.  It  is  a  good  example. 

Dr.  Fox-Penner.  That  is  one  of  the  best  examples. 

Other  sorts  of  technical  assistance  programs  are  also  useful.  One 
of  the  things  that  the  home  builders  and  the  design  and  architect 
trades  have  told  us  is  that  when  new  technologies  come  into  the 
marketplace,  they  come  in  so  quickly  that  they  don't  have  time  to 
really  learn  what  is  there. 

If  they  knew  what  was  there,  they  would  use  more  of  them  in 
their  designs.  So  that  is  a  way  that  Government  can  help  commer- 
cialization, which  is  information  or  technical  assistance. 

Senator  Reid.  I  am  a  big  fan  of  Government  helping  with  new 
technologies.  And  I  have  used  the  example  numerous  times  and  I 
will  use  it  again  here: 

In  1840  a  man  came  to  Washington  with  an  idea,  and  he  con- 
vinced Congress,  and  the  President  agreed,  to  appropriate  $40,000 
to  build  a  telegraph  line  between  Baltimore  and  Washington,  and 
as  a  result  of  that  investment,  which  was  significant  at  the  time, 
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$40,000,  it  revolutionized  the  world.  Because  of  Government  inter- 
vening, I  don't  know  how  many  decades  it  speeded  up  the  process. 
But  for  Government  intervention,  the  telegraph  would  have  been 
way  down  the  road. 

So  I  think  that  there  has  to  be  some  involvement  in  these  new 
technologies.  And  always  remember  that  when  you  are  giving  ex- 
amples to  people — because  I  think  it  is  really  a  significant  example 
of  where  the  Government  is  involved  initially  and  then  they  step 
out  of  the  picture,  and  the  rest  is  history. 

Dr.  Fox-Penner.  Thank  you.  Senator. 

ENERGY  EFFICIENCY  EXECUTIVE  ORDER 

Senator  Reid.  The  President  signed  an  Executive  order  very  re- 
cently to  boost  energy  efficiency — within  the  last  few  days — in  the 
Federal  Government. 

The  order  sets  a  goal  of  reducing  energy  use  by  30  percent  by  the 
year  2005.  It  mandates  purchase  of  energy-efficient  water-saving 
technologies. 

I  took  a  tour  a  month  or  so  ago  of  a  hotel  in  Las  Vegas.  The  hotel 
is  owned  by  people  out  of  Memphis,  TN.  It's  Holiday  Inns.  They 
now  have  a  new  name:  Harris. 

And  there  is  a  man  there  that  has  just  changed  things,  and  now 
other  hotels  are  looking  at  what  they  have  done. 

For  example,  when  you  check  into  that  hotel,  there  is  a  thing  on 
top  of  your  bed  saying,  "If  you  want  the  sheets  changed  every  day, 
call  housekeeping." 

Ms.  Ervin.  Great. 

Senator  Reid.  Now,  over  90  percent  of  the  people  that  come  don't 
want  their  sheets  changed  every  day,  or  they  are  too  lazy  to  call — 
whatever  it  is.  That  saves  huge  amounts  of  energy  and  manpower 
in  the  hotel. 

He  also  has  the  toilets  that  use  IVa  gallons  instead  of  7  gallons 
of  water,  and  work  better.  He  said,  "Try  to  plug  up  the  toilet."  And 
I  wadded  up  all  kinds  of  stuff,  and  it  took  two  flushes  but  it  finally 
took  down  all  the  paper. 

The  lights,  he  has  done  remarkable  things  with  lights,  both  what 
I  refer  to  as  fluorescent  lights,  he  has  another  name  for  them  but 
they  look  like  fluorescent  lights,  and  the  regular  light  bulbs.  And 
many,  many  other  things  that  just  a  man  who  was  kind  of  inter- 
ested in  doing  things  differently  has  saved  huge  amounts  of  money 
for  the  hotel  and  for  the  local  power  company. 

So  these  energy  management  programs,  you  can  really  see.  I  am 
going  to  try  in  my  own  home,  after  having  been  through  that  hotel, 
to  try  to  adopt  some  of  the  things  that  he  has  done  in  that  hotel. 
You  think  that  if  you  are  going  to  save  energy  with  light  bulbs,  you 
are  not  going  to  be  able  to  see.  But  that  is  quite  to  the  contrary, 
the  new  light  fixtures,  you  can  see  better  than  before. 

So  I  am  glad  to  see  some  of  these  things  happening.  I  know  at 
first  glance,  it  is,  'Tou  know,  what  is  this?  Is  this  one  of  Al  Gore's 
ideas?  And  why  are  you  doing  this?  Why  are  you  spending  all  of 
this  money?"  But  the  fact  is  that  if  we  could  do  more  of  this,  these 
new,  modern  approaches  to  saving  energy,  we  would  all  be  better 
off  for  having  done  so. 
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But  having  said  that,  it  is  going  to  be  tough  to  give  you  the 
money  you  need. 

Ms.  Ervin.  Senator  Reid,  I  would  like  to  find  this  man.  We  need 
to  hire  him  and  multiply  him  throughout  the  Federal  energy  man- 
agement programs.  I  think  that's  great. 

Senator  Reid.  I  think  it  would  be  important  that  you  talk  to  him 
sometime. 

Ms.  Ervin.  Good. 

Senator  Reid.  We  will  make  sure  that  we  give  you  his  name.  He 
is  a  very,  very  humble  man,  he's  very  quiet,  but  he  has  done  just 
remarkable  things.  They  have  even — and  this  probably  hasn't 
much  to  do  with  you — but  even  how  the  garbage  is  handled,  they 
have  saved  money  by  sorting  the  garbage.  They  have  a  man  there 
24  hours  a  day,  or  woman,  whatever  the  case  might  be,  that  goes 
through  the  garbage  that  people  throw  out.  I  mean  the  savings  in 
plates,  you  know,  plates  and  knives  and  forks  and  all  kinds  of 
things  that  people  throw  away  that  they  shouldn't. 

They  even,  rather  than  throwing  the  lettuce  and  whatever  else 
you  don't  eat,  they  feed  a  5,000  or  7,000  pig  farm  that  they  come 
around  and  pick  this  stuff  up  for  nothing.  And  it  saves  dumping 
stuff  in  the  landfill  and  makes  the  pigs  real  happy.  [Laughter.] 

Dr.  Fox-Penner.  Excellent,  Senator. 

THE  MOTOR  CHALLENGE  INITIATIVE 

Senator  Reid.  But  we  will  have  this  man  get  in  touch  with  you. 

In  October,  the  Secretary  of  Energy  announced  a  collaborative  ef- 
fort with  motor  and  drive  manufacturers,  users,  utilities,  and  trade 
associations  to  accelerate  the  use  of  more  efficient  industrial  elec- 
tric motor  systems.  In  support  of  this  climate  change  action  plan, 
$3.5  million  has  been  requested  for  the  Motor  Challenge  Program, 
which  will  include  showcase  demonstrations.  A  reprogramming  has 
been  proposed  which  will  permit  about  $1.5  million  to  be  spent  in 
fiscal  year  1994  for  these  activities. 

Why  was  this  program  announced  and  a  grant  signed  prior  to 
having  funds  in  place  for  this  last  year? 

Ms.  Ervin.  We  were  hoping  to  continue,  and  we  have  funds — I 
am  going  to  turn  it  over  to  Al  for  some  more  detail — ^but  we  do 
have  some  small  amounts  of  funds  in  the  fiscal  year  1994  budget 
to  start  planning  a  program  similar  to  this.  We  have  not  issued  any 
solicitations,  certainly.  That  was  the  intent  of  submitting  a 
reprogramming  request  so  we  could  formally  launch  this  program 
in  a  sizeable  way. 

Al. 

Mr.  Streb.  As  Christine  has  said,  Mr.  Chairman,  there  was  actu- 
ally funding  in  the  fiscal  year  1994  plan  that  was  planned  to  begin 
this  project,  essentially  the  same  program  except  at  a  smaller  level. 
But  we  have  proceeded  based  on  the  resources  that  were  available 
for  fiscal  year  1994.  In  fiscal  year  1995  we  have  requests  that 
would  increase  the  size  of  that  program  significantly.  The  $3.5  mil- 
lion was  in  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget. 

Now,  with  the  reprogramming  denied,  as  we  have  learned  has  oc- 
curred in  the  last  couple  of  days,  we  still  plan  to  go  forward.  We 
think  it  is  a  worthwhile  effort.  It  will  simply  delay  the  rate  at 
which  we  can  sign  on  partners. 
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Senator  Reid.  The  record  should  reflect  the  House  did  it.  We 
didn't. 
Ms.  Ervin.  Yes. 

TRANSPORTATION  PROGRAM  PRIORITIES 

Senator  Reid.  The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  includes  about 
$228  million  for  the  transportation  sector  programs,  which  rep- 
resents an  increase  of  about  $50  million  above  the  fiscal  year  1994 
level.  Included  in  the  request  is  about  $107  million  in  support  of 
the  President's  investment  initiative,  including  $30  million  for  the 
acquisition  of  alternative  fuel  vehicles  for  the  Federal  fleet,  of 
which  you  talked  in  your  testimony. 

What  are  the  priorities  within  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  for 
transportation  programs? 

Ms.  Ervin.  Tom  Gross. 

Mr.  Gross.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  the  research  and  development 
area,  we  have  given  priority  to  continuing  programs  that  have  been 
begun  in  prior  years,  particularly  supporting  our  commitment  to 
the  U.S.  advanced  battery  consortium  for  battery  development  of 
electric  vehicles,  for  continuation  of  the  projects  that  are  now  start- 
ed, two  major  projects  on  hybrid  vehicle  propulsion  development, 
and  for  some  increases  in  the  fuel  cell  development  program. 

We  think  these  are  critically  important  to  being  able  to  achieve 
the  objectives  initially  established,  as  well  as  in  support  of  the 
goals  that  are  associated  with  the  partnership  for  a  new  generation 
of  vehicles,  which  was  announced  by  the  President  and  Vice  Presi- 
dent in  September. 

In  the  area  of  commercialization,  support  to  bring  technologies 
that  have  already  reached  the  point  where  they  are  about  to  enter 
the  marketplace,  particularly  for  the  fleet  consumers,  and,  consist- 
ent with  the  provisions  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act,  is  in  the  request 
for  alternative  fuels  utilization. 

You  mentioned  the  $30  million  in  the  investment  package  for 
Federal  fleet  vehicles.  The  major  portion  of  that,  as  well  as  in- 
creases for  other  parts  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act,  is  to  accelerate  the 
acquisition  of  alternative  fuel  vehicles  by  the  Federal  Government 
and  other  fleet  owners — State  Governments,  for  example,  or  alter- 
native fuel  providers.  This  is  intended  to  achieve  a  strong  move- 
ment and  increase  the  number  of  vehicles  to  get,  as  we  had  indi- 
cated before,  some  of  those  incremental  costs  down  and  to  make  it 
more  attractive  for  consumers  generally. 

ELECTRIC  AND  HYBRID  PROPULSION  DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAM 

Senator  Reid.  How  much  of  the  funding  requested  through  the 
electric  and  hybrid  propulsion  development  program  directly  af- 
fects— I  should  say  directly  supports  the  ability  of  U.S.  automakers 
to  meet  the  1998  California  emission  requirements? 

Mr.  Gross.  The  part  of  our  program  that  directly  relates  to  that 
is  a  request  for  $28.3  million  for  development  of  advanced  bat- 
teries, for  the  use  by  the  advanced  battery  consortium. 

Senator  Reid.  Have  we  made  any  progress  the  past  year  in  these 
new-fangled  batteries? 
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Mr.  Gross.  Yes;  we  have  made  progress,  of  course,  in  the  amount 
of  work  that  is  underway,  and  with  an  additional  two  subcontracts. 

But  more  exciting  is  that  the  initial  subcontract,  which  was 
awarded  to  Ovonic  Battery  Co.,  in  Michigan,  has  gotten  to  the 
point  where  the  test  results  are  very  positive  with  respect  to  being 
able  to  meet  the  midterm  goals. 

The  consortium  has  ordered  the  purchase  of  five  full-size  nickel 
metal  hydride  batteries  for  additional  evaluation.  The  end  result  is, 
if  the  promise  holds  true  through  those  evaluations,  we  can  take 
a  GM  Impact,  for  example,  and  get  the  existing  range  from  about 
100  to  120  miles  to  about  200  miles  with  this  new  battery. 

Senator  Reid.  What  other  progress  has  been  made  in  the  past 
year  in  overcoming  the  barriers  to  the  widespread  introduction  of 
electric  vehicles?  Is  the  battery  the  key? 

Mr.  Gross.  The  battery,  we  continue  to  think,  is  the  key  to  wide- 
spread acceptance  and  use  of  electric  vehicles.  There  are  many  ap- 
plications because  of  back-and-forth  trips,  commuting  trips,  for  ex- 
ample, for  electric  vehicles.  We  are  testing  vehicles,  including  some 
with  lead-acid  batteries. 

In  the  site  operators  program,  we  have  requested  about  $2.7  mil- 
lion in  the  fiscal  year  1995  request  to  continue  that  effort,  working 
with  some  of  the  organizations  such  as  Electric  Car  in  California 
and  testing  some  of  the  products.  These  are  interesting  and  excit- 
ing because  of  the  relatively  low  incremental  costs  associated  with 
those  vehicles  at  the  moment. 

Senator  Reid.  Do  you  think  we  can  make  the  1998  California 
deadline? 

Mr.  Gross.  There  are,  of  course,  a  variety  of  views  on  that. 

We  think  that  we  have  got  to  have  some  very  fast  breakthroughs 
on  battery  technology  to  be  able  to  achieve  the  California  regula- 
tions and  objectives. 

FUEL  CELL  DEVELOPMENT 

Senator  Reid.  For  fuel  cell  development,  the  fiscal  year  1995 
budget  includes  $24.5  million,  approximately,  which  represents  an 
increase  of  $5.1  million.  When  compared  with  fiscal  year  1993,  the 
budget  request  is  about  109  percent  above  that  time,  which  I  frank- 
ly— -fuel  cells  is  something  else  I  really  think  is  the  wave  of  the  fu- 
ture. So  I  am  happy  to  see  you  are  doing  your  best  to  get  that  fig- 
ure up. 

What  is  the  status  of  the  solicitation  for  the  research  and  devel- 
opment program  for  onboard  hydrogen  storage  for  the  proton  ex- 
change membrane  fuel  cell? 

Mr.  Gross.  That  is  in  final  negotiations,  I  believe,  and  we  are 
about  to  have  the  award  on  that  project. 

Senator  Reid.  The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  includes  $2 
million  for  phosphoric  acid  fuel  cells  for  the  fabrication  of  the  sec- 
ond and  third  30-foot  test  bed  buses. 

What  are  the  plans?  Tell  me  about  this  program  and  is  it  going 
to  be  a  reality? 

Mr.  Gross.  Well,  we  think  it  is  a  reality  because  we  already  have 
a  bus  that  is  soon  to  be  in  operation.  You  would  have  been  able 
to  step  inside  of  it  in  California  recently. 
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We  will  have  it,  I  believe,  later  this  year  in  the  Washington  area. 
So  we  are  about  to  have  a  fuel  cell  bus  that  is  to  the  point  where 
at  least  it  can  be  driven  and  ridden.  And  we  will  provide  an  oppor- 
tunity for  you  to  do  that,  if  you  would  like.  We  will  let  you  know 
when  you  can  do  it. 

The  trick  now  is,  of  course,  to  have  a  lot  of  development  work. 
It  is  still  going  to  take  some  years  to  get  this  to  be  reliable  and 
cost  effective. 

ADDITIONAL  COMMITTEE  QUESTIONS 

Senator  Reid.  I  thank  everyone  for  their  testimony,  their  assist- 
ance here  today.  The  subcommittee  will  have  additional  questions 
for  the  record,  not  only  from  Senator  Nickles  but  other  Senators, 
and  we  would  ask  that  you  promptly  look  at  these  and  get  us  the 
answers  to  them. 

The  subcommittee  may  complete  the  record  prior  to — we  were 
going  to  complete  the  record  prior  to  the  consideration  and  markup 
of  the  1995  bill.  So  you  do  that  as  quickly  as  possible. 

[The  following  questions  were  not  asked  at  the  hearing,  but  were 
submitted  to  the  Department  for  response  subsequent  to  the  hear- 
ing:] 
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ADDITIONAL  COMMITTEE  QUESTIONS 

Funding  Constraints 

Question:  For  fiscal  year  1994,  the  subcoimiittee  was  able  to  provide  an 
increase  of  approximately  20  percent  over  the  fiscal  year  1993  level  for 
Energy  Conservation.  At  the  same  time,  the  subcommittee  received  an 
allocation  in  fiscal  year  1994  which  was  higher  than  its  fiscal  year  1993 
allocation.  For  fiscal  year  1995,  the  subconmittee's  allocation  is  not 
expected  to  increase  over  the  fiscal  year  1994  level.  Even  if  the 
subcormiittee  is  able  to  provide  the  same  rate  of  growth  in  fiscal  year  1995  as 
it  provided  in  fiscal  year  1994--  which  would  be  very  difficult  if  the 
allocation  remains  the  same--  a  reduction  of  approximately  $150  million  from 
the  budget  request  would  be  required.  What  recommendations  would  you  make  to 
the  subcommittee  in  order  to  reduce  the  budget  request  by  $150  million? 

Answer:  The  Department  is  eager  to  work  with  the  Committee  to  assess 
program  priorities  for  the  Office  of  Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy  to 
assist  Congress  if  budgetary  constraints  preclude  them  from  funding  the  entire 
request.  We  are  in  the  midst  of  an  intense  stakeholder-driven  process  to 
develop  rigorous,  objective  criteria  by  which  to  compare  the  effectiveness  of 
different  Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy  programs,  which  will  in  turn 
help  determine  the  list  of  priorities. 

This  process  continues  the  important  policy  work  done  in  the  previous 
administration  that  objectively  analyzed  all  programs  in  energy  efficiency, 
renewable  energy,  fossil  energy,  and  nuclear  energy  "on  the  merits."  This 
1991  analysis  was  unique  in  its  effort  to  be  fair  and  balanced.  It  used  the 
following  evaluation  criteria  and  weights: 

ENERGY  SIGNIFICANCE  (25%):  total  quads  produced  in  the  near  term, 
mid  term,  and  long  term 

NATIONAL  SECURITY  (10%):  potential  for  reducing  oil  imports 
ECONOMIC  COMPETITIVENESS  (10%):  economic  and  trade  benefits 

•  ENVIRONMENT  (25%):  reductions  of  greenhouse  gases,  air  and  water 
pollution,  and  hazardous  waste 

TECHNICAL  RISK  (15%):  probability  of  success 

•  GOVERNMENT  ROLE  (15%):  extent  government  support  is  needed  to 
overcome  technology  and  market  barriers. 

The  results:  Energy  efficiency  programs  were  rated  by  far  the  best  investment 
for  reducing  oil  vulnerability,  particularly  programs  in  transportation  demand 
efficiency,  industrial  demand  efficiency,  and  industrial  waste  minimization. 
The  next  best  were  renewables  and  then  natural  gas.  For  meeting  electricity 
needs,  again  the  best  programs  were  efficiency,  particularly  industrial  demand 
efficiency  and  waste  minimization.  The  next  best  were  renewables  and  then 
natural  gas  programs. 

Although  the  analysis  was  intended  to  drive  the  FY  1993  budget,  the 
Administration  at  the  time  largely  ignored  the  results.  The  purpose  of  the 
analysis  was  to  identify  high-ranking  programs  that  deserved  more  funding  and 
low-ranking  programs  from  which  the  money  could  be  shifted.   If  you  examine 
the  Fiscal  Year  1995  budget,  you  will  find  that  is  exactly  what  we  have  done. 
We  have  shifted  money  from  the  low- ranking  programs  in  order  to  enhance  energy 
efficiency  and  drive  renewable  technologies  into  the  marketplace,  while 
advancing  natural  gas. 

As  mentioned,  we  are  refining  this  important  analytical  tool  to  compare  the 
relative  merit  of  individual  programs  in  Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable 
Energy.  We  are  working  closely  with  stakeholders  to  detennine  which  criteria 
are  the  most  important  for  comparing  programs,  including  energy  provided  or 
saved,  reduction  in  oil  imports,  pollution  avoided,  return  on  investment,  and 
jobs  created.  This  analysis  will  ultimately  allow  individual  programs  to  be 
ranked. 

This  process  is  necessarily  dependent  on  a  tremendous  amount  of  analysis, 
stakeholder  input,  and  objective  review--work  which  is  on-going.  It  would  be 
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premature  to  identify  lower-priority  activities  before  this  analysis  is 
completed. 

We  will  work  with  Congress  to  determine  priorities  for  additions  and 
reductions  in  Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy  programs.  Our  priorities 
start  with  new  initiatives  to  empower  States,  industry,  and  energy  consumers 
to  overcome  the  barriers  impeding  the  large  reservoir  of  near-term,  cost- 
effective  efficiency  opportunities.  Also,  this  is  the  time  to  mobilize 
industry.  States,  and  laboratories  to  exploit  energy  efficiency  as  a  least- 
cost  approach  to  pollution  prevention.  This  budget  request  also  includes 
high-priority  work  with  Federal  agencies  to  establish  Federal  facilities  as 
energy  conservation  models  and  to  open  markets  for  alternative-fueled 
vehicles. 

We  fully  appreciate  the  difficult  decisions  Congress  must  make  in  determining 
allocations  for  programs.  However,  the  FY  1995  Congressional  Budget  for 
Energy  Efficiency  programs  is  a  balanced  program  of  R&O,  commercialization, 
and  long-term  and  short-term  activities  and  represents  for  the  first  time  a 
budget  objectively  aligned  with  essential  national  goals:  satisfying  the 
Nation's  energy  needs,  reducing  our  vulnerability  to  oil  shocks,  protecting 
the  environment,  and  improving  the  economy. 

Question:  What  recomnendations  would  you  make  to  the  subcommittee  in 
order  to  reduce  the  budget  request  by  $200  million,  which  would  still  permit 
an  overall  increase  of  approximately  13  percent? 

Answer:  As  noted  above,  the  Department  will  work  with  Congress  to 
determine  priorities  for  additions  and  reductions  in  Energy  Efficiency  and 
Renewable  Energy  programs  to  meet  the  demands  of  budget  concerns. 

Question:  Amendments  were  proposed  to  the  fiscal  year  1994  supplemental 
which  would  have  reduced  funding  for  administrative  functions.  One  such 
amendment  would  have  reduced  specific  object  classes,  including  contractual 
services,  by  12  percent  across  the  board.  While  this  amendment  was  defeated, 
it  is  likely  that  other  similar  amendments  will  be  proposed  on  fiscal  year 
1995  appropriation  bills  later  this  year.  How  would  such  reductions  to 
contractual  services  impact  the  Energy  Conservation  program,  including  the 
Department's  ability  to  implement  the  Energy  Policy  Act,  the  President's 
Climate  Change  Action  Plan,  or  the  Administration's  natural  gas  strategy? 

Answer:  The  amendments  to  reduce  contractual  services  applied  to 
specific  categories  of  goods  and  services  such  as  rental  payments,  Federal 
employee  travel,  supplies  and  materials,  consulting  services.  Reductions  to 
rental  payments  and  supplies  and  materials  could  greatly  impact  the  operation 
of  the  Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy  Support  Offices.  Rental 
payments  are  required  to  be  made  to  GSA  and  the  Department  has  no  discretion 
to  alter  these  payments.  Supplies  and  materials  are  needed  by  the  Support 
Offices  to  maintain  normal  business  operation.  A  reduction  of  12  percent  to 
overall  contractual  services  would  significantly  curtail  Energy  Conservation 
programs  such  as  the  "Clean  Car"  Initiative  and  EPACT  Climate  Change  Action 
Plan  Activities.   It  would  also  impact  the  base  program  of  research  and 
development  conducted  with  the  National  Laboratories  and  with  private 
industry.  Reductions  in  Federal  travel  would  impede  the  ability  to 
effectively  manage  the  many  contractors  performing  Energy  Conservation  work 
throughout  the  United  States. 

Cost  Sharing 

Question:  As  part  of  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request,  what  levels 
of  cost-sharing  for  deployment  and  corrmercial ization  activity  has  the 
Department  required? 

Answer:  The  following  table  provides  the  requested  information: 
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FY  1995  COST  SHARING  FOR  EE  DEPLOYMENT  AND  COt*«ERCIALIZATION  ACTIVITIES 

SCCIOR/BUOGET  STRUCTURE/ 
PROGRAM 

COST  SHARING  (t   In  thousands) 

ooc 

NON-OOt 

TOTAL 

DOE  * 

NON-DOE  % 

TRANSPORTATION  TECHNOLOGIES 

ALTERNATIVE  FUELS  UTILIZATIOM 

Alternative  Fuels  Federal   Fleet  Conversion 

30,000 

0 

30.000 

100% 

0% 

Clean  Cities 

2,500 

170.000 

172,500 

<lk 

>99% 

Electric  Vehicle  Infrastructure  Development 
and  Demonstration  Program 

2.730 

>2.730* 

5.460 

50% 

50% 

Historically,   the  non-OOE  cost  share  on 
electric  vehicle  deployment  activities  has 
been  greater  than  SO*. 

INDUSTRIAL  TECHNOLOGIES 

PROCESS  EFFlCtENCr 

Materials  and  Materials  Processing/Foundries 
and  Glass/Advanced  Manufacturing  Initiative 
(EPAct   Section  1102) 

7,506 

7.506 

15,012 

50% 

50% 

Materials  and  Materials  Processing/Advanced 
Materials/Advanced  Materials   Initiative 
(EPAct  Section  2201) 

2.000 

2.000 

4.000 

50% 

50% 

5,000 

5.000 

10,000 

50% 

50% 

EHERGY  SYSTEMS 

Cogeneration/Advanced  Topping  Cycles/High 
Performance  Steam  Turbine 

1,000 

2.100 

3.100 

32% 

68% 

Cogeneration/Advanced  Topping  Cycles/Ceramic 
Retrofit  Components  for  Gas  Turbine  Engines 

7,500 

3.200 

10.700 

70% 

30% 

Cogeneration/Advanced  Topping  Cycles/Ceramic 
Materials  Characterization  for  gas  turbines 

600 

0 

600 

100% 

0% 

Cogeneration/Advanced  Topping 
Cycles/Advanced  Turbine  Systems 

10,775 

8,084 

18.859 

57% 

43% 

Electric  Orives/CCAP  Motor  Challenge 

3,500 

5.000 

10,000 

50% 

50% 

WASTE  MimmZATIOH 

Waste  Minimization/Waste  Reduction/National 
Industrial   Competitiveness  Energy,   Economics 
and  Environment   (NICE') 

8.523 

9.800 

18,300 

46% 

54% 

IMPtEHENTATIOM  AMD  DEPLOYHEMT 

Energy  Analysis  and  Diagnostic  Centers 
(EAOC)' 

11.300 

1.695 

12,995 

85% 

15% 

BUI 

LDING  TECHNC 

)LOGIES 

RESEARCH  AHO  OEYELOPKHT 

Rebuild  America:   Climate  Change  Action  Plan 

20.000 

64.000 

84.000 

24% 

76% 

Efficiency  Program  and  Housing  Technology 
Centers:  Climate  Change  Action  Plan 
(Deployment  only) 

2.800 

10.000 

12.800 

22% 

78% 

Building  Envelope/Coimiercial  Ization 
activities   in  window  and  advanced  insulation 
materials 

2.100 

2.100 

4,200 

50% 

50% 

COOES  AHO  STAHOARDS 

lighting  and  Appliance  Standards/Deployment 
activities  In  windows  subactivlty,   i.e., 
NFRC 

250 

1.000 

1.250 

20% 

80% 

*  Host  schools  contribute  about  25%  of  the  dir 
equipment  are  made  available  to  the  EAOC  staff 
"in  kind"  contributions  to  the  program. 

ectors'   salari 
by  the  host  u 

BS.      In  additi( 
niversity  a*iif 

n,   building  s 
istralion.      T 
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Efforts  with  Other  Federal  Agencies 

Question:  As  part  of  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget,  several  programs 
are  proposed  to  be  conducted  jointly  with  other  federal  agencies.  Some 
examples  include  the  "Energy  STAR  Building"  and  the  "Green  Lights"  programs 
with  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency.  Please  provide  a  detailed  list  of 
all  the  programs  that  are  proposed  to  be  conducted  jointly  with  other 
federal  agencies,  including  the  agency  or  agencies  involved,  the  level  of 
funding  provided  by  the  other  agency,  and  a  description  of  the  respective 
roles  of  the  agencies  involved. 

Answer:  The  following  table  provides  the  requested  information: 

FY  1995  JOINT  DOE/OTHER  AGENCY  PROJECTS 


EE  SECTOR  t 
PROGMM/roOJECT 

AGENCIES 

AMOUNT 
DOE 

($  In  thousands) 
NON-DOE             TOTAL 

ROLE  OF  EACH  AGENCY 

ALIlimTin  fULS  VTUIZATIOH 

TRANSPORTATION  TECHNOLOGIES 

Federal  Fleet 
Acquisition  of  AFVs 

ANFA  Mtlltiry  Fleet 
Test  (Ft.  Bliss) 

USAF 

USN 

USMC 

USDoA 

USPS 

USDoI 

6SA 

USDoC 

DOE/US  Anny 

1.000 

1.000 

750 

750 

500 

1.000 

24.600 

200 

100 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

1,000 

1,000 

750 

750 

500 

1.000 

24.800 

200 

100 

DOE  -  pay  AFV  Incremental  costs 
DOE  -  pay  AFV  Incremental  costs 

AMFA  Enlsslon 
Testing 

AMFA  Federal  Fleet 
Demonstration 

AMFA  Municipal  Bus 
Oenonstratlon 

OOE/EPA 

D0C/6SA 
DOE/DOT 

100 

1.000 
100 

100 

0 

0 

200 

1,000 
100 

DOE  -  pay  50%  of  costs  of  emission 

testing 
EPA  -  pay  50%  of  costs  of  emission 

testing 

DOE  -  pay  AFV  Incremental  costs 

DOE  -  pay  for  data  collection  on  DOT 
alternative  fueled  mass 
transit  buses 

HUT  EKIK  ofrFionPKwr                                                                                                                                    1 

Advanced  Turbine 
Technology 
Applications  Prograa 

Heavy  Duty  Engine 
Development 

NASA 
NASA 

7.300 
4.850 

0 
0 

7.300 
4,850 

DOC  -  provide  program  definition  and 

funding 
NASA  -  provide  administration  and 
technical  management 

DOE  -  provide  program  definition  and     | 

funding                                               11 

NASA  -  provide  administration  and           1 

technical  management                      11 

nicjMc  un  HnKiD  impuisim                                                                                                               Q 

Oevelopnent/Fuel 
Cell   Bus  Program 

DOT 

2,000 

2.000 

4.000 

DOE  -  manage  program  contracts                1 
DOT  -  provide  co-funding                           g 

OFFICE  OF  INDUSTRIAL  TECHNOLOGIES                                                             1 

fffiicr  srswa 

1 

Cogeneratlon/ 

DOE/DOO/ 

7.048            Not                  Not 

DOE  cost-shares  development  of  the         R 

Continuous  Fiber 

NASA 

Avail-          Avail- 

technology to  produce  CFCC  for                11 

Ceramic  Composites 

able              able 

various  industrial  application.     DOO     R 

(CFCC) 

develops  CFCC  for  specific  defense 
applications  such  as  the  new 

aircraft  engine.     NASA  develops  CFCC 

for  specific  space  applications.     A 
coimiittee  to  coordinates 
information. 
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AMOUNT 

($  in  thousands) 

Et  SECTOR  1 

PRaWW/PROJECI 

AGEHCIES 

DOE 

NON-DOE      TOTAL 

ROLE  OF  EACH  AGENCY 

Msrr  mnmizATioH 

Municipal  Solid 

DOE/EPA 

1.907 

Not       Not 

DOE  and  EPA  cooperate  In  the 

Waste/MSW  Data 

Avail-     Avail- 

development and  analysis  of 

Collection  and 

able      able 

comparative  data 

Analysis 

Waste  Reduction/ 

DOE/EPA 

8.5Z3 

650       9.173 

DOE  cost  shares  with  states  and 

Industry/NICE' 

industry  the  demonstration  of  waste 
minimization  technology.  EPA 
assists  State  Infrastructure 
development.  All  of  the  available 
funds  are  combined  and  made 
available  in  a  single  solicitation. 

Waste  Reduction/ 

DDE/Bureau 

472 

0        472 

The  bureau  of  census  uses  existing 

Industry/Analysis  of 

of  the 

data  bases  to  analyze  for  waste 

Haste  databases  to 

Census 

reduction  opportunities.  DOE 

determine  waste 

targets  RSD  to  develop  new  cleaner 

reduction  priorities 

technologies  In  the  identified 
areas. 

BUILDING  TECHNOLOGIES                             | 

OBT:  Rebuild  America 

DOE/EPA 

20.000 

lO.oto      30.000 

DOE:  Large-scale  deployment  of 
energy  efficiency  in  coiunercial 

EPA:  Green  lights. 

buildings  through  partnerships  with 

Energy  Star 

States,  local  governments. 

Buildings,  etc. 

utilities,  and,  private  industries. 
DOE'S  role  will  include  technical 
assistance  and  promotion. 

EPA:  Continued  assistance  and 
promotion  of  voluntary  agreements 
with  building  owners. 

OBT:  Building  Energy 

DOE/DOC 

3.000 

0       3,000 

DOE:  Through  Inter-agency 

Research 

agreements,  DOE  utilizes  the 
expertise  and  capabil ities 

NIST:  Building 

available  at  NIST,  topics  include: 

Technology  Program 

indoor  air  quality  measurements  and 
analysis,  thermal  performance  of 
materials,  advanced  building 
controls,  alternative  refrigerant 
research,  and,  test  procedure 
development. 

NIST:  Carry  out  tasks  outlined  in 
DOE'S  agreements  as  well  as  the 

agreements  of  other  agencies  plus 

projects  authorized  to  DOC  by 
Congress. 

OBT:  Building  Energy 

DOE/EPA 

10,000 

1,100      11,100 

DOE:  Supports  a  wide  variety  of 

Research  at  Laurence 

basic  and  applied  research  which 

Berkeley  lab. 

contributes  to  the  general 
understanding  of  building  energy 

EPA:  Building  Energy 

efficiency. 

Research  at  Lawrence 

Berkeley  Lab. 

EPA:  Utilizes  the  capabilities  of 
LBl  for  the  purposes  of  addressing 
specific  program  needs,  e.g.,  study 
of  radon  entry  in  Florida,  study  of 
emissions  from  building  materials, 
assessment  of  residential  window 
efficiency,  and  simplified  energy 
performance  tools. 

OBT:  DOE -HUD 

DOE/HUD 

400 

0        400 

DOE:  Provides  technical  assistance 

InittatWe 

on  energy  efficiency  measures  for 
HUD  assisted  housing 

HUD:  DOE -MUD 

Initiative 

HUO:  Publishing  and  dissemination  of 
materials  to  HUD  program  offices 

OBT:  Radon  research 

DOE/OTHER 

600 

300       1 , 100 

ODE:  Provides  technical  assistance 

at  LBl 

DOE/ EPA 

200 

In  an  effort  to  develop  a  radon 
potential  prediction  tool  that  will 
allow  States  and  others  to  focus 

EPA:  Radon  research 

their  radon  abatement  activities. 

at  LBL 

EPA:  Provides  field  data  and  other 
support. 

75 


AMOUNT 

(t  in  thousands) 

EE  SEaOR  t 

PROGRW/PROJECT 

AGENCIES 

DOC 

NON-DOE 

TOTAL 

ROLE  OF  EACH  AGENCY 

TECHNICAL  AND  FINANCIAL 

ASSISTANCE                        | 

imtRMTlOHAL  mUKfT  DCniOPmUT 

Moscow  Energy 

AID 

TBO  {E<;t. 

200 

400 

DOE:  provide  technical  and  policy 

Efficiency  Center 

$200K) 
under  MOC 
»ith 
Russia 

est. 

development  assistance  and 
facilitate  joint  ventures  through 
COEECT  and  CORECT;  manage  Moscow 
Energy  Efficiency  Center,  under 
agreement  with  AID. 
AID:  provide  funding  for  Moscow 
Energy  Efficiency  Center  (Fr95  • 
final  yeir) . 

Kiev  Energy 

AID 

IBD  - 

200 

200 

DOE:  manage  Kiev  Energy  Efficiency 

Efficiency  Center 

based  on 
priori- 
ties of 
CORECT 
and 
COEECT 

Center  and  help  U.S.  industry  do 
business  in  Ukraine. 
AID:  fund  Kiev  Energy  Efficiency 
Center  through  agreement  with  DOE. 

Comittee  on  Energy 

13  other 

1.132 

TBO:  as 

1.132 

DOE:  chair  and  operate  COEECT; 

Efficiency  Comerce 

agencies 

COEECT 

implement  activities  prioritized  by 

and  Trade  (COEECT) 

(members  of 

becomes 

U.S.  industry. 

COEECT) 

opera- 
tional 

Other  member  agencies:  implement 
roles  that  will  be  agreed  to  in  the 
course  of  COEECT  meetings  (TBD). 

EKRCr-KlATlD  mnMTKm  PROCRAH  (CR 

IP) 

Energy- Related 

National 

2.100 

0 

2.100 

In  its  annua!  appropriation.  DOE 

Inventions  Program 

Institute 

receives  the  funding  for  NIST  to  use 

(ERIP) 

of 

Standards 

and 

Technology 

(NIST) 

to  evaluate  freely  submitted  energy- 
related  inventions  from  the  general 
public  for  the  Energy-Related 
Inventions  Program  at  DOE.  The 
funding  is  transferred  from  OOE  to 
NIST  by  means  of  an  Interagency 

agreement. 
1 II 

Climate  Change  Action  Plan 

In  October,  the  President's  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  was  announced. 
It  represents  the  U.S.  plan  in  response  to  the  Framework  Convention  on  Climate 
Change,  which  was  signed  by  161  countries  in  Rio  de  Janeiro,  Brazil,  in  1992. 
So  far,  the  U.S.  is  one  of  the  only  countries  who  have  developed  plans  in 
response  to  the  Framework  Convention. 

Question:  What  other  countries  have  developed  plans  in  response  to  the 
Framework  Convention  and  how  do  these  plans  compare  with  the  Climate  Change 
Action  Plan  the  U.S.  has  developed? 

Answer:  Germany,  Ireland,  Canada,  Australia,  the  United  Kingdom,  Japan, 
and  Italy  have  developed  at  least  draft  plans  in  response  to  the  Framework 
Convention.  All  Annex  I  countries  (OECD  countries  and  countries  in  transition 
to  market  economies)  that  ratified  the  Convention  by  the  end  of  1993  are 
expected  to  communicate  detailed  information  on  policies  and  measures  to  limit 
anthropogenic  emissions  of  greenhouse  gases  and  to  protect  and  enhance  sinks 
and  reservoirs  to  the  International  Negotiating  Committee  by  September  21, 
1994.  Article  12  of  the  Convention  dictates  that  Parties  include  information 
on:  national  inventories  of  emissions  sources  and  removals  by  sinks  of  all 
greenhouse  gases  not  controlled  by  the  Montreal  Protocol,  a  detailed 
description  of  policies  and  measures  adopted,  a  specific  estimate  of  the 
effects  of  these  policies  and  measures,  and  details  of  measures  related  to 
financial  and  technical  assistance  to  developing  countries.   All  new  Annex  I 
countries  that  ratify  the  Convention  are  obligated  to  produce  a  Communication 
Plan  within  six  months  of  ratification. 

In  general,  the  plans  of  other  countries  are  not  as  detailed  as  the 
United  States'  plan.  Some  do  not  achieve  stabilization  of  emissions  of 
greenhouse  gases,  but  promise  to  work  to  identify  areas  for  potential  further 
reductions  in  order  to  stabilize  emissions. 


Question:  How  much  do  these  other  governments  plan  to  invest  in  their 
plans  between  1994  and  2000? 
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Answer:  We  do  not  currently  know  how  much  other  governments  plan  to 
invest  in  their  plan  actions,  but  expect  to  know  more  after  the  submission  of 
the  Communications  Plan  on  September  21,  1994. 

Question:  When  are  the  remaining  countries  expected  to  have  their  plans 
developed? 

Answer:  The  remaining  Annex  I  countries  that  have  ratified  the 
Convention  prior  to  the  end  of  December,  1993,  are  expected  to  have  their 
plans  developed  by  the  September  21  deadline,  and  others  within  six  months  of 
their  ratification. 

Question:  What  has  been  the  international  reaction  to  the  U.S.  Climate 
Change  Action  Plan? 

Answer:  The  international  community  sees  the  U.S.  Climate  Change  Action 
Plan  as  the  most  detailed  produced  to  date,  and  fairly  complete  on  mitigation 
strategies.   It  is  not,  however,  a  complete  communication  of  information  as 
required  by  Article  12  of  the  Framework  Convention.  The  conmuni cat  ions  under 
Article  12  will  include  sections  on  national  circumstances,  a  greenhouse  gas 
inventory,  adaptation,  mitigation  policies  and  estimated  effects,  and  details 
on  financial  and  technical  assistance  to  developing  countries.  Other 
countries  have  noted  the  voluntary  nature  of  the  U.S.  plan,  and  are  interested 
in  seeing  the  measures'  effectiveness  as  they  are  implemented. 

Question:  Given  that  the  U.S.  is  one  of  a  few  countries  who  have  even 

developed  a  plan,  should  the  U.S.  proceed  with  aggressive  implementation  of 

its  plan  prior  to  the  announcement  of  plans  by  the  other  major  industrial 
countries? 

Answer:  Yes,  we  should  proceed  aggressively  on  implementing  our  plan. 
Annex  I  ratifiers  of  the  Convention,  including  the  United  States,  are 
committed  to  submitting  plans  by  September  21.  The  U.S.  plan  is  detailed  and 
aggressive,  and  its  implementation  will  provide  leverage  to  encourage  other 
countries  to  develop  and  implement  aggressive  action  plans.  In  addition. 
President  Clinton  has  committed  the  United  States  to  reducing  our  emissions 
of  greenhouse  gases  to  1990  levels  by  2000,  and  we  must  begin  now  in  order  to 
meet  this  goal  at  the  lowest  cost.  The  sooner  we  begin  to  take  action,  the 
more  cost-  and  environmentally  effective  our  actions  can  be. 

Question:  The  primary  goal  of  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  is  to 
return  U.S.  greenhouse  gas  emissions  to  their  1990  levels  by  the  year  2000. 
According  to  the  Plan  released  in  October,  the  Administration  will  spend 
roughly  $1.9  billion  on  the  actions  outlined  in  the  Plan  between  1994  and 
2000.  Of  the  $1.9  billion  that  the  Administration  is  planning  to  spend  on 
implementing  the  plan,  what  portion  is  related  to  the  Energy  Conservation 
program  funded  through  the  Interior  bill? 

Answer:  The  total  Federal  outlays  projected  to  fully  implement  the 
Climate  Change  Action  Plan  are  $1.9  billion  between  FY  1995  and  FY  2000. 
Of  this  total,  nearly  $900  million  is  for  energy  conservation  programs  under 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Interior  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriations 
Subcommittee. 

Question:  Given  that  the  Committee  unlikely  will  be  able  to  fund  the 
increase  that  the  Administration  has  requested  for  Energy  Conservation,  what 
are  the  priorities  for  activities  which  support  the  Climate  Change  Action 
Plan? 

Answer:  As  stated  in  the  previous  responses,  we  are  eager  to  work 
with  the  Congress  to  assess  the  program  priorities;  however,  the  Climate 
Change  Action  Plan  was  designed  as  a  comprehensive  set  of  initiatives  that  are 
interdependent.  The  early  implementation  of  these  initiatives  is  critical  to 
meeting  the  Plan's  objectives  of  reducing  U.S.  carbon  emissions  in  2000  to  the 
1990  levels.  Without  full  implementation  of  the  Plan  initiatives,  it  will  be 
virtually  impossible  for  the  U.S.  to  reach  this  carbon  reduction  goal,  which 
we  have  pledged  to  meet  under  the  International  Framework  Convention  on 
Climate  Change.  We  would  be  reneging  on  a  direct  Presidential  commitment  as 
well  as  an  international  treaty  obligation. 
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Question:  What  technologies  will  be  necessary  for  the  post-2000 
implementation  of  the  Framework  Convention  and  how  does  the  fiscal  year  1995 
budget  request  support  development  of  these  technologies? 

Answer:  As  stated  in  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan,  new  low  carbon 
technologies  are  a  critical  part  of  the  long-term  (post-2000)  effort. 
Research  priorities  to  reduce  energy  demand  include  advanced  building  systems, 
transportation  equipment  and  systems,  and  manufacturing  technologies  to  reduce 
energy  and  waste.  A  critical  component  of  this  strategy  is  the  development, 
in  partnership  with  American  automakers,  of  a  new  generation  of  automobiles 
that  are  three  times  more  efficient  than  current  vehicles.  Research 
priorities  for  developing  low-to-zero  carbon  energy  supply  technologies 
include  photovoltaics,  solar  thermal,  wind,  biomass,  geothermal,  energy 
storage,  fuel  cells,  hydrogen  and  continued  research  into  nuclear  safety  and 
waste  disposal  options  to  maintain  current  nuclear  power  generation 
capability. 

Question:  Throughout  the  budget  justifications,  there  are  projected 
emission  reductions  associated  with  the  various  budget  proposals.  In  several 
cases,  there  is  a  statement  to  the  effect  that  the  projected  emissions 
reduction  is  a  certain  level  in  2000  when  coupled  with  "other  improvement 
options".  What  are  the  "other  improvement  options"? 

Answer:  The  other  improvement  options  refer  to  other  Climate  Change 
Actions  as  well  as  certain  programs  in  the  base  EE  program.  For  the  most 
part,  the  initiatives  were  analyzed  in  groups.  This  was  necessary  because  the 
success  of  many  of  the  initiatives  is  interdependent.  In  addition,  the 
success  of  the  initiatives  in  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  is  heavily 
dependent  upon  the  foundation  of  existing  DOE  energy  efficiency  programs  - 
especially  those  under  the  Energy  Policy  Act.  Thus  these  other  improvement 
options  include  most  of  the  provisions  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act  as  well  as 
most  of  the  remaining  R&D  and  coimiercialization  programs  in  the  EE  budget. 

Question:  Has  funding  been  requested  for  these  "other  improvement 
options"? 

Answer:  Funding  for  these  other  programs  is  provided  in  the  FY  1995 
budget  request  for  Energy  Conservation. 

Question:  What  is  the  basis  for  the  emission  projections  throughout  the 
budget? 

Answer.  Carbon  emissions  reduction  estimates  provided  in  the  budget 
request  are  drawn  from  The  Climate  Change  Action  Plan.  These  estimates  in 
turn  were  derived  from  an  interagency  analysis  process  that  involved  careful 
analysis  of  the  energy  impacts  of  each  action.  Details  are  provided  in 
The  Climate  Change  Action  Plan;  Technical  Supplement. 

Question:  What  is  the  relationship  between  the  proposed  funding  levels 
and  the  level  of  emissions  reduced? 

Answer:  The  proposed  funding  levels-  are  critical  to  reaching  the  carbon 
emissions  reduction  goals  of  the  Plan.  Without  full  funding,  the  U.S.  will 
not  reduce  carbon  emissions  in  2000  to  1990  levels  -  thereby  not  meeting  our 
international  promise  to  do  so  under  the  International  Framework  Convention  on 
Climate  Change.  We  would  lose  our  position  of  international  leadership  on 
this  critical  global  environmental  issue.  Without  full  funding,  we  would  only 
be  able  to  leverage  a  fraction  of  the  anticipated  $60  billion  in  private 
investment  between  1995  and  2000. 

Investment  Initiative 

Question:  What  accounts  for  the  significant  increase  for  the  investment 
initiative? 

Answer:  The  increased  budget  request  for  energy  efficiency  reflects  the 
benefits  of  these  programs  in  terms  of  economic  productivity,  saving  energy 
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reducing  emissions,  creating  jobs,  and  shoVt-  and  long-term  savings  to  the 
taxpayer  and  energy  consumer.  Additional  factors  include  the  Department's 
commitment  to  fulfilling  the  most  significant  responsibilities  placed  on  these 
programs  under  the  Energy  Policy  Act. 

Question:  Does  the  budget  request  fully  fund  the  programs  which  are 
part  of  the  investment  initiative,  or  is  funding  for  these  activities  expected 
to  continue  to  grow? 

Answer:  The  budget  request  represents  the  next  step  in  a  multiyear 
shift  in  program  priorities  begun  by  the  Conmittee  last  year  to  establish  a 
funding  level  for  energy  efficiency  commensurate  with  its  potential  benefits 
to  the  economy  and  the  environment.  With  approval  of  the  full  FY  1995 
request,  the  level  of  funding  support  to  energy  efficiency  investment  program 
will  represent  roughly  20  percent  of  funding  for  the  total  energy  component  of 
the  budget. 

Full  FY  1995  appropriations  in  our  view  would  complete  the  most 
significant  of  the  required  adjustments  with  much  more  modest  increases 
required  for  the  outyears.  We  expect  the  investment  portion  of  the 
Conservation  FY  1995  request  ($256  million)  to  grow  to  $261  million  in  FY 
1996,  $266  million  in  FY  1997,  $271  million  in  FY  1998,  and  $277  million  in  FY 
1999. 

Question:  Last  year  the  Administration  requested  $181.5  million  for  the 
investment  initiative  and  Congress  appropriated  approximately  $111.4  million, 
or  about  61  percent,  of  the  request.  If  the  Committee  were  able  to  fund  the 
same  ratio  of  request  to  appropriation  this  year,  approximately  $157  million 
of  the  investment  initiative  would  be  funded,  which  would  require  a  reduction 
of  approximately  $100  million  from  the  request.  How  would  you  reconmend  the 
Conmittee  make  such  reductions? 

Answer:  The  Department  is  eager  to  work  with  the  Committee  to  assess 
program  priorities  for  the  Office  of  Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy  to 
assist  Congress  if  budgetary  constraints  preclude  them  from  funding  the  entire 
request.  We  are  in  the  midst  of  an  intense  stakeholder-driven  process  to 
develop  rigorous,  objective  criteria  by  which  to  compare  the  effectiveness  of 
different  Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy  programs,  which  will  in  turn 
help  determine  the  list  of  priorities. 

This  process  continues  the  important  policy  work  done  in  the  previous 
administration  that  objectively  analyzed  all  programs  in  energy  efficiency, 
renewable  energy,  fossil  energy,  and  nuclear  energy  "on  the  merits."  This 
1991  analysis  was  unique  in  its  effort  to  be  fair  and  balanced.  It  used  the 
following  evaluation  criteria  and  weights: 

ENERGY  SIGNIFICANCE  (25%):  total  quads  produced  in  the  near  term, 

mid  term,  and  long  term 

NATIONAL  SECURITY  (10%):  potential  for  reducing  oil  imports 

ECONOMIC  COMPETITIVENESS  (10%):  economic  and  trade  benefits 

ENVIRONMENT  (25%):  reductions  of  greenhouse  gases,  air  and  water 

pollution,  and  hazardous  waste 

TECHNICAL  RISK  (15%):  probability  of  success 

GOVERNMENT  ROLE  (15%):  extent  government  support  is  needed  to 

overcome  technology  and  market  barriers. 

The  results:  Energy  efficiency  programs  were  rated  by  far  the  best  investment 
for  reducing  oil  vulnerability,  particularly  programs  in  transportation  demand 
efficiency,  industrial  demand  efficiency,  and  industrial  waste  minimization. 
The  next  best  were  renewables  and  then  natural  gas.  For  meeting  electricity 
needs,  again  the  best  programs  were  efficiency,  particularly  industrial  demand 
efficiency  and  waste  minimization.  The  next  best  were  renewables  and  then 
natural  gas  programs. 

Although  the  analysis  was  intended  to  drive  the  FY  1993  budget,  the 
Administration  at  the  time  largely  ignored  the  results.  The  purpose  of  the 
analysis  was  to  identify  high-ranking  programs  that  deserved  more  funding  and 
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low-ranking  programs  from  which  the  money  could  be  shifted.  If  you  examine 
the  Fiscal  Year  1995  budget,  you  will  find  that  is  exactly  what  we  have  done. 
We  have  shifted  money  from  the  low-ranking  programs  in  order  to  enhance  energy 
efficiency  and  drive  renewable  technologies  into  the  marketplace,  while 
advancing  natural  gas. 

As  mentioned,  we  are  refining  this  important  analytical  tool  to  compare  the 
relative  merit  of  individual  programs  in  Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable 
Energy.  We  are  working  closely  with  stakeholders  to  determine  which  criteria 
are  the  most  important  for  comparing  programs,  including  energy  provided  or 
saved,  reduction  in  oil  imports,  pollution  avoided,  return  on  investment,  and 
jobs  created.  This  analysis  will  ultimately  allow  individual  programs  to  be 
ranked. 

This  process  is  necessarily  dependent  on  a  tremendous  amount  of  analysis, 
stakeholder  input,  and  objective  review--work  which  is  on-going.  It  would  be 
premature  to  identify  lower-priority  activities  before  this  analysis  is 
completed. 

We  will  work  with  Congress  to  determine  priorities  for  additions  and 
reductions  in  Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy  programs.  Our  priorities 
start  with  new  initiatives  to  empower  States,  industry,  and  energy  consumers 
to  overcome  the  barriers  impeding  the  large  reservoir  of  near-term,  cost- 
effective  efficiency  opportunities.  Also,  this  is  the  time  to  mobilize 
industry,  States,  and  laboratories  to  exploit  energy  efficiency  as  a  least- 
cost  approach  to  pollution  prevention.  This  budget  request  also  includes 
high-priority  work  with  Federal  agencies  to  establish  Federal  facilities  as 
energy  conservation  models  and  to  open  markets  for  alternative-fueled  vehicles. 

We  fully  appreciate  the  difficult  decisions  Congress  must  make  in  determining 
allocations  for  programs.  However,  the  FY  1995  Congressional  Budget  for 
Energy  Efficiency  programs  is  a  balanced  program  of  R&D,  commercialization, 
and  long-term  and  short-term  activities  and  represents  for  the  first  time  a 
budget  objectively  aligned  with  essential  national  goals:  satisfying  the 
Nation's  energy  needs,  reducing  our  vulnerability  to  oil  shocks,  protecting 
the  environment,  and  improving  the  economy. 

Question:  Within  the  investment  initiative,  has  the  Administration 
established  priorities?  If  so,  what  are  they? 

Answer:  The  Administration  has  established  priorities  throughout  the 
Federal  budget,  and  those  priorities  are  reflected  in  the  request  before  the 
Congress.  In  the  energy  portion  of  the  budget,  the  request  supports  a 
coirmitment  to  deploy  renewable  energy  technologies  to  the  marketplace,  a 
conmitment  to  form  cooperative  efforts  with  industry  to  adapt  and  deploy  the 
advanced  oil  and  gas  exploration  technologies,  and  to  join  with  the  private 
sector  to  exploit  the  cost-effective  energy  efficiency  currently  impeded  by 
market  barriers. 

Question:  Does  the  Administration  consider  the  investment  activities  to 
be  of  greater  priority  than  the  base  programs? 

Answer:  The  Administration  believes  that  the  overall  request  reflects  a 
proper  balance  between  shorter-  and  longer-term  employment,  economic 
development,  and  environmental  benefits  available  through  the  energy  programs. 
We  believe  that  both  activities  are  vitally  important  and,  in  most  cases,  are 
directly  interrelated.  Cutting  either  would,  in  our  view,  jeopardize  the 
competitive  position  of  industry  in  the  tough  global  marketplace. 

Question:  What  is  the  criteria  for  including  programs  or  portions  of 
programs  in  the  investment  initiative? 

Answer:  The  investment  initiative  includes  significant  expansion  of 
historical  programs,  as  well  as  new  funding  actions:  which  address  major 
technical  challenges  and/or  market  barriers;  where  the  likelihood  of  success 
is  substantial;  where  significant  non-Federal  funding  is  expected;  and  where  a 
successful  investment  will  lead  to  major  gains  in  productivity,  economic 
security,  and  environmental  quality. 
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Buildings  Sector 

Question:  Within  the  buildings  program,  how  were  priorities  established 
for  implementing  provisions  of  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  and  the  Energy 
Policy  Act? 

Answer:  In  developing  the  budget,  the  initial  attention  was  given  to  the 
funding  required  to  implement  the  Energy  Policy  Act.  At  the  time,  the  Climate 
Change  Action  Plan  was  still  being  prepared  and  its  funding  requirements  were 
unknown. 

Among  the  EPACT  provisions,  the  buildings  program  gave  the  highest  priority  to 
the  Title  I  sections  on  Buildings  (Subtitle  A),  Appliance  and  Equipment  Energy 
Efficiency  Standards  (Subtitle  C),  and  Federal  Energy  Management  (Subtitle  F). 
The  Department  had  obtained  a  major  Increase  for  the  Lighting  and  Appliance 
Standards  and  the  Building  Standards  and  Guidelines  key  activities  in  FY  1994-- 
from  $7.8  million  to  $15.3  m111ion--so  only  a  modest  growth  was  required  in  the 
FY  1995  request  for  EPACT. 

While  the  FEMP  appropriation  had  Increased  three-fold  from  FY  1993  to  FY  1994  to 
expand  technical  assistance  to  Federal  agencies  and  establish  the  Federal  Energy 
Efficiency  Fund,  this  continued  to  be  a  high  Administration  priority  and  an 
additional  large  Increase  was  requested  In  FY  1995.  Because  of  the  extensive 
FEMP  provisions  In  EPACT,  all  of  these  funds  are  required  to  fully  comply  with 
the  EPACT  directives. 

One  change  in  FY  1995  Is  the  lower  priority  the  Department  is  giving  to  EPACT 
Section  103,  energy  efficient  lighting  and  building  centers.  The  Department 
requested  $4  million  In  FY  1994  to  begin  Implementation  of  these  centers.  These 
funds  were  not  appropriated.  The  Department  has  requested  no  funds  for  the 
centers  In  FY  1995  In  the  belief  that  existing  organizations  are  a  more  cost- 
effective  method  for  deploying  energy-saving  technologies. 

In  the  meantime,  the  buildings  program  participated  aggressively  In  the 
development  of  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan.  We  saw  the  plan  as  an  opportunity 
to  accelerate  the  Impact  of  our  research,  deployment,  and  regulatory  activities. 
These  efforts  were  successful.  The  11  building  actions  in  the  plan  are  expected 
to  produce  one-fourth  of  all  the  reductions  in  climate  change  emissions. 

The  Climate  Change  requests  expand  existing  activities  In  order  to  achieve  near- 
term  energy  sav1ngs--and  carbon  emission  reductions.  For  example.  Rebuilding 
America  expands  the  commercial  building  retrofit  activities,  the  "Market  Pull" 
actions  accelerate  the  introduction  and  deployment  of  efficient  residential  and 
commercial  products,  and  the  expanded  building  code  activity  will  encourage 
States  to  adopt  and  Implement  more  efficient  standards  for  their  new  buildings. 

Question:  Are  any  significant  provisions  of  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan 
or  the  Energy  Policy  Act  either  not  funded  or  funded  at  a  level  significantly 
lower  than  authorized. 

Answer:  The  Department  has  requested  funds  for  all  the  building  actions 
In  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan. 

With  regard  to  EPACT,  the  Department  has  requested  no  funds  for  the  Energy 
Efficient  Lighting  and  Building  Centers  (Section  103).  EPACT  authorized  $10 
million  for  the  centers  in  each  of  fiscal  years  1994,  1995,  and  1996.  The 
Department  has  requested  $12,185,000  for  the  Federal  Energy  Efficiency  Fund 
(Section  152).  EPACT  authorizes  $50  million  in  FY  1995. 

Question:  How  much  of  the  funding  within  the  Research  and  Development  key 
activity  actually  supports  deployment  and  commercialization  activities?  For 
example,  how  much  of  the  "Building  America"  and  the  "Rebuild  America"  programs 
can  accurately  be  characterized  as  "research  and  development"  versus 
"deployment?" 

Answer:  It  is  frequently  difficult  to  identify  the  precise  point  along  the 
developmental  continuum  at  which  program  activities  change  from  research  and 
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development  to  tnarket-pu11  (deployment  and  commercialization).  However,  a  recent 
analysis  undertaken  to  separate  the  FY  1995  funding  requested  for  the  Office  of 
Building  Energy  Research  into  these  two  categories  shows  that  about  40  percent 
is  for  market-pull  activities.  In  the  program  "Building  America/Advanced 
Housing,"  almost  all  activities  are  R&O;  in  "Rebuild  America/Commercial 
Retrofit,"  the  majority  of  planned  activities  are  market-pull.  There  is,  in 
fact,  a  research  component  as  well  as  a  deployment  component  in  most  of  the 
Climate  Change  Action  Plan  initiatives.  In  that  part  of  the  "Golden  Carrot" 
Partnership  initiative  for  which  the  Office  of  Building  Energy  Research  is 
responsible,  the  research  component  may  reach  30  percent,  and  in  the  initiative 
to  accelerate  the  introduction  of  energy-efficient  heating  and  cooling  equipment 
the  research  component  is  20  percent. 

Three  major  program  activities  are  conducted  by  the  Office  of  Building  Energy 
Research:  Building  Systems,  Building  Envelope,  and  Building  Equipment.  The 
funding  requested  for  these  three  areas  is  divided  between  R&O  and  market-pull 
as  follows:  Building  Systems-54  percent  R&D,  46  percent  market-pull;  Building 
Envelope  -  100  percent  R&O;  Building  Equipment  -  54  percent  R&D,  46  percent 
market-pull . 

Question:  In  your  view,  what  is  the  appropriate  balance  between  research 
and  development  and  deployment  activities? 

Answer:  As  represented  in  the  FY  1995  budget  request  for  the  buildings 
program,  the  appropriate  balance  is  for  about  two-thirds  of  the  Federal  funds  to 
be  spent  on  research  and  development  and  one-third  on  deployment  activities. 

The  line  between  the  two  obviously  Is  not  easy  to  draw.  For  example,  the 
building  program  invests  in  several  programs  to  develop  metrics,  or  yardsticks, 
for  the  performance  of  energy-using  products,  including  test  procedures  for 
regulated  appliances,  home  energy  rating  systems,  and  fenestration  (window) 
labeling  programs.  These  metrics  are  essential  If  buyers  are  to  get  accurate 
information  on  energy-efficient  products--thus  facilitating  their  deployment. 
The  metrics  also  encourage  manufacturers  to  conduct  R&D  leading  to  new,  efficient 
products  because  the  metrics  will  make  It  possible  to  differentiate  the  superior 
performance  of  their  new  products. 

The  building  programs  budget  request  for  next  year  gives  Increased 
weight  to  deployment  activities  for  two  reasons.  First,  the  heavy  priority  given 
research  and  development  In  the  past  has  led  to  technological  advances  that  are 
now  ripe  for  commercialization.  Second,  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  is 
focused  on  achieving  the  U.S.  commitment  to  reduce  greenhouse  gas  emission  to 
1990  levels  by  2000  and  gives  a  high  priority  to  deployment  programs. 

Residential  Buildings 

Question:  As  part  of  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan,  $6,800,000  has  been 
requested  for  residential  efficiency  programs  and  housing  technology  centers. 
Included  in  the  program  will  be  recognition  and  awards  for  homebuilders  who  build 
new  homes  exceeding  the  standards  set  forth  in  the  Model  Energy  Code  of  the 
Council  of  American  Building  Officials  and/or  apply  passive  and  active  solar 
technologies.  Another  aspect  of  the  initiative  is  the  creation  of  housing 
technology  centers  which  will  coordinate  DOf  and  EPA  existing  programs.  How  much 
of  the  funding  supports  the  recognition  and  awards  for  homebuilders  portion  of 
the  initiative? 

Answer:  None  of  the  requested  funding  will  be  used  for  the  recognition 
part  of  the  program:  DOE  funding  will  support  performance  monitoring  to 
establish  the  energy  savings  of  the  homes  in  the  program  and  establishing 
criteria  to  recognize  and  award  homebuilders  and  perhaps  provide  for  design 
assistance.  Knowledge  from  the  existing  Residential  Energy  Efficiency  Program, 
Advanced  Housing  Technology  Program,  Passive  Solar  Exemplary  Buildings  Program, 
and  the  Energy  Efficient  Industrialized  Housing  program  will  be  incorporated 
into  the  program.  Cost-sharing  from  the  National  Association  of  Home  Builders 
(NAHB)  Is  expected  for  the  builder  recognition  portion  of  the  initiative  and  any 
actual  remuneration  to  builders  would  be  provided  by  other  participants. 
Creation  of  new  centers  is  no  longer  being  considered.  The  use  of  existing 
centers;  e.g.,  the  utility  sponsored  centers,  will  be  used  for  advancing  the 
existing  programs. 
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Question:  How  will  the  homebuilders  be  recognized  and  what  is  the  amount 
of  the  awards  that  will  be  received  by  homebuilders  who  meet  the  criteria? 

Answer:  A  recognition  system  will  be  established  awarding  homebuilders 
whose  energy  efficiency-related  construction  exceed  the  Council  of  American 
Building  Officials  Model  Energy  Code  (CABO  MEC)  by  a  pre-determined  percentage 
increase.  For  example,  awards  may  be  presented  for  "Gold,  Silver,  or  Bronze" 
Energy  Value  Achievement  using  designated  criteria,  such  as  exceeding  CABO  MEC 
by  50,  35,  or  20%.  Similarly,  those  constructing  Passive  Solar  Exemplary 
Buildings  may  receive  recognition  for  reducing  energy  consumption  compared  with 
conventional  construction  by  an  agreed  upon  percentage  reduction.  No  government 
funds  will  be  given  to  homebuilders  as  awards.  They  will  be  able  to  receive  DOE 
plaques  or  medals.  DOE  funds  will  also  be  used  for  design  assistance,  case 
studies  on  high  performance  buildings  and  other  evaluation  and  monitoring 
activities  related  to  advanced  buildings  and  construction  techniques. 

Question:  How  much  of  the  requested  funding  is  to  support  the  housing 
technology  centers? 

Answer:  None  of  the  requested  funds  will  be  used  to  support  new  housing 
technology  centers.  Instead,  the  Department  intends  to  work  through  existing 
State  and  local,  utility,  industry,  university  and  not-for-profit  organizations. 
The  total  available  for  providing  assistance  in  the  form  of  information  on 
results  available  from  previous  research  efforts  and  repackaging  of  research 
results  to  be  more  appropriate  for  target  audiences  will  be  $1.8  million  in  the 
1995  budget  year. 

Question:  Please  provide  the  following  information  for  the  housing 
technology  centers:  number,  location,  funding  per  center,  staffing,  and  operating 
plans. 

Answer:  The  concept  of  training  and  education  deployment  will  be 
developed- -working  along  with  the  National  Association  of  Home  Builders,  its 
research  center,  the  State  Home  Builders  Associations,  trade  unions--using 
existing  entities  such  as  State  Energy  Offices,  Universities,  Local  Home  Builder 
Associations,  trade  unions,  residential-related  associations,  etc.  We  will  use 
existing  educational  entities  insuring  inter-activity  with  home  builders, 
utilities,  unions,  and  homeowners  and  buyers.  The  number  and  location  will  be 
determined  as  the  implementation  plans  take  shape.  Funding,  staffing  and  actual 
operating  plans  will  be  determined  once  the  existing  entities  to  be  used  are 
designated.  DOE  funds  will  not  be  used  to  build  or  operate  actual  physical 
buildings  as  "centers." 

Question:  How  many  centers  are  expected  to  be  established,  where  will  they 
be  located,  and  what  is  the  funding  level  for  each  center? 

Answer:  None,  no  new  centers.  The  "centers"  are  activities  or  programs 
as  described  above. 

Question:  Will  EPA  provide  any  of  the  funding  for  the  centers? 

Answer:  We  do  not  anticipate  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
requesting  appropriations  to  help  fund  these  programs. 

Question:  Why  is  it  necessary  to  establish  a  "center"  to  coordinate  these 
programs? 

Answer:  The  "centers"  are  envisioned  providing  regional  efforts  to  provide 
information  and  to  stimulate  builders,  contractors,  homeowners,  prospective 
homeowners,  and  remodelers  to  adopt  advanced  energy  efficiency  and  solar 
technologies,  advanced  materials,  diagnostic  procedures,  and  retrofit  technol- 
ogies. Building  characteristics  and  customs  are  regional  in  character.  Change 
in  the  building  sector  must  be  undertaken  at,  and  with  the  involvement  of,  local 
and  regional  stakeholders.  National  activities  can  only  provide  the  technical 
and  informational  base;  the  actual  change  must  be  accomplished  at  the  local  level 
to  achieve  objective  success. 
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Question:  In  fiscal  year  1995,  $6,340,000  has  been  requested  for  the 
residential  portion  of  the  Building  America  initiative.  The  initiative 
includes  three  phases.  What  is  the  funding  level  for  each  of  the  three  phases 
(elements)  and  what  is  the  relationship  between  the  three  phases? 

Answer:  The  first  element  is  the  continuation  of  the  systems 
engineering  research  and  development  effort  by  the  IBACOS  (Integrated  Building 
and  Construction  Solutions  Inc.)  consortium,  the  DOE  pilot  effort.  The  second 
element  is  continued  support  for  the  (up  to  four)  additional  consortia  chosen 
as  a  result  of  the  Fiscal  Year  1994  Request  for  Proposal.  The  third  element 
is  the  cooperative  R&D  effort  in  advanced  technologies,  infrastructure  issues, 
passive  solar  exemplary  buildings,  and  standardization  and  integration  Issues. 

Funding  for  Element  1  is  proposed  at  $1,940,000;  Element  2,  $3,000,000;  and 
Element  3,  $1,400,000.  All  three  elements  are  interrelated  in  that  there  will 
be  a  feed-back  loop  between  the  research  needs  of  each  consortia  and  the 
subsequent  research  undertaken  under  Element  3. 

Question:  How  many  consortia  are  expected  to  participate  with  the 
fiscal  year  1995  funding? 

Answer:  Depending  upon  the  first-year  success  of  the  Building  America 
solicitation,  up  to  four  consortia  will  be  formed  as  a  result  of  Fiscal  Year 
1994  funding,  with  the  possibility  of  an  additional  four  consortia  receiving 
funding  in  Fiscal  Year  1995.  Thus  there  could  be  a  hypothetical  maximum  of 
nine  consortia.  These  would  include  the  pilot  consortium,  IBACOS;  four  Fiscal 
Year  1994  consortia;  and  four  Fiscal  Year  1995  consortia,  all  conducting 
research  to  bring  about  comfortable,  affordable,  energy  efficient  housing. 

Question:  How  much  of  the  funding  will  be  directed  to  marketing 
activities? 

Answer:  Marketing  activities  are  an  integral  part  of  the  work 
statements  of  all  consortia  participating  in  the  Building  America  program.  As 
the  work  of  the  consortia  progresses,  each  organization  will  establish  budgets 
for  marketing.  The  stage  of  development  of  each  consortium's  program  will 
determine  the  percentage  of  cost-shared  funding  that  will  be  devoted  to 
marketing.  Obviously,  during  the  early  phases  the  amount  of  funding  for 
marketing  will  be  small  compared  to  that  spent  on  marketing  when  the  first 
communities  of  houses  are  ready  for  sale  in  the  latter  stages  of  the  program. 
In  all  cases,  the  amount  will  depend  upon  collaborative  decisions  between  each 
consortium's  management  and  DOE. 

Question:  How  much  of  the  funding  will  support  the  demonstration 
program  associated  with  construction  waste  and  how  will  this  program  function? 

Answer:  Each  consortium  will  participate  in  the  study  and  solution  of 
environmental  issues  associated  with  residential  building  processes  as  an 
integral  part  of  its  cost-shared  activities.  However,  funding  amounts  will 
depend  on  the  stage  of  each  consortium's  progress,  the  materials  utilized,  and 
construction  methods.  Through  the  systems  engineering  approach,  each 
organization  will  be  able  to  use  the  knowledge  base  evolved  by  the 
construction  industry  and  other  industrie^s  in  developing  its  construction 
waste  reduction  programs.  Specific  cost-shared  funding  will  be  determined  at 
the  appropriate  stage  of  each  program. 

Question:  The  initiative  also  supports  delivery  of  builder  training 
programs  to  States  and  sponsorship  of  cost-shared  projects  which  showcase 
advanced  energy  efficiency  and  solar  techniques,  and  education  of  the  public 
on  the  significance  and  benefits  of  exemplary,  energy-valued  homes.  What  is 
the  funding  level  for  each  of  these  activities? 

Answer:  A  proportionate  amount  of  the  $2,800,000  will  go  towards  these 
activities.  We  are  working  with  our  stakeholders  to  devise  the  final  imple- 
mentation plan  where  the  details  of  each  of  these  activities  will  be  defined, 
using  their  inputs  to  finalize  the  proportions  that  will  lead  to  the  most 
effective  delivery. 
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Question:  Will  these  activities  be  coordinated  with  the  State  Energy 
Conservation  Program,  which  has  an  established  relationship  with  the  States? 

Answer:  Absolutely.  We  intend  to  coordinate  within  DOE  to  ensure  the 
most  effective  use  all  available  existing  resources  for  this  action  item,  as 
well  as  to  coordinate  with  DOE's  regional  support  offices  and  state  energy 
organizations. 

Question:  What  level  of  cost-sharing  is  expected  for  these  showcase 
projects? 

Answer:  We  expect  cost-sharing  to  be  in  the  7-10  to  1  range  over  the 
life  of  the  action  item. 

Question:  How  will  the  public  education  activities  be  implemented? 

Answer:  Within  the  existing  educational  entities  cited,  any  of  the 
organizations  partnering  with  these  "centers"  will  have  available  information 
for  public  consumption  such  as  self-study  materials,  and  training  support 
materials  as  videos,  interactive  CD-ROMs,  handbooks,  etc.  Besides  handouts, 
we  expect  the  public  to  have  access  to  classes,  workshops,  seminars  provided 
by  these  "centers." 

Question:  To  what  extent  are  utilities  currently  involved  in  similar 
activities  as  part  of  their  demand-side  management  programs? 

Answer:  Utilities,  in  general,  are  not  engaged  in  these  activities  on  a 
wholesale  basis.  There  are  programs  sporadically  spread  throughout  the 
country  where  incentives  are  provided  to  builders,  and  hopefully  passed  to  the 
prospective  home  buyer,  for  the  purchase  of  new  homes  that  are  energy- 
efficient.  Not  many  are  known  to  accentuate  the  use  of  passive  or  active 
solar  technologies.  We  intend  to  seek  out  these  proactive  utilities  and 
encourage  their  efforts.  We  also  plan  to  work  with  utilities  to  create  new 
programs  where  they  can  provide  builder/buyer  incentives  as  well  as  use  the 
technical  base  of  existing  educational  entities. 

Home  Energy  Rating  Systems  and  Energy-Efficient  Mortgages 

Question:  Another  aspect  of  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  is  an 
outreach  program  for  energy  efficient  mortgages  (EEMs)  and  home  energy  rating 
system  (HERS).  The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  includes  $1,500,000  in 
support  of  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  for  these  activities.  How  do  the 
activities  in  support  of  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  differ  from  the 
activities  supported  in  the  base  program? 

Answer:  The  HERS/EEMs  program  is  an  integrated  program  that  develops 
the  services  homeowner  needs  in  order  to  implement  energy  cost  reduction 
improvements.  These  services  include  alternative  low  cost  and  easy  access 
financing,  energy  analysis  and  rating,  competent  contractors,  and  real  estate 
and  appraisal  system  that  support  energy  improvement  investment. 
Congress,  under  EPACT,  instructed  DOE  to  develop  a  national  voluntary 
guidelines  for  energy  rating  system  which  is  one  element  of  the  overall 
HERS/EEMs  program. 

Question:  What  is  the  level  of  support  for  each  of  the  activities  which 
support  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  for  EEMs/HERS? 

Answer:  The  total  FY  1995  budget  for  Climate  Change  Action  Plan 
activities  is  $1.5  million  which  will  be  used  to  establish  infrastructures  in 
the  marketplace  within  each  State  to  deliver  the  necessary  services  to 
homeowners.  Efforts  will  focus  on  six  States:  California,  Virginia,  Alaska, 
Arkansas,  Vermont,  and  Colorado.  The  first  five  states  were  selected  by  the 
Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  as  pilot  states  for  energy 
efficient  mortgages,  as  required  by  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  1992.  Colorado 
was  added  because  of  a  pilot  program  initiated  by  Fannie  Mae  in  that  state. 
The  lessons  learned  from  these  pilot  projects  will  be  transferred  to  other 
states.  The  totals  include  $600,000  each  for  deployment,  $480,000  for 
training,  $240,000  for  evaluation  activities  and  $180,000  for  coordination. 
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Question:  Activities  Include  developing  training  materials  and  model 
programs  for  lenders,  realtors,  appraisers,  builders,  remodelers  and  home 
Inspectors  and  coordinating  with  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development,  States,  and  utilities  to  help  them  publicize  the  EEMs/HERS 
services  they  provide  their  customers.  Why  should  the  federal  government  help 
these  groups  advertise  their  energy  efficiency  services?  For  example,  don't 
most  homebuilders  advertise  energy  efficiency  as  an  advantage  of  the  product 
they  sell? 

Answer:  It  is  true  that  homebuilders  advertise  energy  efficiency 
advantages,  but  these  claims  are  made  for  high  profit,  high  priced  homes, 
which  are  purchased  by  homebuyers  who  can  afford  the  increased  initial  cost  of 
energy-efficient  measures.  The  Department's  program  is  aimed  at  the  huge 
market  of  most  Americans  who  desire  but  cannot  afford  the  cost  of  homes  with 
energy-efficient  improvements.  The  funds  for  training  and  marlceting  for 
different  stalceholder  groups  are  necessary  because  these  groups  would  provide 
a  new  service,  the  EEM,  which  they  do  not  fully  understand  or  have  experience 
using.  An  initial  effort  by  the  Federal  government  is  needed  to  educate 
stakeholders  before  they  can  be  expected  to  make  significant  efforts  on  their 
own  to  inform  homebuyers.  A  stakeholder  implementation  consortium,  formed  as 
part  of  the  program,  is  working  with  stakeholders  who  would  benefit 
financially  from  the  program  to  share  In  the  funding  of  marketing,  training 
and  evaluation  activities.  The  level  of  funding  requested  is  very  low  for  the 
size  of  the  market  and  number  of  entities  Involved.  Homes  with  poor  energy 
efficiency  continue  to  be  bought  by  homebuyers.  This  is  an  issue  of 
affordabillty  and  energy  economy  which  can  only  be  addressed  by  the  Federal 
government  In  its  implementation. 

Question:  How  will  this  program  be  delivered  and  what  are  the  funding 
levels  associated  with  the  various  aspects  of  the  program? 

Answer:  Under  the  overall  EEMs/HERS  program  DOE  will  work  with  states 
and  private  sector  stakeholders  to  create  a  uniform  national  homeowner 
services  system  for  energy-efficiency  improvements  to  new  and  existing  single- 
family  and  multi -family  homes,  which  will  provide: 

•  the  homeowner  with  easy  access  to  financing  for  energy  cost  reduction 
improvements 

•  the  homeowner  with  the  necessary  services  {rating,  construction,  real 
estate  and  appraisal) 

•  uniform  national  framework  for  home  energy  rating  systems 

•  uniform  processes,  procedures  and  forms  used  in  the  efficiency 
Improvements  process 

•  availability  of  trained  and  certified  professionals  to  provide  the 
services 

The  program  will  be  delivered  through  the  established  financial,  building  and 
real  estate  institutions,  and  state-authorized  energy  rating  organizations. 

The  three  facets  of  the  DOE  program  are: 

•  Services  development:  Work  with  stakeholders  to  develop  new  financing 
mechanisms,  the  service  deliver  system,  and  provide  complementary 
incentive  programs.  Budget:  $700,000. 

•  Developing  voluntary  guidelines  for  a  uniform  HERS.  EPACT  Budget: 
$520,000. 

•  Establishing  an  Infrastructure  in  the  marketplace:  Work  with  private 
sector  to  establish  training,  marketing,  evaluation,  and  coordination 
programs  In  each  pilot  state.  CCAP  Budget:  $1.5  million. 

To  develop  this  program,  the  stakeholders  are  working  together  on  the  HERS 
Council,  created  and  supported  by  the  Department.  The  Council  is  made  up  of 
representatives  from  the  appraisal  community,  building  industry  (2  seats), 
consumer  groups,  energy  and  environmental  groups,  financial  community  (2 
seats),  HERS  providers  (4  seats),  manufacturers  (2  seats),  real  estate 
industry,  State/local  government  (2  seats),  utility  associations  (2  seats), 
and  one  at-large  representative. 
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Question:  An  additional  $520,000  is  requested  as  part  of  the  investment 
initiative  in  support  of  implementation  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act  to  develop 
and  pilot  the  technical  training/education  assistance  activities  for  the  home 
energy  rating  system.  How  do  these  activities  differ  from  those  supported  by 
the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan? 

Answer:  The  $520,000  requested  for  EPACT  is  for  the  completion  of  the 
development  of  the  voluntary  guidelines  for  home  energy  rating  systems  and  for 
training  States,  utilities  and  other  private  rating  organizations  to  help  them 
modify  their  systems  to  correspond  to  the  new  guidelines.  The  training  is 
primarily  for  existing  rating  organizations.  This  money  within  the  EPACT 
budget  will  be  used  to  train  HERS  providers  nationally  in  implementing  the  new 
guidelines.  The  CCAP  training  funding  will  focus  on  marketing  and  training 
the  lending,  real  estate  and  building  Industry. 

Rebuild  America 

Question:  The  "Rebuild  America  Commercial  Retrofit  Program"  also 
supports  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan.  The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request 
includes  $20,000,000  to  Initiate  this  program.  The  program  is  expected  to 
achieve  the  energy  savings  potential  In  existing  commercial  buildings  in 
partnership  with  the  EPA  Energy  STAR  Buildings  Program,  State  and  local 
governments,  professional  societies,  as  well  as  the  architecture,  engineering 
and  construction  industry.  How  will  this  program  be  implemented  and  what 
level  of  cost-sharing  is  the  program  expected  to  have? 

Answer:  DOE  will  provide  technical  and  financial  assistance  to  improve 
and  expand  the  deployment  activities  of  community -based  programs   operated  by 
partnerships  of  utilities.  State  and  local  government,  financial  leaders,  and 
businesses.  Community -based  programs  are  those  which  use  motivators  other 
than  energy  efficiency  which  tap  into  the  power  of  community-owned  and 
organized  efforts,  e.g.,  low  Income  multifamlly  housing  revitallzation, 
economic  development  programs,  and  sustainable  community  development. 

Competitive  awards  will  be  used  to  select  new  or  existing  programs  that  meet 
DOE  criteria  for  building  energy  savings,  market  penetration,  and  performance 
evaluation.  Activities  will  be  aggregated  in  selected  locales,  thereby 
increasing  the  effectiveness  of  the  program.  DOE  will  provide  assistance  for 
planning  and  management  of  local  programs,  and  identification  of  appropriate 
screening,  audit,  and  analysis  tools  for  retrofit  selection  and  decision- 
making. DOE  will  provide  national  recognition  for  program  participants  and 
marketing  for  program  successes.  Cost-sharing  of  energy  retrofit  Investments 
are  expected  to  be  at  least  4:1. 

Question:  What  Is  the  EPA  Energy  STAR  Buildings  Program  and  how  will 
the  DOE  efforts  be  different  from  the  EPA  program?  Why  should  the  program  be 
conducted  through  a  partnership  between  DOE  and  EPA? 

Answer:  The  Energy  Star  Buildings  program  is  an  outgrowth  of  the 
existing  EPA  Green  Lights  program.  Green  Lights  is  a  voluntary  program  that 
targets  lighting  retrofits  in  nonresidential  buildings.  EPA  solicits 
voluntary  written  commitments  from  the  owners  and  operators.  The  agreements 
commit  the  building  owner  to  undertake  all  lighting  measures  that  meet  EPA 
cost-effectiveness  tests.  Energy  Star  Buildings  Program  expands  beyond 
lighting  to  other  measures,  for  example,  heating  and  cooling  equipment, 
windows,  and  other  cost-effective  energy  efficiency  improvements. 

The  DOE  effort  will  focus  on  widespread  implementation  of  energy  efficiency 
retrofits  using  cost-sharing  partnerships  between  utilities,  local 
communities,  business  owners,  and  financial  institutions.  Energy  retrofits 
will  be  Integrated  with  local  economic  development  programs  to  leverage 
Federal  resources,  ensure  that  activities  driven  by  non-energy  objectives 
Include  energy  perspectives,  and  achieve  market  penetration  rates  required  to 
meet  CCAP  goals. 


87 

DOE  and  EPA  will  coordinate  programs  to  avoid  duplication  and  to  benefit  from 
synergistic  activities.  Continuous  coordination  is  important  to  avoid  market 
confusion  and  provide  effective  delivery  of  energy  efficiency  technologies  to 
the  private  sector. 

Question:  How  much  funding  does  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request 
include  for  the  EPA  Energy  STAR  Buildings  Program? 

Answer:  There  is  no  funding  allocated  for  the  EPA  Energy  Star  Buildings 
Program  out  of  the  FY  1995  Department  of  Energy  budget. 

Question:  How  will  the  program  be  implemented  and  what  is  the  funding 
level  associated  with  each  aspect  of  the  program  implementation? 

Answer:  DOE  will  provide  technical  and  financial  assistance  to  improve 
and  expand  the  deployment  activities  of  community-based  programs  operated  by 
partnerships  of  utilities,  State  and  local  government,  financial  leaders,  and 
businesses. 

Competitive  awards  will  be  used  to  select  new  or  existing  programs  that  meet 
DOE  criteria  for  building  energy  savings,  market  penetration,  and  performance 
evaluation.  DOE  will  provide  assistance  for  planning  and  management  of  local 
programs,  and  identification  of  appropriate  screening,  audit,  and  analysis 
tools  for  retrofit  selection  and  decision-making.  DOE  will  provide  program 
participants  with  national  recognition  and  disseminate  successful  program 
accompl ishments. 

Current  plans  are  to  commit  all  of  the  $20  million  to  support  deployment  of 
energy  efficiency  technologies,  without  a  demonstration  phase.  Demonstrations 
have  been  replaced  with  competitive  awards  for  assistance  to  community -based 
deployment  programs.  Each  award  would  be  about  $1  million,  for  a  total  of  $16 
million  in  FY  1995.  Of  the  remaining  $4  million,  $3  million  would  be  used  for 
technical  assistance,  evaluation,  national  coordination,  and  training;  and  $1 
million  would  be  used  for  marketing  and  national  deployment. 

Question:  To  what  extent  will  this  program  be  coordinated  with  other 
programs  involving  the  States? 

Answer:  Existing  programs  will  be  utilized  wherever  possible.  It  Is 
anticipated  that  State  programs  will  .provide  resources  and  expertise  and  play 
a  significant  role  as  partner  in  many  cases.  State  energy  offices  may 
facilitate  partnerships  with  local  government,  utilities,  and  business  to 
increase  effectiveness  of  existing  energy  efficiency  delivery  mechanisms.  One 
implementation  example  might  be  a  joint  proposal  from  the  State,  a  local 
utility,  local  government,  an  energy  service  company,  and  local  building 
owners  to  retrofit  an  entire  community  area  using  available  State  programs 
leveraged  with  Federal  and  private  resources. 

Question:  How  many  demonstration  projects  are  expected  to  be  undertaken 
as  part  of  the  program  and  what  Is  the  expected  funding  for  each 
demonstration? 

Answer:  Because  of  early  feedback  from  Industry  review  of 
implementation  plans,  the  Initiative  will  not  provide  funds  for  demonstration 
but,  Instead,  competitively  award  partnerships  of  utilities,  State  and  local 
government,  financial  leaders,  and  businesses  with  financial  Incentives. 
Competitive  awards  will  be  used  to  design  and  implement  community  programs 
which  meet  DOE  criteria  for  building  energy  savings  and  market  penetration, 
and  performance  evaluation.  We  anticipate  that  approximately  16  awards  of  $1 
million  will  be  made.  Other  indirect  costs  for  the  entire  program  will  total 
$4  million. 

Question:  What  auditing  activities  are  currently  supported  for 
commercial  buildings? 
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Answer:  The  audit-based  Texas  LoanSTAR  program  is  a  state  revolving 
fund  for  energy  efficiency  retrofits  in  state-owned  buildings.  This  program 
used  private  energy  specialists  to  perform  the  building  audits,  and  there  was 
a  wide  range  of  quality  between  different  contractors.  We  are  currently 
working  with  the  researchers  from  Texas  A&M  University  to  incorporate  "lessons 
learned"  into  audit  criteria  and  energy  monitoring  guidelines  for  application 
in  Rebuild  America.  The  Federal  Energy  Management  Program  is  developing 
energy  screening  tools  for  Federal  facilities  and  decision  tools  for 
particular  retrofit  measures,  such  as  efficient  lighting.  Research  on 
advanced  techniques  include  diagnostics  and  monitoring  techniques  to  improve 
input  to  energy  audits. 

Building  Equipment 

Question:  The  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  also  includes  "residential 
market-pull  incentives"  at  a  requested  level  of  $8,400,000.  This  program  will 
Initiate  a  collaboration  with  industry  to  accelerate  the  introduction  and 
wide-spread  use  of  energy-efficient  heating  and  cooling  equipment  for 
residential  buildings.  A  similar  program  is  requested  for  commercial 
buildings  at  a  funding  level  of  $4,200,000.  How  do  the  activities  supported 
by  these  Initiatives  differ  from  those  supported  elsewhere  which  are  also 
aimed  at  commercialization  of  energy-efficient  technologies? 

Answer:  In  response  to  the  requirements  of  Sections  127  and  128  of  the 
Energy  Policy  Act  (EPAct),  the  Department  Is  developing  a  comprehensive, 
market-based  strategy  designed  to  accelerate  the  deployment  of  advanced, 
energy-efficient  equipment,  Including  heating  and  cooling  technologies.  This 
strategy  addresses  all  aspects  of  the  product  commercialization  process,  from 
final  product  development,  through  technology  Introduction  and  polnt-of-use 
application  Including  Installation  and  service.  It  Is  based  on  real -world 
decision  processes  that  govern  technology  acceptance  In  a  competitive 
marketplace.  Inherent  In  the  strategy  Is  the  goal  of  transforming  the  market 
In  a  fundamental  way  so  that  a  robust  market  for  energy  efficiency  will  remain 
after  the  federal  program  Is  completed.  This  strategy  was  developed  through  a 
series  of  eight  public  workshops  and  extensive  discussions  with  a  wide  cross- 
section  of  stakeholders. 

The  elements  of  the  market-based  strategy  are:  technology  development; 
technology  demonstration,  testing  and  certification;  technical  and  analytical 
support  for  utility  and  government  Incentive  programs;  government  and  private 
sector  market  aggregation,  including  accelerated  replacement;  Improving  the 
sales  and  service  Infrastructure  through  education,  training  and  non-financial 
Incentives;  and  consumer  Information  and  education.  The  Department's 
forthcoming  report  to  Congress  under  Sections  127  and  128  of  EPAct  further 
describes  the  strategy  and  delineates  the  federal  role. 

The  Climate  Change  Action  Plan's  market-pull  partnership  (Action  #6)  and 
demonstration  (Action  #4)  initiatives  represent  the  Department's 
comprehensive,  market-based  strategy  as  developed  In  the  EPAct  process. 
This  strategy  requires  the  Involvement  of  a  wide  range  of  stakeholders,  a 
large  number  of  new  products,  many  different  market  segments  and  a  variety  of 
Implementation  mechanisms.  Necessarily,  these  two  actions  rely  on  other 
Action  Plan  initiatives  to  fully  achieve  a  successful  long  term  transformation 
of  the  marketplace.  For  example.  Action  #1  (Rebuild  America)  will  provide  a 
mechanism  to  deploy  already-proven  technologies  in  commercial  buildings.  The 
programs  conducted  under  Actions  15  (Information  and  Training  Programs)  and 
Action  #11  (Housing  Technology)  will  be  key  avenues  for  disseminating 
technology  data  produced  under  the  market  pull  and  demonstration  Initiatives. 
A  joint  program  with  Action  #26  (Renewable  Energy  Market  Mobilization  and 
Demonstrations)  may  be  employed  to  deploy  geothermal  heat  pumps  in  a 
government/Industry  partnership. 

The  market-pull  partnership  and  demonstration  Initiatives  will  achieve 
widespread  deployment  of  new  technologies  with  the  greatest  near-term  impact 
on  climate  change  and  energy  consumption.  With  the  focus  on  key  technologies, 
these  two  initiatives  have  a  unique  relationship  with  manufacturers,  utility 
demand-side  management  programs,  and  the  sales  and  service  infrastructure,  all 
of  which  are  organized  along  product  technology  lines. 
/ 


89 

Question:  What  is  the  basis  for  the  level  of  funding  requested?  What 
are  the  funding  levels  for  each  aspect  of  the  proposal? 

Answer:  The  funding  levels  are  based  on  the  set  of  activities  which  are 
necessary  to  transform  the  market  for  high  efficiency  heating  and  cooling 
equipment.  These  activities  were  identified  by  the  private  sector  in  the 
EPAct  section  127  and  128  collaborative  planning  process.  In  addition, 
several  private  sector  consortia  have  provided  the  funding  requirements  for 
potential  jointly  funded  market  transformation  projects  for  specific 
technologies.  The  annual  budget  assumes  that  two  or  three  technologies  would 
be  targeted  each  year  in  both  the  residential  and  commercial  sectors.  The 
budget  also  assumes  that  other  related  Climate  Change  initiatives  are  in  place. 

The  activities  required  for  market  transformation  are:  1)  technology 
development,  demonstration,  testing  and  certification,  2)  support  for  utility 
incentives  and  private  and  government  market  aggregation,  and  3)  improving  the 
sales  &  service  infrastructure  and  providing  information  and  education 
services.  Stakeholders  have  indicated  that  Federal  participation  in  all  of 
these  activities  is  required,  including  demonstrations  of  equipment 
technologies  as  noted  at  the  EPAct  127  Workshops.  However,  the  specific 
efforts  and  emphasis  will  vary  depending  on  the  requirements  of  each 
technology/market  segment.   The  funding  levels  for  each  of  the  activities  is 
shown  in  the  table  below.  Activity  funding  levels  are  apportioned  to  reflect 
guidance  of  EPAct  127  Workshops,  focus  on  activities  that  have  shown  prior 
success  in  the  marketplace,  amplify  the  present  talents  of  the  Department  in  a 
direction  to  resolve  market  barriers,  and  achieve  the  maximum  energy  savings 
and  emissions  reduction. 

CLIMATE  CHANGE  BUDGET  REQUIREMENTS 
Heating  and  Cooling  Equipment 


FY  1995  BUDGET,  SMillion  | 

PROGRAM  ACTIVITY 

Residential 

Commercial 

Technology  Development, 
Testing  and  Demonstration 

$2.7 

$1.3 

Incentive  Support  and 
Market  Aggregation 

3.5 

1.8 

Service  Infrastructure, 
Information  &  Education 

2.2 

1.1 

TOTALS 

$8.4 

$4.2 

Question:  As  part  of  the  Appliances  program  and  in  support  of  the 
Climate  Change  Action  Plan,  $6,600,000  is  requested  for  "residential  market- 
pull  incentives"  and  $5,800,000  is  requested  for  "cost-shared  demonstrations 
of  emerging  technologies"  for  commercial  buildings.  What  are  the  specific 
plans  for  each  of  these  activities  and  what  are  the  associated  funding  levels 
for  each  phase  of  the  activity? 

Answer:  The  Climate  Change  Action  Plan's  market-pull  Incentives  (Action 
#6)  and  cost-shared  demonstrations  (Action  #4)  represent  the  Department's 
comprehensive,  market-based  strategy  to  achieve  widespread  deployment  of  new 
lighting  and  appliance  technologies  in  both  the  residential  and  commercial 
buildings  markets.  The  elements  of  this  strategy  are:  1)  market-driven 
technology  development,  demonstration  and  certification,  2)  support  for  market 
aggregation  and  incentives  to  stimulate  demand,  and  3)  information,  education 
and  non-financial  incentives  to  support  consumer  decisions  and  improve  the 
sales  and  service  infrastructure.  This  strategy  will  be  implemented  through 
extensive  involvement  of  stakeholders  in  the  selection  of  candidate 
technologies  and  by  the  formation  of  industry/utility  partnerships  to  exploit 
near-term  market  opportunities.  Two  or  three  technologies  would  be  targeted 
each  year  in  both  the  residential  and  commercial  sectors.  Further  details  on 
strategy  are  available  in  the  DOE  CCAP  Implementation  Plans  for  Actions  4  and 
6.  The  funding  levels  for  the  activity  elements  are  shown  in  the  table  below: 
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CLIMATE  CHANGE  BUDGET  REQUIREMENTS 
Lighting  and  Appliances 


PROGRAM  ACTIVITY 

FY  1995  BUDGET,  SMillion  | 

Residential 

Commercial 

Technology  Development, 
Testing  and  Demonstration 

$1.7 

$2.3 

Incentive  Support  and 
Market  Aggregation 

2.7 

2.2 

Service  Infrastructure, 
Information  &  Education 

2.2 

1.3 

TOTALS 

$6.6 

$5.8 

Question:  Without  government  intervention,  when  would  the  target 
technologies  reach  the  marketplace? 

Answer:  In  most  cases,  these  technologies  never  reach  the  marketplace 
in  a  meaningful  way.  The  present  market  conditions  are  not  suitable  for  the 
growth  of  higher  efficiency  products  in  a  general  sense.  For  example,  several 
high  efficiency  products  have  been  available  to  the  market  for  several  years, 
but  are  purchased  only  in  small  numbers  each  year.  Further,  manufacturers  see 
this  result  of  the  market  and  move  very  slowly  or  hold  back  on  the  emerging 
technologies  that  they  can  produce  because  they  are  concerned  about  sales. 
Cost-effective  technologies  languish  due  to  the  market  conditions. 


The  CCAP  programs  directly 
mix  of  activities  for  each 
as  utilities  and  manufactu 
by  all  partners  to  resolve 
several  groups  to  focus  on 
global  approach,  relativel 
conditions  for  higher  effi 
will  be  transformed  to  be 
technologies. 


address  the  above  situations  by  custom  designing  a 
selected  technology.  By  working  with  partners  such 
rers,  focused  activities  will  be  jointly  implemented 
market  barriers.  The  Department  will  coordinate 
a  barrier  from  several  directions.  This  more 
y  new,  has  shown  success  in  improving  market 
ciency  technologies.    By  this  approach,  the  market 
more  receptive  to  cost-effective,  energy-efficient 


The  goal  1s  to  decrease  the  proportion  of  total  sales  held  by  minimum- 
efficiency  equipment  and  to  greatly  increase  the  sales  at  the  higher 
efficiency  levels. 


Question: 
program? 


How  will  technologies  be  selected  for  inclusion  in  the 


Answer:  In  cases  where  partnerships  have  already  been  established,  the 
Department  will  review  the  proposed  commercialization  activity  relative  to  the 
goals  of  the  CCAP.  Additionally,  the  Department  will  perform  analyses  of  end- 
use  markets  to  screen  technology  alternatives  to  satisfy  those  markets,  and 
identify  candidates  for  commercialization  through  new  partnerships. 

In  either  case,  the  selection  of  technologies  will  Involve  the  stakeholders  to 
assure  correct  targeting  of  the  end-use  markets,  substantial  stakeholder 
participation,  and  continued  support  by  the  partners  (after  the  Department 
ends  its  program). 

Technologies  with  the  following  characteristics  will  be  sought:  (a)  energy 
efficiency  notably  beyond  the  minimum  established  in  Federal  and  State  law, 

(b)  potential  for  significant  energy  saving  and  carbon  reduction  at  the 
national  or  regional  level  (significant  potential  market  for  the  technology), 

(c)  potentially  cost-effective  for  the  consumers,  (d)  supported  and  promoted 
by  the  utilities,  (e)  degree  of  stakeholders  participation,  (f)  amount  of  co- 
funding  from  partners,  (g)  program  cost  effectiveness  (e.g.  carbon  reduction 
per  unit  of  federal  Investment),  and  (h)  degree  of  difficulty  in  surmounting 
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the  market  barriers  (such  as  first  cost,  customer  familiarity,  and  so  on). 
Many  of  these  attributes  are  identical  to  those  specified  in  Section  127  of 
EPAct. 

Question:  How  do  demand-side  management  activities  impact  the 
introduction  of  the  technologies  which  may  be  supported  by  the  market-pull  and 
cost-shared  demonstration  activities  supported  by  these  programs? 

Answer:  The  Department  believes  that  utility  and  State  demand-side 
management  (DSM)  programs  are  an  extremely  important  vehicle  for  achieving  the 
emissions  reduction  goals  of  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan,  and  particularly 
important  to  the  effective  execution  of  Actions  #4  and  #6.  DSM  programs 
provide  very  significant  financial  resources  and  local  marketing  capability 
that,  through  a  variety  of  mechanisms  and  activities,  serve  to  encourage  and 
support  the  introduction  and  market  acceptance  of  more  energy-efficient 
products  and  practices  within  the  buildings  sector.  The  Department  plans  to 
work  jointly  with  utilities  that  have  or  will  have  DSM  programs  for  the 
selected  technologies  as  their  support  amplifies  the  efforts  of  the  Department 
and  produces  more  deployment  results.  If  the  utilities  are  not  supportive  of 
DSM  programs  for  the  selected  technology,  the  cost  of  deployment  will  be 
substantially  higher  for  the  Department. 

While  utility  DSM  programs  represent  one  of  the  most  important  avenues  for 
technology  implementation,  they  are  not  sufficient  by  themselves  to 
successfully  integrate  newer  technologies  into  the  nationwide  marketplace  on  a 
long  term  basis.  Many  DSM  activities  are  limited  by  a  lack  of  adequate 
information  on  technology  performance,  lack  of  consistency  among  programs 
relative  to  product  performance  levels,  and  regional  variations  in  program 
implementation  strategies.  Most  DSM  programs  also  do  not  address  technology 
commercialization  issues  such  as  product  development,  market  aggregation,  and 
required  infrastructure  improvements.  Lastly,  DSM  programs  are  viewed  by 
manufacturers  as  finite  in  duration,  with  little  emphasis  on  long  term 
sustainabil ity  of  the  market  for  energy  efficient  technology. 

The  Department  will  support  utility  DSM  programs  (and  in  general,  State  IRP 
programs)  in  a  number  of  ways  through  the  market-pull  and  demonstration 
initiatives.  The  Department  will  provide  currently  unavailable  field  data  on 
the  performance  of  newly  emerging  technologies  and  quantify  economic  and 
environmental  factors  to  assist  utility  and  regulatory  decision  processes.  The 
Department  will  support  utility  efforts  to  develop  consistent  performance 
measures  for  use  in  DSM  program  design.  Department  activities  also  focus  on 
efforts  not  currently  emphasized  in  many  DSM  programs,  such  as  helping  to 
establish  supportive  sales  and  service  infrastructures,  necessary  to  sustain 
market  deployment  of  advanced  energy  technologies  after  utility  programs  are 
phased  out. 

Question:  What  level  of  cost-sharing  is  expected  for  these 
activities? 

Answer:  Non-Federal -cost  sharing  in  market-pull  and  demonstration 
activities  is  expected  to  range  from  a  minjmum  of  50  percent  to  90  percent  or 
higher,  depending  primarily  on: 

The  nature  of  each  specific  technology  under  consideration  and  its 
present  position  in  the  overall 

development/commercialization/market  acceptance  process;  and 
The  level  of  interest  exhibited  toward  candidate  activities  by 
public  stakeholders  including  industry,  utilities,  regulatory 
bodies,  associations,  consumer  groups,  the  States,  and  others. 

Through  the  Department's  efforts  under  Section  127  of  EPAct,  a  comprehensive 
set  of  criteria  have  been  established  upon  which  projects  will  be  selected  for 
market-pull  and  demonstration  support.  Levels  of  expected  cost-sharing  are  an 
important  element  within  these  criteria,  and  we  will  continue  our  current 
practice  of  substantial  stakeholder  participation  in  planning  efforts  so  as  to 
ensure  an  optimum  level  of  cost-sharing. 


92 

Building  Standards  and  Guidelines 

Question:  As  part  of  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan,  $14.0  million  has 
been  requested  to  assist  States  in  upgrading,  implementing,  and  enforcing 
residential  and  commercial  building  codes.  What  is  the  status  of  State 
efforts  to  upgrade,  implement  and  enforce  energy  efficient  residential  and 
commercial  building  codes? 

Answer:  The  coverage  of  building  codes  varies  from  State  to  State. 
Some  State  codes  cover  all  new  buildings.  In  other  States,  codes  are  applied 
only  to  new  buildings  constructed  by  the  State  or  by  local  jurisdictions  that 
choose  to  enact  codes.  The  goal  of  our  project  is  to  achieve  a  reduction  of 
35  percent  in  total  emissions  and  energy  use  in  new  buildings  by  the  year 
2010. 

Twelve  States  have  in  place  a  State  residential  building  energy  code  that 
meets  or  exceeds  the  Council  of  American  Building  Official's  1992  Model  Energy 
Code  requirements.  Twenty-six  States  have  residential  building  energy 
efficiency  codes  that  do  not  meet  the  1992  Model  Energy  Code  requirements. 
Nine  States  have  no  State  residential  building  energy  efficiency  code 
(although  they  may  have  local  codes).  Three  States  have  in  place  a 
residential  building  energy  code  that  may  meet  or  exceed  the  Model  Energy 
Code,  but  the  State  code's  provisions  are  in  a  different  format  from  the  Model 
Energy  Code  and  the  Department's  comparison  has  not  been  completed. 

One  State  has  in  place  a  State  commercial  building  energy  code  that  meets  or 
exceeds  the  American  Society  of  Heating,  Refrigerating  and  Air-Conditioning 
Engineers'/Illuminating  Engineering  Society's  Standard  90.1-1989  requirements. 
Thirty-three  States  have  State  commercial  building  energy  efficiency  codes 
that  do  not  meet  the  Standard  90.1-1989  requirements.  Five  States  do  not  have 
State  commercial  building  energy  efficiency  codes  (although  they  may  have 
local  codes).  Eleven  States  have  in  place  a  commercial  building  energy  code 
that  may  meet  or  exceed  the  Standard  90.1-1989,  but  the  State  code's 
provisions  are  in  a  different  format  from  the  Standard  90.1-1989  and,  in  these 
cases,  the  Department's  comparison  has  not  been  completed.  The  Department  is 
continuing  to  gather  information  on  the  coverage  of  State  codes. 

Question:  For  those  States  who  have  upgraded  their  energy  codes,  how 
much  Federal  funding  from  the  Energy  Conservation  program  supported  the 
States'  efforts  to  improve  their  codes? 

Answer:  Through  September  30,  1994,  State  updating  of  their  codes  is 
being  supported  with  technical  assistance  rather  than  direct  funding.  About 
$360,000  in  direct  technical  support  will  be  expended  by  the  end  of  this 
fiscal  year.  Several  States  have  been  in  the  process  of  updating  their  codes 
for  several  years  on  the  basis  of  addenda  to  Standard  90.1-1989  which  the 
Department  has  assisted  in  developing  through  its  voluntary  codes  program 
activities.  One  State  has  based  its  update  on  the  Federal  Commercial  Standard 
and  its  technical  support  documents. 

Question:  How  do  States  currently  fund  these  activities  and  why  is  a 
significant  federal  effort  considered  necessary? 

Answer:  In  most  States,  funding  for  these  activities  comes  directly 
from  State  revenues.  As  a  result,  many  States  have  not  updated  their  energy 
efficiency  codes  for  a  number  of  years.  Most  of  the  States  that  have  made 
progress  in  upgrading  their  energy  efficiency  codes  have  used  Petroleum 
Violation  Escrow  Account  funds,  funds  from  the  State  Energy  Conservation 
Program,  or  utility-related  funds.  For  example,  California  has  used  in  the 
neighborhood  of  $600,000  in  contracts  and  a  full  time  staff  of  30  each  year 
for  these  activities.  The  Department's  Bonneville  Power  Administration,  with 
support  from  utilities,  has  supported  the  updating  of  Oregon's  and 
Washington's  codes,  spending  $40  million  over  5  years  on  residential  codes  and 
another  $6  to  $7  million  over  5  years  for  commercial  code  update  to  Standard 
90.1. 

Federal  support  of  this  effort  is  necessary  as  a  catalyst  to  leverage  State 
and  private  resources  to  realize  the  potential  long-term  economic  and 
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environmental  benefits  of  more  efficient  energy  use.  These  benefits  accrue  to 
the  nation,  as  well  as  the  region  and  State.  It  should  be  noted  that 
Petroleum  Violation  Escrow  Account  funds  have  been  substantially  used  up. 
Finally,  it  is  in  the  Federal  interest  to  reduce  the  impacts  of  climate  change 
and  to  reduce  expenditures  for  unnecessary  energy  use  so  that  those  funds  can 
be  used  for  more  productive  commercial  use  and  increase  the  disposable  income 
of  homeowners  and  renters. 

Question:  How  will  these  programs  be  implemented?  Will  funds  be 
awarded  competitively  or  on  a  formula  basis? 

Answer:  First,  national,  regional,  state,  and  local  institutions  will 
identify  information  and  training  needs.  Materials  will  be  tailored  to  those 
needs.  National  organizations  will  provide  information  and  training  to  their 
State  and  regional  constituents.  Delivery  of  the  materials  will  take  place  at 
the  State  and  local  level  by  regional.  State  and  local  stakeholders.  The 
Department  will  work  through  its  regional  support  offices  and  through  existing 
State  mechanisms  to  establish  co-funded  training  and  information  programs. 
Funds  will  be  awarded  on  a  variety  of  factors  such  as:  the  action  proposed  to 
implement  and  enforce  updated  codes;  the  amount  of  construction  in  the  state 
which  will  be  impacted;  the  proposed  co-funding  and  in-kind  contribution, 
partnerships  (including  regional,  local,  and  industry/utility);  the  program 
staff  proposed  to  implement;  and  the  potential  for  perpetuation  with  no  or 
reduced  future  Federal  assistance. 

Question:  How  will  these  programs  be  coordinated  with  the  other 
programs  for  the  States? 

Answer:  Where  similar  delivery  mechanisms  for  the  same  audiences  exist 
for  more  than  one  program,  a  single  mechanism  will  be  used.  For  example, 
residential  standards  will  be  a  point  on  the  home  energy  rating  systems  scale 
and  form  a  baseline  for  any  energy-efficient  mortgage.  Standards  information 
and  training  targeted  at  builders  will  be  packaged  for  all  three  activities. 
The  funding  allocated  to  States  for  this  task  is  expected  to  be  distributed 
through  State  energy  offices  (or  other  such  entity  designated  by  the  State). 
A  key  part  of  the  strategy  is  integrating  building  code  upgrade  programs  with 
a  variety  of  other  State  energy  office  programs  delivered  to  customer  groups. 

Question:  What  types  of  training  efforts  will  be  supported  through  the 
program  and  who  will  receive  the  training? 

Answer:  Training  will  be  provided  for  architects,  engineers,  designers, 
and  builders  on  code  requirements,  benefits,  and  compliance  with  the  updated 
codes.  Training  will  be  provided  for  code  officials  on  the  significance  of 
the  updated  code,  its  benefits,  the  role  of  code  officials  in  realizing  its 
benefits,  and  plan  checking  and  field  inspection  to  assure  compliance  with  the 
codes.  The  program  anticipates  completion  of  these  training  activities  by 
2000. 

Question:  How  will  the  benefits  of  the  program  be  promoted  to  new  home 
buyers? 

Answer:  The  benefits  of  the  program  will  be  widely  promoted  to  new  home 
buyers  through  State  hearings  and  the  legislative  process,  through  related 
State  energy  office  programs,  and  along  with  sale  and  mortgaging  information 
in  conjunction  with  the  Home  Energy  Rating  Systems  and  Energy  Efficient 
Mortgage  programs. 

Question:  What  level  of  funding  will  be  provided  by  the  States  who 
participate  in  the  program? 

Answer:  It  is  expected  that  States  will  provide  at  least  30  percent  of 
the  funding. 
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Federal  Energy  Management  Programs 

Question:  The  President  signed  an  executive  order  on  March  8,  1994,  to 
boost  energy  efficiency  in  the  Federal  government.  The  order  sets  a  goal  of 
reducing  energy  use  by  30  percent  by  the  year  2005  and  mandates  purchase  of 
energy-efficient  and  water-saving  technologies.  How  do  the  new  requirements 
compare  with  the  requirements  of  the  current  executive  order? 

Answer:  The  new  executive  order  increases  the  goal  to  30%  by  2005  from 
the  old  goal  of  20%  by  2000  under  EPACT  and  the  old  Executive  Order.  EPACT 
states  that  all  projects  with  ten  year  payback  or  better  shall  be  completed  by 
2005.  When  that  is  completed,  FEMP  estimates  the  savings  will  reach  the 
thirty  percent  level.  More  important,  the  new  executive  order  provides  the 
tools  and  specific  actions  needed  to  implement  EPACT.  For  example,  it  calls 
for  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  to  conduct  a  workshop  to  identify  the 
barriers  to  implementation  and  then  for  follow-up  to  overcome  them.   It  calls 
for  over  a  dozen  specific  technical  assistance  actions  to  help  agencies  meet 
or  exceed  the  goals.  In  many  ways,  it  builds  on  the  lessons  of  the  old 
executive  order  and  EPACT,  and  advances  the  pace  of  implementation.   By 
increasing  the  goal,  it  is  less  likely  that  an  agency  can  achieve  the  savings 
by  just  skimming  off  the  savings  from  improved  lighting  efficiency.  They  will 
need  to  do  whole  building  and  whole  base  analysis. 

Question:  Does  the  fiscal  year  1994  appropriation  and  the  fiscal  year 
1995  budget  request  include  funds  to  implement  the  requirements  of  the  new 
executive  order? 

Answer:  There  are  no  funds  specifically  identified  for  this  executive 
order  because  most  of  its  provisions  relate  to  improving  and  enhancing 
existing  activities  to  changes  in  internal  agency  management  practices.  The 
FY  1994  appropriation  includes  funding  to  begin  the  necessary  investments  to 
meet  the  Order's  efficiency  goals.  The  FY  1995  Budget  Request  provides 
increased  funding  for  FEMP  which  will  allow  it  to  implement  the  Order. 

Question:  What  progress  is  being  made  to  meet  the  current  executive 
order  requirements? 

Answer:  Agencies  are  on  path  to  achieve  the  10%  savings  goal  by  1995 
and  the  20%  goal  by  2000.  However,  the  recent  savings  have  been  easier  than 
the  next  10%  since  much  of  the  early  savings  has  been  from  lighting 
improvements.  Consequently,  additional  technical  assistance  is  needed  to  help 
them  identify,  fund  and  evaluate  the  best,  most  cost-effective  measures. 

Question:  What  is  the  basis  for  issuing  the  new  executive  order?  Why 
does  it  make  sense  to  increase  the  efficiency  requirements  before  achieving 
existing  goals? 

Answer:  The  new  executive  order  is  a  natural  progression  from  earlier 
goals  and  demonstrates  the  government's  commitment  to  provide  leadership  by 
example.   It  not  only  expands  the  goals  but  it  provides  specific  management 
tools  and  directives  to  help  agencies  achieve  them.  The  Federal  Government 
used  almost  1.75  quads  of  energy  costing  $9.3  billion  in  FY  1992.   Increasing 
the  goal  to  30%  savings  by  2005  is  a  stretch,  but  is  not  inconsistent  with  the 
EPACT  requirement  to  complete  all  projects  with  ten  year  payback  or  better  by 
2005.  Perhaps  the  most  compelling  reason  is  that  it  will  result  in  agencies 
performing  whole  building  analysis  rather  than  trying  to  reach  the  20%  goal  by 
skimming  off  savings  only  from  lighting  efficiency  improvements. 

Question:  As  part  of  the  President's  investment  initiative,  $12,185,000 
is  included  in  the  FY  1995  request  for  the  Federal  Energy  Management  Program 
(FEMP)  for  the  Federal  Facility  Energy  Efficiency  Fund  to  be  administered  by 
DOE,  which  would  provide  grants  to  Federal  agencies  to  invest  in  projects  to 
conserve  energy  in  Federal  buildings.  What  criteria  is  used  to  determine 
which  projects  will  be  funded. 

Answer:  The  criteria  used  to  determine  which  projects  will  be  funded 
include  the  cost-effectiveness,  the  amount  of  energy  and  cost  savings,  the 
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amount  of  funding  committed  by  the  agency  and  the  extent  that  the  proposal 
leverages  financing  from  non-Federal  sources.   In  addition,  the  projects  are 
reviewed  to  ensure  that  there  is  adequate  confidence  that  the  projects  can 
achieve  the  energy  and  water  conservation  objectives  proposed. 

Question:  What  awards  were  made  with  the  $6.0  million  which  was 
appropriated  in  fiscal  year  1994? 

Answer:  There  have  been  no  awards  to  date  since  the  first  call  for 
proposals  is  currently  open.  There  has  been  considerable  interest  among  the 
agencies  and  several  agencies  are  currently  preparing  proposals  for 
submission. 

Question:  How  many  grants  are  anticipated  to  be  made  with  the  funding 
requested  in  fiscal  year  1995? 

Answer:  The  number  of  grants  anticipated  during  fiscal  year  1995  is 
approximately  150. 

Question:  How  much  funding  is  expected  to  be  provided  towards  the 
projects  by  the  agencies  who  are  receiving  the  grants? 

Answer:  The  amount  of  funding  provided  by  the  agencies  will  vary  with 
individual  projects.  A  few  projects  are  expected  to  be  funded  up  to 
approximately  90  per  cent  by  the  agencies  while  others  will  have  no  agency 
funding.  It  is  not  possible  to  project  a  total  agency  funding  amount  at  this 
time. 

Question:  In  FY  1995,  $3,279,000  has  been  requested  as  part  of  the 
investment  initiative  to  continue  analyses  of  energy  use  and  policy  issues  and 
to  increase  cash  awards  for  Federal  energy  managers.  How  much  of  the  funds 
requested  in  FY  1995  support  the  cash  awards  for  Federal  energy  managers?  How 
much  of  the  funds  requested  in  FY  1995  support  the  cash  awards  for  energy 
managers  and  what  is  the  number  and  amount  of  the  awards  to  be  given? 

Answer:  The  awards  program  is  authorized  in  EPACT  at  $250,000  for  the 
cash  incentives  for  outstanding  Federal  energy  managers.  That  is  the  amount 
we  are  seeking  for  the  awards  themselves.  Additional  funds  will  support  the 
awards  program  and  provide  for  a  seminar  and  transfer  of  the  success  stories 
to  other  Federal  energy  managers.  No  exact  number  of  awards  has  been 
identified  since  each  must  be  evaluated  for  its  merit.  Nominations  for  awards 
are  solicited  from  all  agencies.  These  nominations  will  be  reviewed  by  a 
panel  which  will  evaluate  a  variety  of  factors  specified  in  the  Energy  Policy 
Act  of  1992.  Awards  for  the  highest  level  of  achievement  are  anticipated  to 
be  up  to  $10,000  and  others  up  to  $5,000  with  some  small  teams  receiving  up  to 
$25,000  for  a  group  of  four  or  fewer.  Depending  on  the  level  of  achievement, 
30-50  cash  awards  are  anticipated  in  FY  1995. 

Question:  How  many  awards  are  expected  to  be  made  during  fiscal  year 
1994  and  what  is  the  amount  of  the  awards? 

Answer:  Approximately  30-50  cash  awards  are  expected  to  be  made  in  FY 
1994.  These  will  range  from  up  to  $10,000  for  individuals  and  up  to  $25,000 
for  small  groups. 

Question:  The  FY  1995  budget  includes  $1,500,000  to  assist  federal 
agencies  in  utilizing  innovative  financing  to  leverage  appropriations,  an 
increase  of  approximately  $1.1  million  above  the  fiscal  year  1994  level.  How 
will  the  additional  funds  be  used? 

Answer:  The  Federal  Energy  Management  Program  capitalizes  on  the 
enormous  opportunities  for  improved  energy  efficiency  in  Federal  facilities 
and  has  been  a  major  catalyst  in  effecting  financial  leveraging  in  the  Federal 
sector.  We  will  initiate  actions  to  make  the  Department  of  Energy's  Forrestal 
building  a  showcase  for  energy  efficiency,  demonstrating  how  the  Department 
was  able  to  achieve  over  $1,000,000  in  avoided  costs  with  no  capital 
expenditure  by  the  government,  due  to  utility  incentives  and  private  sector 
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financing  through  a  shared  energy  savings  contract.  Providing  additional 
technical  assistance  to  agencies  will  provide  for  additional  energy  and  cost 
savings.   In  some  cases  it  takes  direct  on-site  technical  assistance  to  help 
an  agency  or  facility  know  how  to  write  a  solicitation.   In  others,  we  need  to 
help  reduce  the  procurement  barriers.  By  providing  the  increased  level  of 
technical  assistance,  we  can  help  agencies  utilize  innovative  financing  to 
leverage  their  own  funds  and  get  more  projects  done. 

Question:  How  many  "shared  energy  savings"  contracts  have  been 
successfully  awarded  to  date? 

Answer:  Twenty-one  energy  savings  performance  contracts  have  been 
successfully  awarded.  From  these  contracts,  over  $40  million  in  private 
investment  in  Federal  facilities  will  result  energy  savings  in  excess  of  those 
costs. 

Question:  The  FY  1995  budget  request  includes  $3,186,000  to  increase 
the  number  of  projects  to  be  audited  from  200  sites  in  fiscal  year  1994  to  450 
sites  in  fiscal  year  1995.  Funding  has  been  increased  by  approximately  $1.4 
million  to  support  these  increased  audits.  What  is  the  basis  for  such  a 
significant  expansion  in  the  program?  What  are  the  results  of  the  audits  to 
be  conducted  in  fiscal  year  1994? 

Answer:  The  SAVEnergy  Action  Plan  program  solicited  audit  requests  from 
the  Interagency  Energy  Management  Task  Force,  receiving  requests  to  audit  over 
60  million  square  feet  of  Federal  buildings.  We  are  currently  designing  and 
developing  an  audit  protocol  and  a  project  database  for  audits  and  funding 
mechanisms  to  take  the  audits  a  step  beyond  the  typical  audit  into  an  action 
plan  to  implement  the  audit.  This  will  allow  FEMP  to  not  only  conduct  audit 
prescreening  and  targeting,  but  to  identify  and  help  agencies  complete  the 
best  Federal  opportunities  for  energy  efficiency,  renewable  energy  and  water 
conservation  that  is  an  unprecedented  outpouring  of  need  by  agencies.  With 
current  funding,  we  will  be  able  to  respond  to  about  20%  of  the  requested 
audits.   In  FY  1994,  we  will  conduct  a  minimum  of  100  on-site  audits  that  will 
be  turned  into  implementation  "action  plans"  for  energy-saving  projects  at 
those  sites.   Increased  funding  in  FY  1995  is  needed  to  respond  to  additional 
agency  requests  and  to  develop  and  deliver  a  system  so  agencies  can  perform 
their  own  audits. 

Question:  The  budget  includes  $2,436,000  for  design  assistance  for  new 

federal  buildings,  which  represents  an  increase  of  approximately  $1.9  million, 

or  about  400  percent.  Two  site  projects  are  expected  to  be  completed  in 

fiscal  year  1994  and  additional  projects  are  supported  in  fiscal  year  1995. 

When  will  the  case  studies  from  the  projects  supported  in  fiscal  year  1994  be 
completed? 

Answer:  The  two  design  assistance  projects  in  FY  1994  are  underway  and 
will  demonstrate  better  ways  of  improving  energy  efficiency  in  Federal 
buildings.  FEMP  is  working  with  other  Federal  agencies  to  develop  the  case 
studies  for  the  projects  and  anticipates  completion  of  case  studies  by  the  end 
of  the  calendar  year.  Preliminary  analysis  shows  30  -  50%  energy  savings 
potential  in  new  buildings  over  typical  construction. 

Question:  How  many  additional  sites  are  expected  to  be  selected  with 
the  additional  funds  in  fiscal  year  1995? 

Answer:  Based  on  the  experience  to  date,  8-10  additional  projects 
should  be  undertaken  in  FY  1995.  Equally  important  is  the  process  being 
developed  that  will  help  Federal  designers  to  incorporate  the  finest  design 
features  possible  at  the  earliest  stages. 

Question:  What  is  the  basis  for  such  a  significant  expansion  in  the 
program? 

Answer:  Doing  it  right  the  first  time  is  far  more  cost-effective  than 
having  to  re-do  a  building  later.  Design  assistance  for  new  buildings  and 
major  renovations  is  cheap  compared  to  the  cost  after  installing  wasteful 
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energy  systems.  If  we  are  to  be  successful  at  creating  a  new  generation  of 
energy  efficient  Federal  buildings,  it  will  take  this  level  of  investment. 
With  these  funds,  FEMP  can  make  sure  the  showcase  buildings  incorporate  the 
most  cost-effective  design  practices  and  technologies.  That  will  quickly 
return  the  cost  of  the  investment  back  to  the  Treasury  in  reduced  utility 
bills.  Energy  reductions  of  up  to  50%  in  an  energy  efficient  building  over  a 
wasteful  building  can  be  achieved. 

Energy  Education  and  Information 

Question:  For  energy  education  activities,  $2,000,000  has  been 
requested  to  support  implementation  of  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan.  One  of 
the  goals  of  the  program  is  to  provide  consistency  and  reduce  the  costs  for 
State  and  local  and  industry-sponsored  programs.  How  does  this  initiative 
propose  to  reduce  the  costs  for  the  State  and  local  and  industry-sponsored 
programs?  What  barriers  exist  to  reducing  these  costs? 

Answer:  Prior  studies  of  energy  efficiency  programs  (federal,  state, 
and  utility)  have  concluded  that  a  fuller  understanding  of  how  people  can  be 
motivated  through  education  programs  is  a  critical  issue. 

For  example,  a  National  Academy  of  Sciences  report  concluded,  "conservation 
policies  and  programs  have  been  built  on  an  inadequate  understanding  of  how 
people  respond  to  prices,  information,  incentives,  and  other  stimuli.  Some  of 
the  needed  knowledge  exists,  but  much  has  to  be  developed  in  the  process  of 
designing  and  implementing  energy  policies  and  programs."  (Energy  Efficiency 
in  Buildings:  Behavioral  Issues,  Committee  on  Behavioral  and  Social  Aspects  of 
Energy  Consumption  and  Production.  National  Research  Council, 
Washington, D. C. ;  National  Academy  Press,  1985,  p. 3) 

In  collaboration  with  industry  and  with  the  research  community,  the  Department 
will  develop  a  program  of  research  designed  to  identify  the  information 
barriers  to  energy  efficiency  and  renewable  energy  use.  The  results  of  this 
research  will  be  used  to  strengthen  all  of  the  building  sector's  training  and 
assistance  programs  by  allowing  them  to  be  more  specifically  designed  to 
overcome  these  barriers. 

Question:  What  are  the  activities  which  will  be  supported  by  this 
initiative  and  what  are  the  associated  funding  levels? 

Answer:  In  collaboration  with  industry  and  the  research  community,  the 
Office  of  Building  Technologies  will  develop  a  program  of  research  designed  to 
identify  the  information  barriers  to  energy  efficiency  and  renewable  energy 
use,  and  to  develop  strategies  for  overcoming  these  barriers.  The  effort  will 
be  coordinated  with  other  end-use  sector  offices  on  issues  that  cross  sector 
lines.  The  program  will  include  both  basic  and  applied  research. 

Basic  research  studies  will  be  in  the  following  area:  Understanding  of  how 
customers  make  purchase  decisions  regarding  energy-consuming  equipment,  and 
specifically  why  customers  attach  an  artificially  high  discount  to  energy- 
efficient  equipment;  how  utility  bills  can  more  effectively  be  used  to  promote 
energy-efficient  decisions;  and  how  providing  better  information  on  efficient 
technologies  to  equipment  specifiers  and  distributors  can  increase  their 
decisions  to  select  energy-efficient  equipment.  The  research  also  will 
examine  the  most  effective  ways  to  disseminate  information,  including  the 
identification  of  key  decision  points,  the  factors  influencing  decisions,  and 
the  most  effective  way  to  add  energy  considerations  into  these  decisions.  The 
results  will  show  what  information  must  be  presented,  when,  and  in  what  media 
to  have  maximum  impact.  These  results  will  be  used  to  guide  DOE's  outreach 
programs. 

Applied  research  studies  will  be  closely  coordinated  with  other  R&D  on  new 
technologies  and  implementation  activities;  specifically,  research  on  market 
acceptance  in  parallel  with  technology  development,  and  development  of 
effective  marketing  strategies  in  collaboration  with  utilities,  states,  and 
manufacturers,  including  design  competitions  to  stimulate  interest  in  energy- 
efficient  buildings.  Applied  research  will  also  be  conducted  on  how  to 
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improve  capabilities  of  building  maintenance  personnel  to  operate  energy- 
efficient  equipment  such  as  building  control  systems,  including  specialized 
training  and  the  design  of  a  process  with  industry  for  the  certification  of 
building  managers;  and  ways  in  which  FEMP  can  be  made  more  effective  by 
improving  the  decision-making  behavior  of  federal  energy  managers. 

This  research  program  requires  funding  of  $2  million  in  FY  1995,  of  which 
$400,000  is  for  basic  studies  and  the  remaining  $1,600,000  is  for  applied 
research  studies,  including  the  implementation  actions  studied. 

Question:   In  support  of  implementation  of  the  Climate  Change  Action 
Plan,  $1,400,000  has  been  requested  for  an  energy  efficiency  and  renewable 
energy  information  campaign.  How  do  these  activities  differ  from  those  funded 
through  the  "Build  America"  and  "Rebuild  America"  initiatives? 

Answer:  The  information  campaign  will  be  designed  to  meet  user  needs  to 
achieve  and  maintain  a  high  level  of  energy  efficiency  and  use  of  renewable 
energy  in  buildings,  with  decisions  on  topics  made  in  cooperation  with 
stakeholders.  For  example,  one  target  audience  currently  identified  is 
building  energy  efficiency  specialists,  who  audit  and  retrofit  existing 
buildings  and  install,  operate,  and  maintain  building  equipment.  The 
information  campaign  for  these  specialists  will  be  implemented  in  three  steps: 
an  evaluation  of  performance  and  ski  11 -mix  in  each  major  category  of  worker 
{such  as  air-conditioning  technician);  a  survey  of  current  training  and 
information  available;  and  targeted  training  and  certification  programs,  in 
cooperation  with  professional  groups  and  manufacturers.  Other  target 
audiences  being  considered  are  building  financing  specialists  and  real  estate 
leasing  agents. 

These  activities  will  be  coordinated  with,  but  will  not  duplicate,  those 
within  the  Building  America  program  (advanced  homebuilding  and  system 
construction  techniques)  and  the  Rebuild  America  program 
(rebuilding/retrofitting),  which  include  training  only  in  those  selected 
project  areas. 

Cool  Communities 

Question:  In  support  of  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan,  $2,200,000  has 
been  requested  for  the  Cool  Communities  program  in  conjunction  with  EPA,  the 
Forest  Service,  the  Department  of  Defense,  and  utilities.  The  program  will 
expand  efforts  begun  in  fiscal  year  1994  at  a  level  of  $750,000  to  support  2 
to  3  cost-shared  demonstration  projects.  Why  should  this  program  be  expanded 
before  the  results  of  the  fiscal  year  1994  efforts  are  verified  and  the  effect 
on  global  warming  analyzed? 

Answer:  The  urban  heat  island  research  funded  in  1994  will  provide 
critical  information  on  the  effects  of  urban  heat  island  and  mitigation 
technologies  including  additional  information  on  the  specification  for  roofing 
and  pavings  materials.  However,  the  cooling  effects  of  selected  colored  roofs 
and  pavings  are  well  documented  by  research  at  the  Roof  Test  Facility  at  the 
Oak  Ridge  National  Laboratory.  The  benefits  of  correct  tree  shading  and 
transpiration  are  well  documented  by  field  tests  monitored  by  the  Lawrence 
Berkeley  Laboratory.  Thgre  are  products  that  if  rated  and  labeled  could  be 
made  available  to  the  market  right  now.  We  have  adequate  evidence  to  justify 
expansion  of  the  program  with  available,  proven  technologies,  while  continuing 
the  heat  island  research  to  further  refine  and  identify  new  opportunities  and 
products. 

Question:  What  is  the  status  of  efforts  begun  in  fiscal  year  1994? 

Answer:  Several  meetings  have  been  held  with  roofing  and  roadway  trade 
associations  who  have  agreed  in  principle  to  the  concept  of  rating  and  labels 
for  cool  surfaces.  They  also  agreed  in  principle  to  discuss  new  product 
development  to  satisfy  architectural  needs.  The  Department  of  Energy 
currently  is  working  with  the  roofing  industry  and  the  Department  of  Commerce 
(National  Institute  on  Standards  and  Technology)  on  a  roofing  material  rating 
plan.  Discussion  with  the  American  Society  of  Heating,  Refrigerating,  and 
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Air-conditioning  Engineers  has  been  initiated  to  include  cool  roof 
requirements  in  the  next  update  of  the  ASHRAE  Standard  90  series  of  building 
energy  performance  standards.  The  same  approach  is  planned  for  the  California 
Title  24  standards  and  to  Council  of  American  Building  Official  standards  for 
residential  buildings.  DOE  is  working  with  the  California  South  Coast  Air 
Quality  Management  District  to  provide  the  data,  modelling,  and  analysis  for 
remediation  of  heat  island  effects  in  the  Los  Angeles  basin,  and  the 
development  of  programs  to  mitigate  heat  island  impact.  We  expect  this 
project  to  result  in  approaches  which  can  be  replicated  in  other  areas. 

Question:  How  many  cost-shared  demonstrations  will  be  funded  in  fiscal  year 
1995  and  what  level  of  cost  sharing  is  expected  for  this  program?  What 
criteria  will  be  used  to  select  the  demonstrations? 

Answer:  Cost  shared  activities  will  consist  of  two  programs:  the  first 
with  manufacturers  of  roofing  and  paving  products  to  rate  and  label  available 
products,  develop  new  products  and  participate  in  joint  marketing  of  these 
products;  the  second  is  to  support  the  development  of  implementation  programs 
in  selected  communities.  The  target  for  FY  1995  is  that  25  cities  and  10 
federal  facilities  will  begin  participation  in  the  program.  The  program  does 
not  require  matching  funds  for  participation  in  the  technology  transfer 
effort.  The  measure  of  success  will  be  measured  in  term  of  market  penetration 
of  cool  products.   Communities  that  wish  to  join  the  program  can  do  so  under 
selection  criteria  developed  by  the  Advisory  Committee,  that  criteria  includes 
local  government  commitment,  business  support,  citizen  organization 
participation,  and  utility  participation.  The  twenty  five  communities  is  a 
target.  If  more  communities  will  express  interest  we  will  do  every  thing  we 
can  to  include  them  in  the  program. 

Question:  What  level  of  funding  is  anticipated  for  each  aspect  of  the 
program? 

Answer:  In  addition  to  the  $750,000  requested  for  the  continuation  of 
the  heat  island  research,  the  breakdown  for  the  FY  1995  CCAP  request,  is  for 
existing  product  labeling  and  rating,  $600,000;  incorporation  of  the  cool 
roofing  products  in  standards  and  home  energy  improvements  analysis  and 
rating,  $200,000;  cost-shared  new  product  development  with  industry  and  market 
acceptance  testing  of  roofing  products  in  target  markets,  $900,000,  and 
national  deployment  of  all  three  products,  $500,000.  The  above  breakdown  is 
preliminary.  We  are  currently  discussing  with  industry  the  various  aspect  of 
the  program  which  may  result  in  changes  to  the  allocation. 

The  research  will  characterize  high  albedo  products.  For  example,  we  will 
develop  test  procedures  and  develop  data  bases  of  cool  materials  and  provide 
this  information  to  industry  and  consumers. 

Under  product  development  and  market  testing,  we  will:  (a)  work  with  industry 
to  develop  the  products  based  on  the  characteristics  identified  through 
research,  i.e.,  work  with  manufacturers  of  roofing  materials  to  identify 
existing  products  that  meet  the  criteria,  and  develop  new  cool  surfaces  in  a 
range  of  colors;  (b)  provide  voluntary  test  procedures,  ratings,  and  labels  to 
specify  the  summer  mid-day  temperature  of,  roofs  and  roadways;  (c)  work  with 
regulators  (building  energy  performance  standards  and  smog  control  standards) 
to  set  maximum  permissible  temperatures  for  new  roofs  and  re-roofs,  and  new 
roads  and  resurfaced  roads,  and  to  set  targets  for  shade  trees  (roughly 
three/home  or  the  equivalent  density  for  larger  buildings);  and  (d)  test 
market  penetration  of  the  products  In  target  market  areas. 

Under  national  deployment,  we  will  work  with  stakeholders  to  promote  and 
assist  In  implementation.  For  example,  we  will  work  with  utilities  to  provide 
rebates  for  the  implementation  of  the  products  and  programs;  we  will  work  with 
procurement  officials  in  Federal,  State,  and  local  government  to  buy  the  new 
cool  materials;  and  we  will  work  with  communities  and  Federal  facilities  to 
establish  technology  transfer  and  promotion  programs. 

Question:  What  type  of  technical  assistance  will  be  provided  to  the 
communities  selected  for  participating  in  the  program  and  how  many  communities 
will  receive  assistance? 


100 

Answer:  All  communities  will  receive  technical  assistance  including: 
how  to  set  up  a  program,  and  who  should  participate;  understanding  the 
technologies  and  products  and  how  they  can  be  deployed;  how  to  get  the  private 
sector  involved;  changes  to  codes  and  standards;  and  information  on  the 
experience. 

Question:  What  is  the  participation  in  the  program  for  EPA,  the  Forest 
Service,  the  Department  of  Defense,  and  utilities?  How  much  funding  has  been 
requested  by  these  other  federal  agencies? 

Answer:  A  tentative  understanding  with  these  agencies  is  that  they  will 
do  the  following:  EPA's  Climate  Change  Policy  staff  will  conduct  program 
monitoring  and  policy  analysis.  The  Forest  Service  will  provide  local 
technical  assistance  through  its  existing  arrangements  with  state  forestry 
agencies,  and  will  carry  out  research  projects  through  its  existing  research 
budget.  The  Department  of  Defense  will  incorporate  Cool  Communities 
technologies,  where  appropriate,  in  the  normal  remodelling  and  renovation  of 
Defense  facilities.  Utilities  will  provide  incentives  and  support  monitoring. 
HUD  is  attempting  to  determine  where  existing  housing  projects  where  cost- 
effective  energy  conservation  actions  can  be  incorporated  into  design  and 
funding.  At  this  stage,  none  of  these  Federal  agencies,  to  our  knowledge,  is 
asking  for  additional  Federal  resources  in  order  to  carry  out  its  activities. 

Question:  Why  is  a  federal  program  necessary  for  these  efforts  and  how 
will  DOE's  efforts  differ  from  those  of  the  other  agencies  involved? 

Answer:  The  existence  of  the  heat  island  phenomena  has  been  known  for 
years,  and  many  of  the  technologies  being  proposed  in  Cool  Communities  are 
well  proven.  Products  availability,  institutional  barriers  and  consumer 
knowledge  are  the  key  impediments  to  successful  implementation.  Federal 
leadership  can  help  remove  impediments  to  the  development  and  marketing  of  new 
products,  and  the  federal  government  can  coordinate  information  exchange, 
education  efforts,  technical  assistance,  and  the  demonstration  of  national 
economic  and  environmental  benefits. 

Question:  What  tree-planting  activities  are  envisioned  by  this 
initiative? 

Answer:  The  program  will  not  directly  plant  trees  nor  subsidize  tree 

plantings.  The  tree  planting  will  be  done  through  local  programs  with 

potential  support  from  appropriate  national  and/or  local  private  sector 
partners. 

Industry  Sector 

Question:  As  part  of  the  investment  initiative  in  fiscal  year 
1995,  a  five-year  research  and  development  program  of  advanced  motor 
systems  has  been  proposed.  How  would  the  activities  funded  through  this 
program  differ  from  those  supported  by  the  "Motor  Challenge"  or  "Golden 
Carrot"  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  programs? 

Answer:  The  five-year  research  and  development  program  of 
advanced  motor  systems  is  focused  on  research  for  industrial  electric 
motors  and  adjustable  speed  drives.  Examples  of  the  research  needed  are 
control  of  feed  back  harmonics  caused  by  adjustable  speed  drives  in  the 
electric  supply  system  and  improved  instrumentation  to  measure  motor  and 
drive  efficiency  and  performance  in  the  field.  This  research  supports 
Motor  Challenge  by  developing  more  efficient  motors  and  adjustable  speed 
drives  and  resolving  issues  such  as  reduction  of  the  harmonics  induced 
on  the  electric  supply  system.  Motor  Challenge  is  designed  to  increase 
market  penetration  of  high  efficiency  motors,  drives,  and  equipment. 
The  Golden  Carrot  program  focuses  on  the  equipment  that  is  driven  by  the 
electric  motor  and  drive  system.  DOE  will  work  with  manufacturers, 
utilities,  and  others  to  develop  and  market  more  efficient  industrial 
equipment  such  as  pumps,  fans,  and  air  compressors. 
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Question:  In  October,  the  Secretary  of  Energy  announced  a 
collaborative  effort  with  motor  and  drive  manufacturers,  users, 
utilities,  and  trade  associations  to  accelerate  the  use  of  more 
efficient  industrial  electric  motor  systems.   In  support  of  the  Climate 
Change  Action  Plan,  $3,500,000  has  been  requested  for  the  "Motor 
Challenge"  program,  which  will  include  "showcase  demonstrations.  Why 
was  this  program  announced  and  agreements  signed  prior  to  having  funds 
in  place  for  fiscal  year  1994? 

Answer:  Motor  Challenge  is  a  title  used  to  identify  some  of  the 
activities  of  the  electric  motor  systems  (electric  drives  in  the  FY  1994 
budget)  program.  At  a  workshop  in  February  1993,  representatives  of 
utilities,  end-users,  and  motor  and  drives  manufacturers  identified  the 
need  for  a  focused  program  to  encourage  the  implementation  of  improved 
electric  motor  systems  including  the  motor,  drive,  and  equipment.   For 
example,  the  FY  1993  and  FY  1994  budgets  call  for  multi-party  leveraged 
demonstrations,  motor  standards  preparation,  and  development  and 
dissemination  of  technical  information.  Motor  Challenge  consolidates 
and  coordinates  these  existing  activities. 

Motor  Challenge  targets  industrial  electric  motor  systems  which 
presently  represent  8  percent  of  U.S.  greenhouse  gas  emissions  and  over 
$30  billion  in  electricity  cost  to  industry.  The  program  aims  to 
accelerate  a  savings  of  $2  billion  in  energy  costs,  and  8  million  metric 
tons  of  carbon  emissions  by  2000.  Additionally,  the  motor,  drive  and 
related  motor-driven  equipment  (pumps,  fans,  compressors,  etc.) 
manufacturers  employ  over  100,000  people  within  the  U.S. 

Industry  has  shown  a  high  degree  of  enthusiasm  for  the  Motor 
Challenge  concept.  The  elements  of  Motor  Challenge  arose  from  a 
workshop  sponsored  by  the  Electric  Power  Research  Institute  and  DOE.  At 
that  workshop,  manufacturers,  utilities,  designers,  and  end  users 
identified  strong  Federal  leadership,  showcase  demonstrations,  an 
information  clearing  house,  and  central  data  bases  as  necessary 
components  in  the  realization  of  available  energy  efficiency  (43 
billion  kilowatt  hours  by  2010),  economic  ($2  billion  saved  in 
electricity  costs),  and  environmental  benefits  (less  air  pollutants). 
Motor  Challenge  was  brought  forth  by  industry  in  the  White  House 
Conference  on  Climate  Change.  Realizing  that  Motor  Challenge  was 
precisely  the  type  of  action  that  the  Administration  was  desiring  within 
the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan.  The  Secretary  of  Energy  has  pledged  her 
support  for  the  program. 

Question:  What  is  the  relationship  between  the  "Motor  Challenge" 
program  and  the  'Golden  Carrot"  program? 

Answer:  The  Motor  Challenge  program  is  designed  to  increase  the 
market  penetration  of  efficient  electric  motor  systems.  The  Federal 
investment  encourages  industry  financed  showcase  demonstrations  by 
providing  design  tools  and  assistance,  test  protocols  to  validate  energy 
savings,  recognition,  and  nationwide  marketing.  Golden  Carrot 
encourages  industry  to  develop  more  efficient  air  compressors,  fans, 
pumps  and  other  types  of  industrial  process  equipment.  The  Federal 
funds  will  be  used  as  seed  money  to  pool  utility  rebates  and/or 
organizations  purchasing  power  to  promote  the  commercialization  of  such 
equipment  similar  to  the  original  Golden  Carrot  which  pooled  utility 
funds  for  the  most  energy-efficient  refrigerator.  The  equipment 
developed  under  Golden  Carrot  will  become  part  of  an  information  data 
base  of  present  and  future  Motor  Challenge  activities.   In  addition. 
Golden  Carrot,  as  it  encourages  more  efficient  motor  driven  equipment, 
complements  the  research,  development,  and  demonstration  programs  that 
are  authorized  by  Section  2105,  "Electric  Drives",  of  the  Energy  Policy 
Act  of  1992  which  develops  more  efficient  electric  motors  and  drives. 

Question:  What  are  the  "showcase"  demonstrations  envisioned  as 
part  of  the  budget  request? 
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Answer:  Showcase  demonstrations  within  Motor  Challenge  are 
agreetnents  among  DOE  and  industrial  electric  motor  system  end-user  teams 
composed  of  suppliers,  utilities,  engineering  firms  and  other  interested 
parties.  These  agreements  provide  that  industrial  teams  will  use  their 
internal  resources  to  demonstrate  and  showcase  electric  motor  system 
energy  efficiency,  productivity,  and  environmental  improvement  in  varied 
industrial  and  municipal  facilities,  and  that  DOE  will  develop  and 
provide  tools,  protocols  and  best  practices,  independent  performance 
field  validation,  technology  and  information  transfer  workshops, 
documentation  for  case  studies,  and  recognition  of  successful  projects. 
During  the  first  two  years  of  the  showcase  demonstrations,  industry  is 
expected  to  invest  about  $10  million,  while  DOE  plans  to  invest  $5 
mill  ion. 

Question:  As  part  of  the  investment  initiative  in  support  of  the 
Energy  Policy  Act,  $7,506,000  is  requested  in  fiscal  year  1995  for  the 
Advanced  Manufacturing  Initiative.  No  funds  were  provided  for  this 
initiative  in  fiscal  year  1994,  however,  the  justifications  indicate 
that  a  solicitation  would  be  prepared.  What  activities  will  be 
supported  and  what  are  the  associated  funding  levels?  What 
demonstration  activities  will  be  supported? 

Answer:  The  justifications  were  written  in  anticipation  of 
appropriations  being  made  for  the  implementation  of  this  initiative  in 
FY  1994.  When  the  funding  request  for  these  programs  was  rejected,  the 
justifications  were  not  updated.  No  appropriations  were  provided  and 
appropriation  language  stated  that,  "No  funds  provided  in  this  Act  may 
be  expended  by  the  Department  of  Energy  to  prepare,  issue,  or  process 
procurements  documents  for  programs  or  projects  for  which  appropriations 
have  not  been  made."  The  following  activities  associated  with  planning 
the  National  Advanced  Manufacturing  Technologies  Initiative  are 
presently  scheduled  for  FY  1994. 

*  Completion  of  the  Department  review  of  the  five-year  program 
plan  and  its  submission  to  Congress  in  compliance  with 
Section  2202  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  1992.  This 
activity  is  scheduled  for  completion  in  April  1994. 

*  A  draft  of  a  solicitation  package  has  been  prepared  as  part 
of  planning  activities.  No  procurement  activities  will 
occur  until  appropriations  are  available  for  this  Program. 

Associated  Funding  Levels:  Because  there  are  no  appropriations 
associated  with  this  program  in  FY  1994,  all  funding  for  the  preparation 
of  the  five-year  program  and  planning  activities  are  provided  from  the 
management  and  program  direction  funding  source. 

Demonstrations  to  be  Supported:   No  demonstration  activities  will  be 
supported  in  FY  1994.  A  solicitation  for  proposals  cannot  be  made  until 
appropriations,  that  are  consistent  with  the  FY  1995  Budget  Request,  are 
made  available  for  this  program.  Industry  guidance  on  implementation  of 
this  program  calls  for  a  solicitation  of  proposals  that  allow  the 
broadest  range  of  advanced  manufacturing  technologies,  which  provide 
benefits  in  energy  savings  and  productivity  improvements,  to  be 
considered  for  funding.  Industry  indicated  areas  of  opportunity  during 
the  workshop  associated  with  this  initiative.  However,  focused  program 
options,  including  possible  ties  to  high  priority  programs  such  as  the 
Clean  Car  initiative  or  other  manufacturing  process  improvement  programs 
are  being  considered. 

Question:   When  is  the  solicitation  expected  to  be  prepared? 

Answer:   The  development  of  a  draft  solicitation  has  been 
completed  in  FY  1994  as  part  of  the  planning  activities  associated  with 
the  expected  implementation  of  the  program.  The  final  solicitation  will 
be  prepared  if  and  when  funds  are  appropriated. 
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Question:  Funding  for  the  Energy  Analysis  and  Diagnostic  Center 
(EADC)  program  is  requested  at  a  level  of  $7,800,000,  which  represents 
an  increase  of  $2.4  million,  or  about  44  percent,  above  the  fiscal  year 
1994  level.  The  program  will  expand  from  30  universities  in  fiscal  year 
1994  to  35  universities  in  fiscal  year  1995.  How  are  the  activities  of 
the  EADC  program  coordinated  with  the  auditing  activities  carried  out 
through  the  State  Energy  Conservation  program? 

Answer:  The  EADC  program  provides  energy  audits  to  small  and 
medium  sized  manufacturing  facilities.  The  recommendations  made,  and 
those  accepted,  have  been  organized  into  a  data  base  that  is  available 
to  the  public  on  a  bulletin  board.  Many  state  energy  offices,  under  the 
auspices  of  the  State  Energy  Conservation  Program,  encourage  greater  use 
of  energy  efficient  technologies  and  renewable  energy  resources  in  their 
industries  through  a  variety  of  outreach  and  technical  assistance 
activities.  As  a  result,  there  is  regular  internal  coordination  between 
the  State  Energy  Conservation  Program  and  the  Office  of  Industrial 
Technologies.  The  Director  of  the  State  Energy  Programs  Division  and 
the  EADC  Program  manager  communicate  frequently  and  the  EADC  Program 
manager  is  a  participant  in  the  annual  SEP  "All  States"  Meeting   In 
addition,  EADC  directors  are  meeting  with  their  state  energy  offices  to 
further  coordinate  their  efforts.  State  energy  offices  are  being  alerted 
to  the  planning  resource  for  energy  planning  that  exists  in  EADC 
database  open  for  public  inquiry  at  Rutgers  University.  For  example, 
there  is  a  continual  face-to-face  interface  between  the  EADC  director  at 
the  University  of  West  Virginia  and  the  University  of  West  Virginia 
manager  of  the  West  Virginia  State  energy  work. 

Question:  In  addition  to  the  expansion  of  the  ongoing  EADC 
program,  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  proposes  to  expand  the  EADC 
program  by  selecting  3  additional  EADCs  and  restructuring  the  program 
establishing  a  "service  center".  What  is  the  cost  of  the  additional 
Energy  Analysis  and  Diagnostic  Centers  compared  with  the  those  funded 
through  the  base  program? 

Answer:  The  cost  for  each  new  school  added  either  by  the  base 
program  or  the  climate  change  action  plan  initiative  are  the  same.  The 
cost  of  a  first  year  EADC  to  include  training  and  a  reduced  audit  load 
is  forecast  to  be  $94,000  per  school  in  fiscal  year  1995.   The  cost  for 
a  fully  functioning  EADC  with  a  full  load  of  30  audits  per  year  is 
$179,150  per  school.  When  the  schools  add  waste  assessments  the  cost 
further  increases  to  $216,208  per  school. 

Question:  What  is  the  purpose  of  the  proposed  "service  center", 
and  the  associated  cost? 

Answer:  Using  data  from  the  EADC  database  of  recommendations  made 
during  energy  audits,  waste  assessments,  and  contacts  with  known 
experts,  the  service  center  will  provide  recommended  solutions  to 
inquiries  from  manufacturing  plants  and  small  businesses.  The  purpose  of 
the  proposed  "service  center"  is  to  provide  analysis  of  energy  audit 
data,  technology  information,  and  productivity  data  in  response  to 
specific  requests  by  manufacturing  plants  and  utilities.  We  expect  that 
small  business  will  contact  the  service  center  for  specific  energy 
efficiency  information  on  a  variety  of  particular  issues.   The  cost  for 
the  center  in  FY  1995  is  $250,000. 

Question:  Where  will  the  "service  center"  be  located  and  how  will 
it  be  staffed? 

Answer:  The  "service  center"  will  be  located  at  the  Rutgers  State 
University  of  New  Jersey.  The  center  will  be  staffed  by  2  professionals 
and  1  staff  support  person. 

Question:  In  support  of  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  $2,000,000 
has  been  requested  for  the  "Golden  Carrot"  program,  which  will  develop 
high  efficiency  motor  equipment.  A  portion  of  the  funds  will  be  used  to 
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issue  a  solicitation  and  develop  consortia  to  ensure  "market  pull"  for 
the  equipment  developed.  How  will  the  solicitation  and  the  consortia 
ensure  "market  pull"  for  the  equipment  developed? 

Answer:  The  solicitation  will  develop  a  consortia  of  stakeholders 
and  manufacturers  to  develop  specific  high  efficiency  motor  driven 
equipment.  We  anticipate  that  the  consortia  will  pool  funds  to  insure 
that  more  efficient  equipment  will  be  developed.  These  pools  of  funds 
could  be  used  in  different  ways.  For  instance,  the  Golden  Carrot  for 
refrigerators  sponsored  a  competition  in  which  the  funds  were  provided 
to  a  manufacturer  who,  in  turn,  used  them  in  a  rebate  program  to 
guarantee  that  if  any  manufacturer  reaches  certain  economic  goals  a 
market  would  exist  for  his  product.  We  anticipate  that  several 
consortia  will  be  developed  using  a  number  of  economic  incentives  to 
ensure  that  the  technology  is  introduced  into  the  market  place. 

Question:  What  is  the  total  funding  level,  the  funding  level 
associated  with  each  portion  of  the  program,  and  expected  duration  of 
the  program? 

Answer:  The  total  funding  level  of  the  Golden  Carrot  program  is 
$2,000,000  for  FY  1995.  This  provides  $500,000  for  the  initial 
foundation  building  activities  of  stakeholder  reviews  and  roundtables. 
targeted  technology  and  market  assessments,  and  evaluation  of  candidate 
strategies.  The  remaining  $1,500,000  for  solicitations  is  directed  at 
targeted  market  opportunities.  DOE  funds  will  be  highly  leveraged  with 
utilities.  State  energy  offices,  and  other  incentive  organizations,  to 
determine  which  industrial  applications  are  best  suited  to  a  "market 
pull"  incentive  to  encourage  earlier  introduction  of  more  efficient 
electric  motor  systems.  Typically,  DOE  funds  will  be  used  to  initiate 
consortia  on  a  State,  regional,  and/or  national  level,  and  not  to 
directly  subsidize  specific  manufacturers.  Incentives  will  be  mostly 
provided  by  industrial  end-user  groups,  utilities,  or  other  non-DOE 
stakeholders.  For  example,  utility  consortia  could  provide  pooled 
resource  incentives  as  part  of  their  demand-side  management  programs,  or 
end-user  buyers  groups  could  set  efficiency  thresholds  or  specifications 
and  create  a  market  and  an  increased  demand  for  certain  types  of  motor- 
driven  equipment.  The  program  is  planned  to  be  completed  in  5  years. 

Question:  What  is  the  funding  level  associated  with  each  portion 
of  the  program? 

Answer:  The  program  plans  to  invest  $500,000  in  initial 
foundation  building  activities  in  FY  1995.  These  activities  will 
include  stakeholder  reviews  and  roundtables,  targeted  technology  and 
market  assessments,  and  evaluation  of  candidate  strategies.  $1,500,000 
is  budgeted  at  solicitations  directed  at  specific  market  opportunities. 
DOE  funds  will  be  highly  leveraged  with  utilities.  State  energy  offices 
and  other  incentive  organizations.   Incentives  will  be  mostly  provided 
by  industrial  end-user  groups,  utilities,  or  other  non-DOE  stakeholders. 
For  example,  utility  consortia  could  provide  pooled  resource  incentives 
as  part  of  their  demand-side  management  programs,  or  end-user  buyers 
groups  could  set  efficiency  thresholds  or  specifications  and  create  a 
market  and  an  increased  demand  for  certain  types  of  motor-driven 
equipment.  Typically,  DOE  funds  will  be  used  to  initiate  consortia  on  a 
State,  regional,  and/or  national  level,  and  not  to  directly  subsidize 
specific  manufacturers. 

Question:  In  support  of  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan,  $1,500,000 
is  requested  to  implement  a  cooperative  program  of  information 
dissemination,  education,  and  training  to  accelerate  adoption  of  energy 
efficient  process  technologies.  How  do  these  activities  differ  from 
those  supported  by  the  ongoing  base  program? 

Answer:  The  goals  are  consistent  with  those  supported  by  the  base 
program.  Pollution  Prevention  Technologies  by  U.S.  industry.  The 
Climate  Change  Action  Plan  provides  for  an  expanded  effort  with 
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stakeholder  groups  that  include  DOE,  other  Federal  agencies,  state 
energy  and  environmental  development  offices,  U.S.  industry  and 
financial  institutions,  and  citizens  at  large  to  accelerate  the  delivery 
of  pertinent  information  and  technology  among  these  groups.  These  funds 
will  expand  existing  technical  programs  and  seminars,  and  help  to 
increase  the  rate  of  commercialization  of  mature  technologies  developed 
by  DOE  and  other  agencies.   It  has  long  been  recognized  that  there  is 
technology  available  to  industry  to  help  them  solve  their  energy  and 
waste  problems,  and  improve  their  methods  for  efficiently  servicing  a 
global  economy. 

Clearly,  we  need  better  ways  to  communicate  the  benefits  of 
available  technology.  This  program  looks  to  address  these  issues,  many 
of  which  are  cultural,  not  technical.  We  believe  that  it  will  only  he 
through  personal  contact,  partnerships,  and  new  techniques  that  this 
informational  and  educational  gap  will  be  sufficiently  addressed.   In 
addition,  new  certification  and  training  programs  for  plant  engineers, 
process  technicians,  and  energy  managers  will  be  developed,  as  well  as, 
curricula  for  local  community  colleges  on  a  variety  of  industrial 
process  and  waste  issues.  These  training  programs  will,  (a)  educate 
plant  personnel  on  what  action  can  and  should  be  taken  and,  (b)  expand 
the  pool  of  knowledgeable  technicians  who  can  assist  industrial 
facilities  to  improve  their  processing. 

Question:  What  is  the  funding  level  associated  with  each  aspect 
of  the  program? 

Answer:   "Information  Dissemination/Communication"  is  budgeted  for 
$500,000  to  provide  seminars,  workshops  and  communications  materials  to 
help  businesses  gain  access  to  technologies  which  meet  their  needs  and 
to  assist  them  in  identifying  regulatory,  technical,  and  financial 
information  on  available  programs.   "Education  and  Training"  is  budgeted 
at  $500,000  to  develop  programs  to  assist  plant  engineers,  process 
technicians  and  energy  managers  in  small  and  medium-sized  companies  to 
develop  energy  efficient  technologies  and  practices.  Training  used  to 
upgrade  the  skills  of  U.S.  manufacturing  workers  will  be  practical  and 
hands-on.   "Remove  Market,  Information  and  Technical  Barriers  to 
Commercialization"  is  budgeted  at  $500,000  to  conduct  industry  pilot 
programs  to  identify  and  remove  barriers  to  commercialization  of  unused 
or  under-utilized  energy  efficiency/pollution  prevention  technologies. 

Question:   In  support  of  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  in  fiscal 
year  1995,  $6,000,000  is  included  for  the  "Climate-Wise"  program,  a 
joint  effort  between  DOE  and  EPA  to  initiate  a  voluntary  industry  action 
plan.   How  will  this  program  be  coordinated  with  EPA? 

Answer:  The  Climate-Wise  Program  represents  a  true  partnership 
effort  between  the  DOE  and  EPA  --  a  partnership  that  represents  full 
collaboration,  well  beyond  simple  coordination.  EPA  and  DOE  have 
established  co-directors  of  the  Climate-Wise  Program  who  have  joint 
responsibility  for  design,  development  and  implementation  of  the 
Program.  DOE  and  EPA  are  exploring  a  combined  program  management 
approach.  This  could  include  combining  staff  in  common  office  space  or, 
at  least,  fully  integrating  the  functions. 

Question:  What  level  funding  is  EPA  providing  for  this 
initiative? 

Answer:   EPA  has  requested  $4.6  million  in  FY  1995  for  the 
Climate-Wise  Program. 

Question:  What  types  of  technical  assistance  will  be  provided  to 
industry? 

Answer:  Any  technical  assistance  provided  to  industry  through  the 
Climate-Wise  Program  will  complement  and  not  duplicate  existing 
technical  assistance  processes.  DOE  and  EPA  will  develop  a  technical 
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assistance  "referral -type"  clearinghouse  to  help  guide  requestors  to  the 
most  appropriate  source  of  information  and  assistance,  if  available. 

Numerous  meetings  with  industry  indicate  considerable  confusion 
regarding  where  and  how  to  access  existing  assistance.   The  Climate  Wise 
Program  would  direct  requests  to  the  most  appropriate  sources  of 
information  both  within  DOE  and  EPA  and  sources  (e.g.  E-Source 
Clearinghouse  in  Boulder,  CO)  in  the  private  sector.  The  Climate  Wise 
Program  will  also  develop  and  deliver  (with  full  coordination  with  other 
Climate  Challenge  Action  Plan  Initiatives)  seminars  for  industry  and 
other  interested  parties,  to  encourage  innovation  in  the  design  and 
implementation  of  GHG  reduction  measures.  DOE  and  EPA  will  assess 
opportunities  for  improving  the  coordination  of  existing  and  emerging 
state,  Federal,  and  private  sector  technical  assistance  efforts,  and 
identify  "gaps"  in  technical  assistance  programs  geared  toward  the 
industrial  sector  or  toward  meeting  cross-sector  needs. 

Question:  How  will  the  recognition  program  work?  Have  similar 
programs  been  successful? 

Answer:  Climate-Wise  will  recognize  emission  reductions  in  a 
variety  of  achievement  categoiies.  Recognition  will  be  tailored  to  the 
scope  of  the  reduction  achievement  to  spur  greater  action.  For  example, 
DOE  and  EPA  will  list  pledge  organizations  on  a  Climate-Wise  honor  roll. 
Organizations  that  go  on  to  achieve  actual  reductions  will  be  certified 
as  a  Climate-Wise  organization.  We  will  provide  further  recognition, 
including  award  ceremonies  and  other  events,  for  the  highest  overall 
achievers. 

A  range  of  recognition  events  will  be  provided  by  EPA  and  DOE.  A 
national  Climate-Wise  recognition  ceremony  will  be  conducted  for  those 
organizations  achieving  base-level  emission  reductions  or  attaining  top 
accomplishments  in  specific  categories.  Those  organizations  achieving 
the  highest  level  of  reductions  (overall  and/or  in  specific  categories) 
will  also  be  honored  through  customized  events.  These  events  might 
include  on-site  ceremonies,  award  presentations  at  trade  association 
meetings,  and  the  publication  of  the  award  in  local  journals  or 
newspapers. 

DOE  and  EPA  are  planning  a  Climate-Wise  pledge  campaign  to 
encourage  organizations  to  initiate  early  emission  reductions.  The 
pledge  program  will  encourage  goal  setting  efforts  as  well  as  provide 
EPA  and  DOE  with  committed  participants  to  help  shape  final  design 
decisions. 

Programs  such  as  the  33/50  Program  at  EPA  are  demonstrating 
significant  quantifiable  reductions  in  toxic  chemical  emissions 
resulting  from  a  pledge  program  followed  by  a  performance-based  goals 
program  including  national  recognition.  This  has  been  one  of  the  models 
for  the  Climate-Wise  Program. 

Transportation  Sector 

Question:  What  barriers  exist  to  further  improvement  in  the 
incremental  costs  paid  for  alternative  fueled  vehicles  and  how  does  the 
fiscal  year  1995  budget  address  these  barriers? 

Answer:  The  Department's  alternative  fuel  research,  development, 
and  demonstration  programs  are  designed  to  advance  the  state  of  the  art 
of  alternative  fuel  technology,  promote  the  availability  of  commercial 
products,  and  make  information  on  alternative  fuels  widely  available. 
There  have  been  tangible  results  over  the  last  several  years,  including 
certified  natural  gas  and  alcohol  heavy-duty  engines  and  alternative 
fuel  vehicles. 

Numerous  alternative  fuel  vehicles  are  now  commercially  available. 
These  vehicles,  currently  available  from  the  Original  Equipment 
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Manufacturers  (OEMs)  or  as  conversions,  carry  some  cost  premium,  or 
incremental  cost,  as  compared  to  conventional  gasoline  vehicles.  The 
incremental  costs  vary  by  manufacturer,  by  fuel  type,  and  by  vehicle 
model . 

Some  barriers  to  further  improvement  in  the  incremental  costs  of 
alternative  fuel  vehicles  remain.  These  include  low  production  volumes, 
lack  of  standardization,  lack  of  data  on  performance  and  emissions,  and 
uncertain  future  demand.  The  FY  1995  program  addresses  these  barriers: 

Federal  fleet  acquisitions  are  growing,  increasing  the  numbers  of 
alternative  fuel  vehicles  manufactured.  Production  volumes  will 
be  further  increased  with  implementation  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act 
fleet  requirements  and  grant  programs. 

The  DOE  Clean  Cities  program,  launched  last  September,  already 
includes  eight  cities  and  is  growing  quickly.  We  expect  to  have 
25  cities  participating  by  the  end  of  1994.  Although  each  of  our 
Clean  Cities  establishes  its  own  goals,  we  can  expect  to  have  over 
12,000  alternative  fuel  vehicles  operating  in  these  cities  by  the 
end  of  the  year. 

Standardization  of  vehicle  components  is  proceeding  under 
cooperative  industry  programs  and  will  be  facilitated  by 
Department  procurement  activities  and  coordination  of  public  and 
private  vehicle  purchases  through  the  Clean  Cities  program. 

Demonstration  and  data  collection  programs  will  continue  on 
statistically  significant  number  of  light-duty  and  heavy-duty 
vehicles  of  all  alternative  fuel  vehicle  types.  All  data 
collected  is  shared  with  industry  and  the  public. 

Department  programs  are  already  underway  to  project  the  future 
market  demand  for  alternative  fuel  vehicles  to  meet  the  Energy 
Policy  Act  replacement  fuel  goals  of  10  percent  in  2000  and  30 
percent  in  2010.   Programs  and  rulemakings  will  be  initiated  to 
enable  steady  and  sure  progress  towards  these  goals  in  FY  1995. 

Question:  What  progress  has  been  made  in  getting  the 
infrastructure  in  place  to  support  widespread  use  of  alternative  fueled 
vehicles? 

Answer:  The  number  of  alternative  fuel  refueling  stations  is 
growing  rapidly.  Natural  gas  companies  are  adding  approximately  200 
refueling  stations  per  year.  The  number  of  stations  directly 
attributable  to  the  Federal  fleet  Is  estimated  to  be  30-60  stations  per 
10,000  vehicles  placed. 

The  Department  stresses  reliance  on  a  commercially  established 
alternative  fuel  refueling  infrastructure.  The  Department's  Clean 
Cities  program  is  designed  to  encourage  the  development  of  that 
infrastructure  within  participating  communities  around  the  country.  The 
response  to  the  Clean  Cities  program,  and  success  in  encouraging  the 
establishment  of  refueling  infrastructure,  demonstrate  that  the 
alternative  fuel  suppliers  will  make  commitments  to  provide  needed 
infrastructure  in  specific  communities.  Successful  development  of  urban 
infrastructure  will  extend  to  intercity  refueling  capabilities,  likely 
beginning  between  those  cities  which  have  the  greatest  transportation 
interaction. 


Question:  How  many  of  the  vehicles  to  be  acquired  for  the  federal 
fleet  will  be  dual-fueled  vehicles  and  how  many  will  be  dedicated  fueled 
vehicles? 

Answer:  In  FY  1994,  the  Federal  alternative  fuel  vehicle  fleet 
will  increase  from  10,000  to  20,000.  Vehicles  are  natural  gas, 
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methanol,  ethanol ,  propane  and  electric.  Federal  fleet  operators  have 
preferred  the  flexible-fuel  and  bi-fuel  vehicles  because  of  the  current 
limitations  of  infrastructure.  Several  agencies,  however,  have 
purchased  significant  quantities  of  dedicated  vehicles.  The  GSA  fleet 
currently  has  over  600  dedicated  natural  gas  vehicles,  the  U.S.  Postal 
Service  has  converted  approximately  1,000  vehicles  to  dedicated  natural 
gas  use,  with  awards  in  place  for  1,500  more.  The  Defense  Department  is 
converting  approximately  800  vehicles  to  dedicated  natural  gas  use  with 
plans  to  convert  an  additional  1,600. 

All  told,  out  of  the  approximately  10,000  alternative  fuel 
vehicles  currently  in  the  Federal  fleet,  approximately  3,100  or  30 
percent  are  dedicated  vehicles.  A  similar  distribution  is  expected 
through  1995.  Of  the  15,000  vehicles  specified  for  acquisition  in 
FY  1995  by  Executive  Order  12844,  it  is  estimated  that  4,500  would  be 
dedicated  vehicles. 


Question:  What  are  the  incremental  costs  for  each  type  of 
vehicle? 

Answer:  The  following  table  lists  the  incremental  costs  for 
natural  gas  vehicles  available  from  the  Original  Equipment  Manufacturers 
(OEMs)  in  model  year  1994.  The  lowest  priced  OEM  natural  gas  vehicle 
has  an  incremental  cost  of  $3,805.  The  highest  priced  OEM  natural  gas 
vehicle,  at  $7,959,  is  the  Dodge  Caravan,  which  just  received 
certification  in  California  as  an  ultra-low  emission  vehicle. 

Dual -fuel  Chevrolet  Corsica  $4,808 

Dual -fuel  Chevrolet  Caprice  $3,805 

Dual -fuel  Chevrolet  Caprice  $4,587 

(Law  Enforcement  Agency  Use) 

Dedicated  7  Passenger  Dodge  Caravan  $7,959 

Dedicated  8  Passenger  Dodge  8250  Van  $3,811 

Dual -fuel  12  Passenger  Chevrolet  G30  Van  $4,674 

Dedicated  15  Passenger  Dodge  Maxi-Van  $7,223 

Dedicated  Dodge  B250  Cargo  Van  $4,067 

Dual -fuel  Chevrolet  G30  Cargo  Van  $4,693 

Dual -fuel  Chevrolet  3/4  Ton  Pickup  Truck  $4,737 

Conversions  are  also  available  to  the  Federal  agencies  under  the 
Energy  Policy  Act.  The  Postal  Service  is  able  to  obtain  conversions  for 
postal  vehicles  at  approximately  $2,500  per  vehicle  for  large  volume 
conversions.  Conversions  available  to  other  agencies  are  in  the  $3,500 
to  $4,100  price  range,  depending  on  the  vehicle  type  and  contractor 
selected. 

In  FY  1994,  incremental  costs  for  alcohol  vehicles  ranged  from 
$527  to  $551,  as  shown  below: 

Methanol  Flex-fuel  Dodge  Spirit         $527 
Methanol  Flex-fuel  Ford  Taurus  $551 

Because  of  similarities  in  design  and  engineering,  alcohol  fueled 
vehicles  are  predicted  to  achieve  zero  or  near-zero  incremental  cost  as 
compared  to  conventional  vehicles.  However,  in  the  past  lack  of 
availability  of  compact  alcohol  sedans  has  required  Federal  agencies  to 
purchase  mid-size  alcohol  sedans  to  fill  that  need.  In  those  cases,  the 
Department  has  not  only  funded  an  alternative  fuel  incremental  cost,  but 
has  also  paid  for  the  cost  differences  between  the  mid-size  and  compact 
sedans.   In  FY  1994,  this  cost  is  approximately  $4,500.   Increasing 
availability  of  smaller  AFVs  means  that  the  Department  should  not  have 
to  fund  this  type  of  differential  in  the  future. 


Question:  At  what  point  will  agencies  be  required  to  pay  the 
differential  cost  of  alternative-fueled  vehicles? 


109 

Answer:  Most  Federal  agencies  would  like  DOE  to  fund  incremental 
costs  for  several  years.  DOE's  goal,  however,  is  to  eliminate  the  need 
for  appropriations  to  cover  incremental  costs.  As  alternative  fuel 
vehicle  technologies  are  improved  and  become  more  commonplace, 
incremental  costs  should  be  lower,  reducing  the  burden  on  individual 
agencies.  Furthermore,  as  quantities  of  vehicles  approach  50  percent  of 
agency  acquisitions  in  any  given  year,  agencies  should  be  planning  and 
managing  their  fleets  to  accommodate  the  total  costs  of  alternative  fuel 
vehicles. 

The  Energy  Policy  Act  authorizes  DOE  to  request  funds  for 
incremental  costs  through  FY  1998,  when  agency  acquisitions  must  be  at 
the  50  percent  level.  The  DOE  does  not  plan  to  request  the  entire 
amount  required  in  the  outyears.  Starting  in  FY  1996,  the  DOE  is 
planning  to  ask  each  agency  to  request  some  part  of  the  incremental 
costs  required. 

When  the  Department  no  longer  receives  funding  for  incremental 
costs  to  be  passed  on  to  the  Federal  agencies,  each  agency  must  allocate 
those  costs  across  their  respective  transportation  budgets.  Agencies 
may  be  able  to  offset  any  remaining  natural  gas  vehicle  costs  through 
savings  from  the  lower  cost  of  the  fuel.  In  addition,  natural  gas 
utilities  have  offered  rebates  and  other  incentives  that  may  be 
available  to  the  agencies. 

Question:  Initially  the  cooperative  effort  with  the  USABC  was 
envisioned  as  a  four-year  cooperative  program.  When  is  the  program 
currently  envisioned  to  be  complete? 

Answer:  The  Department's  Cooperative  Agreement  with  the  United 
States  Advanced  Battery  Consortium  continues  through  December  1995.  The 
Consortium's  program  for  development  of  mid-term  advanced  batteries 
should  be  largely  completed  by  that  time. 

Question:  What  is  the  total  funding  level  government-wide  for 
electric  vehicles  in  FY  1994  and  what  has  been  requested  government-wide 
in  the  FY  1995  budget? 

Answer:   In  FY  1994,  DOE's  electric  vehicle  operating  budget  is 
$36.2  million;  the  DOD  Advanced  Research  Projects  Agency's  (ARPA) 
electric  vehicle  program  is  funded  at  $46.25  million,  with  an 
additional,  undetermined  amount  to  be  added  from  the  FY  1994  Technology 
Reinvestment  Program.  The  DOE  electric  vehicle  budget  request  for 
operating  expenses  In  FY  1995  is  $28.8  million.  Also  in  FY  1995,  $1.8 
million  has  been  requested  for  electric  vehicle  technology  at  DOT.  ARPA 
has  not  specifically  requested  funds  in  FY  1995  for  electric  vehicles. 

Question:  How  are  these  activities  coordinated? 

Answer:  Coordination  is  occurring  through  participation  in  an 
Electric  and  Hybrid  Vehicle  Interagency  Task  Force  that  meets  quarterly 
for  the  discussion  and  coordination  of  programmatic  Issues;  a  Memorandum 
of  Understanding  with  the  active  agencies.  Including  ARPA;  and  cross- 
agency  participation  of  technical  managers  in  development  and  evaluation 
of  individual  projects. 

Question:  The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  includes  $3,000,000 
to  continue  the  fuel  cell  program  for  locomotive  applications.  What 
activities  will  the  additional  funds  support?  What  is  the  status  of  the 
efforts  funded  In  fiscal  year  1994? 

Answer:  The  ultimate  goal  of  the  DOE  fuel  cells  for 
transportation  program  is  to  establish  U.S.  leadership  in  the 
development  of  fuel  cells  for  transportation  and  the  commercialization 
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of  the  technology  for  light  duty  and  heavy  duty  vehicles.  The  program 
for  developing  a  fuel  cell  for  locomotives  will  accelerate  this  process 
by  providing  an  application  where  new  technologies  can  be  evaluated 
without  the  more  restrictive  physical  weight  and  volume  constraints 
associated  with  light  duty  vehicles.  Phase  I  of  the  fuel  cell  program 
for  locomotive  applications  was  initiated  in  fiscal  year  1994.  This 
effort  is  focused  on  providing  the  rationale  and  supporting  Information 
that  will  define  a  viable  approach  by  which  fuel  cells  can  be 
systematically  Implemented  in  locomotives.  Key  activities  in  Phase  I 
include  the  establishment  of  design  and  performance  requirements  for 
first  generation  proof-of-concept  fuel  cell  locomotive  demonstration, 
identification  of  fuel  cell  systems  and  fuel  types  that  have  the 
potential  to  meet  emission-level  goals  established  In  California  for 
locomotives,  and  Identification  of  Improvements  required  in  the  fuel 
cell  system  to  commercialize  fuel  cell  locomotives.  This  information  is 
being  developed  in  part  by  working  with  leading  U.S.  railroads, 
locomotive  manufacturers,  and  fuel  cell  developers. 

In  parallel  with  the  Phase  I  effort,  a  procurement  is  being  placed 
with  Industry  In  fiscal  year  1994  to  begin  the  research  and  development 
program  (Phase  II)  to  develop  a  fuel  cell  propulsion  system  for 
locomotives.  The  Phase  II  program  Is  expected  to  last  two  and  one-half 
years  and  result  in  the  design  and  laboratory  testing  of  an  integrated 
fuel  cell  power  system  In  a  sub-scale  brassboard  assembly  that  can  be 
used  to  confirm  the  design  basis  for  a  first-generation  (demonstration) 
fuel  cell  powered  locomotive. 

The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  of  $3,000,000  will  be  used  to 
continue  the  Phase  II  R&D  program.  The  expected  outcomes  of  Phase  II 
are:   (1)  a  demonstration  that  fuel  cell  propulsion  systems  applied  to 
locomotives  can  meet  railroad  Industry  requirements  for  locomotive 
performance,  with  dramatically  reduced  environmental  emissions; 
(2)  identification  of  technical  problems  that  must  be  resolved  prior  to 
a  locomotive  demonstration;  (3)  a  plan  to  resolve  the  technical  issues, 
and  integrate  and  demonstrate  the  technology  on  a  locomotive,  and 
(4)  Identification  of  advances  that  must  be  achieved  in  fuel  cell 
technology  in  the  long  term  for  the  commercialization  of  fuel  cell 
powered  locomotives.  The  California  South  Coast  Air  Quality  Management 
District  and  the  California  Department  of  Transportation  are  expected  to 
CO- fund  the  Phase  II  program. 

A  major  milestone  at  the  end  of  the  Phase  II  program  will  be  a 
go/no-go  decision  on  proceeding  with  the  subsequent  phases  of  the  R&D 
program.  Phase  III  of  the  program  is  a  planned  proof-of-concept 
demonstration  of  a  first  generation  fuel  cell  propulsion  system  on  a 
railroad  locomotive.  Phase  IV  of  the  program  would  result  in  the 
building  and  testing  of  a  prototype  commercial  locomotive. 


Question:  The  fiscal  year  1995  request  Includes  $37,138,000  for 
the  hybrid  vehicle  propulsion  program.  The  two  teams  participating  in 
the  program  have  been  selected.  With  the  funding  requested,  are  the 
program  requirements  for  fiscal  year  1995  fully  funded? 

Answer:  With  both  teams  under  contract,  the  actual  payment 
schedules  are  closely  following  those  projected  with  the  funding 
provided  for  fiscal  years  1993  and  1994.  It  is  expected  that  the 
FY  1995  request  will  fully  fund  program  requirements  for  the  two  teams 
through  that  year. 

Question:  What  are  the  milestones  for  the  program? 

Answer:  The  first  major  milestone  for  each  team  is  the  completion 
of  phase  one,  the  modeling  and  analysis  part  of  the  program  leading  to 
selection  of  the  design  criteria  for  the  hardware  and  system  development 
phases  of  the  program.  Phase  one  is  expected  to  be  completed  in  one 
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year;  phase  two  (18  months)  adds  component  development  and  system 
integration;  and  phase  three  (30  months)  completes  the  program  with 
final  component  and  system  developments  and  pre-production  engineering. 

Question:  The  budget  includes  $6,600,000  to  continue  development, 
certification,  and  demonstration  of  advanced  ultra-low  emission  vehicles 
on  compressed  natural  gas  (CNG),  liquefied  petroleum  gas,  and  alcohols. 
What  are  the  activities  supported  with  the  requested  funding  and  what 
are  the  associated  funding  levels? 

Answer:  The  FY  1995  budget  request  of  $6,600,000  will  be  used  to 
fund  a  variety  of  projects  aimed  at  developing  ultra-low-emissions 
alternative  fueled  vehicles.  These  projects  will  include: 

0   $400,000  to  continue  support  of  a  Cooperative  Research  and 

Development  Agreement  with  the  Oak  Ridge  National  Laboratory  and 
AC-Rochester  to  develop  an  extended  life  natural  gas  catalyst 

0   $2  million  to  support  Detroit  Diesel  Corporation,  Caterpillar 
Tractor  Company,  and  two  other  engine  manufacturers  for  the 
development  of  heavy-duty  alternative  fuel  engines 

0   $2.4  million  to  support  the  design  and  development  of  heavy-duty 
and  light-duty  alternative  fuel  vehicle  systems 

0   $500,000  to  support  the  development  of  conformable  natural  gas 
fuel  tanks  for  vehicles 

0   $500,000  to  support  a  natural  gas  scrubber  system  to  improve 
natural  gas  quality  for  vehicle  use 

0   $400,000  to  demonstrate  natural  gas  use  in  compact  vehicles 

0   $300,000  to  support  activities  with  blodeisel  fuels  use  In 
agricultural  applications 

0   $100,000  to  perform  concept  studies  of  natural  gas  use  in  railroad 
locomotives  and  commercial  air  transport. 

The  ultimate  goal  of  the  program  Is  to  develop  and  demonstrate  dedicated 
(single  fuel)  powerplant  fuel  systems  which  are  truly  optimized  for 
specific  alternative  fuels,  not  just  petroleum  burning  engines  adapted 
to  these  fuels. 


Question:  How  will  the  compact  CNG  vehicle  demonstration  program 
function  and  how  much  funding  will  support  this  program? 

Answer:  The  key  objective  of  the  program  is  to  demonstrate  that 
through  technical  Innovation  and  good  engine  design  it  is  possible  to 
develop  a  small,  dedicated  CNG  vehicle  having  good  performance  and 
range,  and  which  matches  Its  gasoline-powered  counterpart  in  all 
respects.  To  do  this,  Johns  Hopkins  University  has  designed  and 
fabricated  a  unique  rack  system  for  small  CNG  tanks,  emphasizing 
efficient  "dead  space"  utilization  while  satisfying  stringent 
crashworthiness  requirements.  A  standard  production  engine  has  been 
modified  to  take  advantage  of  natural  gas'  140  octane  property,  thus 
increasing  power  output  and  thermal  efficiency.   In  FY  1995  refinements 
Identified  in  the  prototype  vehicle,  e.g.,  complex  geometry  storage 
tanks,  CNG  adsorbents  to  reduce  tank  working  pressures,  etc.,  will 
continue  to  be  examined.  DOE  funding  of  this  program  In  FY  1994  is 
$200,000,  with  an  additional  $200,000  requested  in  FY  1995.  These  funds 
are  being  leveraged,  with  the  Gas  Research  Institute  contributing 
$100,000  in  FY  1994,  and  with  the  Washington  Gas  Light  Company  and 
Baltimore  Gas  &  Electric  each  contributing  $25,000. 
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Question:  The  fiscal  year  1994  appropriation  included  $1,000,000 
to  support  ongoing  research  efforts  with  West  Virginia  University.  Why 
have  no  additional  funds  been  requested  for  these  activities  in  fiscal 
year  1995? 

Answer:  In  FY  1995,  $750,000  is  requested  to  continue  the 
research  and  development  program  at  West  Virginia  University.  Our 
FY  1994  funding  to  the  University  includes  $800,000  to  support  field 
operation  of  the  second  unit  of  the  Transportable  Vehicle  Emissions 
Testing  Laboratory.  However,  since  this  second  unit  is  not  yet 
completed  and  will  not  be  in  the  field  until  later  in  the  fiscal  year, 
we  are  requesting  that  the  University  apply  a  portion  of  these  funds  to 
the  FY  1994  and  FY  1995  R&D  program.  Field  operations  for  both 
transportable  laboratories  will  be  fully  funded  in  FY  1995  at  a  level  of 
$1.6  million. 


Question:  What  Is  the  status  of  the  programs  conducted  with  the 
Trucking  Research  Institute  with  funding  provided  in  fiscal  year  1994 
and  how  much  funding  is  requested  for  these  activities  In  fiscal  year 
1995? 

Answer:  The  Trucking  Research  Institute  Is  managing  fleet  test 
demonstrations  of  alternative  fuels  with  the  United  Parcel  Service  and 
Henipen  County,  Minnesota.   It  also  is  collecting  data  from  a  variety  of 
privately  funded  alternative  fuel  heavy-duty  demonstrations.   In  1994  it 
will  start  five  new  alternative  fuel  demonstrations  for  DOE.  There  is 
no  specific  request  for  FY  1995  funds  for  the  Trucking  Research 
Institute.  Determination  of  projects  to  be  funded  will  be  done  on  a 
case-by-case  basis  as  the  Trucking  Research  Institute  submits  qualified 
proposals. 

Question:  In  fiscal  year  1995,  $7,700,000  has  been  requested  to 
support  implementation  of  sections  405,  406,  409,  and  411  of  the  Energy 
Policy  Act,  which  represents  an  Increase  of  $5.7  million,  or  about  285 
percent,  above  the  fiscal  year  1994  level.  Some  of  these  activities 
will  be  Integrated  with  DOE's  "Clean  Cities"  program.  What  is  the  level 
of  funding  associated  with  the  implementation  of  each  of  these  sections 
of  the  Energy  Policy  Act? 

Answer:  In  FY  1995  the  level  of  funding  for  these  sections  of  the 
Energy  Policy  Act  is  provided  below: 

Section  FY  1995  ($000) 

405  -  Public  Information  1,650 

406  -  FTC  Labeling  Regulations  <25 

409  -  State  and  Local  Incentives  Programs  5,600 

411  -  Certification  of  Training  450 

The  public  Information  program  was  Initiated  in  FY  1994  with 
appropriations  of  $650,000.  The  first  product  will  be  a  public 
information  brochure  available  in  late  April  1994.  Additional 
information  products  are  being  planned  and  designed  now  with  FY  1994 
funds.  The  products  will  provide  consumers  with  relevant  and  objective 
information  on  vehicle  and  fuel  characteristics  to  assist  them  in 
choosing  among  alternative  fuels  and  alternative  fuel  vehicles.  In 
FY  1995,  information  products  will  be  completed,  reproduced  and 
distributed  through  print,  electronic,  and  other  media.  Under  Section 
406,  the  Department  provides  technical  assistance  to  the  Federal  Trade 
Commission  on  an  as  needed  basis. 
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The  FY  1994  Section  409  appropriation  was  $1  million.  These  funds 
are  being  used  to  prepare  the  regulation  and  initiate  a  pilot  grant 
program  in  conjunction  with  the  States  and  the  Department's  Clean  Cities 
Program.  From  this  effort  we  will  gain  the  necessary  experience  to 
implement  a  larger  program  in  FY  1995.  Under  Section  411,  the 
certification  of  training  program  is  being  coordinated  with  the  major 
automakers  and  technician  training  organizations,  e.g..  Automotive 
Service  Excellence. 

Question:  How  are  cities  selected  for  participation  in  the  "Clean 
Cities"  program? 

Answer:  Any  city  that  demonstrates  a  commitment  to  introducing 
alternative  fueled  vehicles  in  its  public  and  private  fleets,  and  to 
building  a  supporting  refueling  infrastructure,  is  eligible  to  become  a 
DOE  Clean  City.  Specifically,  the  Department  requires  that  several 
criteria  be  met.  Cities  must: 

establish  a  Clean  Cities  organization; 

appoint  a  Clean  Cities  coordinator; 

develop  an  implementation  plan  which  sets  goals,  establishes  a 

schedule  for  meeting  those  goals,  and  describes  a  strategy  for 

accomplishing  the  goals;  and 

prepare  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding  which  describes  the 

commitments  of  each  of  the  participants. 

Question:  What  incentives  will  be  offered  to  State  and  local 
fleets  to  accelerate  the  introduction  of  alternative-fueled  vehicles? 

Answer:  Section  409  authorizes  the  Department  to  provide 
technical  and  financial  assistance  to  those  States  which  have  filed  an 
acceptable  plan  that  details  how  the  State  will  accelerate  the  use  of 
alternative  fuels  and  alternative  fuel  vehicles  by  the  year  2000.  The 
assistance  provided  by  the  Department  can  be  used  by  the  States  to 
provide  special  parking  exemptions  or  sales  tax  treatment  for 
alternative  fuel  vehicles,  ratebasing  for  refueling  infrastructure,  and 
other  incentive  programs  designed  by  the  States  to  promote  alternative 
fuels.  Section  409  is  authorized  at  $10  million  per  year.  The  FY  1995 
request  is  $5.6  million. 

Question:  In  Fiscal  Year  1995,  $4,350,000  has  been  requested  to 
implement  sections  501,  502,  505,  and  507  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act, 
which  represents  an  increase  of  approximately  $3.2  million,  or  about  269 
percent,  above  the  Fiscal  Year  1994  level.  What  is  the  funding  level 
for  implementation  of  each  of  these  sections  and  what  activities  will  be 
supported  with  the  funding? 

Answer:  Title  V  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act  contains  both  regulatory 
and  non-regulatory  programs.  Funding  for  the  regulatory  programs- 
Section  501  (Alternative  Fuel  Provider  Fleet  Requirement),  Section 
507(o)  (State  Fleet  Requirement),  and  S^ection  507(a&b)  (Private/Local 
Fleet  Requirement) --will  remain  fairly  level  in  FY  1995.  A  small 
increase  is  needed  to  continue  analysis  of  and  prepare  rulemaking  for 
the  Section  508  Credit  Program.  The  FY  1994  appropriation  for  these 
programs  is  $450,000.  The  FY  1995  request  is  $600,000. 

Funding  for  the  non-regulatory  programs  in  Title  V  will  be 
expanded  in  FY  1995  to  accomplish  the  statutory  requirements.  Section 
502(a)  requires  the  establishment  of  a  program  to  achieve  replacement  of 
10  percent  of  motor  fuel  consumption  with  alternative  fuels  by  the  year 
2000,  and  30  percent  by  the  year  2010.  Section  505  requires  the 
Secretary  to  obtain  voluntary  commitments  from  fuel  suppliers  to  build 
refueling  stations,  auto  companies  to  provide  vehicles,  and  fleet 
operators  to  acquire  vehicles.  These  are  programs  that  will  require 
significant  resources  to  accomplish  properly.  The  FY  1994  appropriation 
for  these  programs  is  $650,000.  The  FY  1995  request  is  $3,750,000. 
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Implementation  of  these  programs  is  being  coordinated  through  the 
Department's  Clean  Cities  program.  Response  to  DOE  Clean  Cities  has 
been  excellent,  with  numerous  public  and  private  fleets  expressing  a 
willingness  to  acquire  alternative  fuel  vehicles.  Industry  is  making 
commitments  to  build  alternative  fuel  refueling  stations.  Although  the 
program  has  only  been  operating  six  months  and  it  is  too  soon  to  expect 
results,  there  has  been  definite  progress.  Atlanta,  for  instance,  began 
the  program  with  approximately  700  alternative  fuel  vehicles  and  three 
refueling  stations.  Six  months  later  it  has  about  1,200  vehicles  and 
eight  public  refueling  stations.  Cities,  such  as  Philadelphia, 
Washington,  D.C.,  and  Las  Vegas,  expect  to  double  or  triple  their 
alternative  fuel  vehicle  count  at  year  end.  The  increase  in  FY  1995  is 
needed  to  cement  the  current  successes  through  continued  provision  of 
technical  assistance  and  for  expansion  of  the  program  through  public 
education,  development  of  materials,  holding  of  conferences,  and 
outreach.  The  FY  1995  budget  request  will  allow  full  support  for  the  25 
DOE  Clean  Cities  added  in  FY  1994,  and  for  the  addition  of  another  25 
DOE  Clean  Cities  in  FY  1995.  Additional  program  elements  to  support 
implementation  of  Sec.  502(a)  will  be  researched,  designed,  and 
initiated. 

Question:  The  Fiscal  Year  1995  budget  request  includes  $2,730,000 
for  an  Infrastructure  Development  and  Demonstration  Program  in  support 
of  the  President's  investment  initiative,  which  incorporates  the  ongoing 
electric  vehicle  field  operations.  Why  is  the  ongoing  portion  of  the 
program  incorporated  into  a  new  infrastructure  development  and 
demonstration  program? 

Answer:  The  ongoing  Department  program  already  represents  those 
entities  with  the  greatest  collective  experience  in  electric  vehicle 
operations.  Since  these  are  mainly  major  electric  utilities,  they  are 
already  engaged  in  Infrastructure  development  activities  in  their  own 
service  territories.  Thus,  to  avoid  the  delay  and  expense  of  a  new 
round  of  procurements,  the  efforts  are  being  focused  on  modifying  the 
Department's  ongoing  activities. 


Question:  How  do  the  activities  supported  in  Fiscal  Year  1995 
differ  from  those  supported  in  Fiscal  Year  1994? 

Answer:  In  FY  1995,  more  emphasis  will  be  placed  on  developing 
infrastructure  to  support  the  increasing  number  of  electric  vehicles  in 
the  program.  The  test  and  demonstration  program  will  be  rapidly 
changing,  with  over  200  new  vehicles  creating  a  need  to  correspondingly 
provide  additional  infrastructure. 

Question:  What  will  the  additional  funding  support? 

Answer:  The  new  funding  will  support  the  purchase  of  more  than  40 
additional  vehicles,  and  the  associated  costs  of  providing  state-of-the- 
art  charging  and  maintenance  facilities.  Extensive  testing  will  also  be 
done  with  the  original  equipment  manufacturer-supplied  vehicles  over  the 
next  two  years. 


Question:  What  are  the  funding  levels  associated  with  the  various 
sections  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act  that  will  be  implemented  with  the  $2.7 
million? 

Answer:  In  FY  1995,  $2.5  million  will  be  used  to  co-fund  the 
purchase  of  advanced  electric  vehicles  for  testing  and  field  evaluation. 
This  will  include  approximately  $0.8  million  for  Infrastructure  research 
and  development,  as  required  by  Section  621  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act. 
The  remaining  $0.2  million  will  be  used  to  conduct  studies  of  the  role 
of  electric  utilities,  as  required  by  Section  625  of  the  Energy  Policy 
Act. 
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Question:  The  Committee  recognizes  that  there  are  high  costs 
involved  in  designing,  testing  and  commercializing  heavy  duty 
alternative  fueled  commercial  trucks.  These  costs  arise  from  a  number 
of  sources,  including  engine  development,  vehicle  fuel  system 
development,  and  creating  a  fueling  infrastructure.  What  has  been 
accomplished  in  Fiscal  Years  1993  and  1994,  and  what  is  proposed  in 
Fiscal  Year  1995  to  increase  the  number  of  commercial  heavy-  and  medium- 
duty  trucks  demonstrating  the  use  of  alternative  fuels  in  actual  revenue 
service? 

Answer:  In  Fiscal  Years  1993  and  1994,  DOE  has  been  sponsoring 
alternative  fuels  research,  development,  and  demonstration  programs  with 
heavy  duty  engine  and  vehicle  manufacturers,  as  well  as  fleet  operators. 
In  FY  1993  a  program  was  funded  at  Detroit  Diesel  Corporation  to  develop 
heavy  duty  methanol-  and  ethanol -fueled  engines.   In  FY  1994  this 
program  was  modified  to  support  Detroit  Diesel's  development  of  a 
natural  gas  heavy  duty  engine.  In  FY  1995  this  program  will  continue 
and  result  in  field  test  demonstrations  of  these  engines. 

The  Caterpiller  Tractor  Company  has  been  working  with  DOE 
sponsorship  on  the  development  of  a  flexible-fueled  heavy  duty  engine. 
This  project  will  be  continued  in  FY  1995  and  will  result  in  a  diesel 
engine  that  can  operate  on  alcohol  and  diesel  fuel.  A  program  is  being 
conducted  with  Hercules  Engine  Company  to  further  develop  its  four  and 
six  cylinder  natural  gas  engines.  This  program  was  started  in  FY  1994 
and  will  continue  into  FY  1995.  Also  in  FY  1995,  DOE  will  be  sponsoring 
the  development  of  the  Navistar  school  bus  engine  to  be  converted  to 
natural  gas  operation. 

DOE  is  cost  sharing  many  fleet  test  demonstration  projects  of 
alternatively  fueled  heavy  duty  vehicles.  These  demonstrations  were  in 
place  prior  to  FY  1993  and  will  continue  through  FY  1995.  The  fuels 
represented  in  these  demonstrations  include  natural  gas,  propane, 
methanol,  ethanol,  and  biodiesel.  Data  is  collected  from  the 
demonstrations  and  is  used  to  help  direct  the  research  and  development 
activities. 

Question:  Has  this  activity  resulted  in  development  of  a  new 
generation  of  alternative-fueled  heavy-duty  engines  for  use  in  trucks 
(as  opposed  to  buses)? 

Answer:  Yes,  as  a  result  of  government -funded  programs, 
alternative-fueled  heavy-duty  engines  are  becoming  available  from  engine 
manufacturers.  Some  of  these  include:  the  Cummins  L-10  on  natural  gas, 
the  Cummins  B  series  on  natural  gas,  the  Detroit  Diesel  6V92  on  methanol 
and  ethanol,  the  Detroit  Diesel  series  50  and  60  on  natural  gas,  the 
Caterpillar  3306  on  natural  gas,  the  Hercules  4-  and  6-cylinder  engines 
on  natural  gas,  and,  soon  to  come,  the  Caterpillar  3176  flexible-fuel 
alcohol/diesel  engine.  These  engines,  although  available,  are  still  in 
the  development  stage. 

Question:  Has  this  activity  resulted  in  (or  will  it  result  in) 
the  development  of  original  equipment  manufacture  chassis  engineering 
necessary  to  accommodate  alternative  fuel  systems,  particularly  those 
using  natural  gas  fuels? 

Answer:  Fleet  test  demonstration  activities  in  this  program  have 
resulted  in  engineering  designs  of  chassis  appropriate  for 
demonstrations  of  alternative  fuel  use,  although  no  standardized 
approach  has  been  developed.  A  challenging  issue  facing  the  trucking 
industry  is  the  placement  of  natural  gas  fuel  tanks.  The  current  volume 
and  structurally  driven  geometric  constraints  imposed  by  conventional 
natural  gas  tanks  make  natural  gas  use  undesirable  at  the  present  state 
of  technology.  Low  pressure/high  energy  density  natural  gas  fuel  tanks 
are  needed  to  make  natural  gas  a  desirable  option  in  the  trucking 
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Industry.  A  project  is  underway  to  develop  low  pressure/high  energy 
density  fuel  tanks,  and  the  FY  1995  budget  request  seeks  to  expand  this 
activity. 

Question:  Has  this  activity  helped  the  development  and  deployment 
of  alternative  fuel  infrastructure  suitable  for  use  by  heavy-  and 
medium-duty  commercial  trucks? 

Answer:  Fleet  test  demonstration  activities  have  resulted  in  the 
development  of  centralized  fueling  facilities  to  accommodate  fleet 
refueling  requirements.  In  all  cases,  the  fueling  facilities  have  been 
uuilt  at  no  cost  to  the  Federal  government.  The  fueling  facilities  are 
adequate  to  support  centralized  fleet  activities.  Fueling 
infrastructure  for  alternative  fuels  is  still  needed  to  support  over- 
the-road  truck  applications. 

Question:  Included  in  the  President's  investment  initiative  is 
$15,000,000  for  the  lightweight  transportation  materials  program,  which 
represents  an  increase  of  $9.0  million,  or  150  percent,  over  the  fiscal 
year  1994  level.  What  are  the  funding  levels  associated  with  the 
several  activities  that  are  supported  by  the  program  and  what  is  the 
basis  for  the  significant  increase? 

Answer:  In  FY  1994,  two  of  the  highest  priority  activities 
identified  by  the  auto  companies  are  being  supported  by  the  program. 
These  projects  cover  the  two  key  materials  categories  cited  by  the  auto 
companies  as  required  for  successful  lightweighting  of  their  vehicles, 
i.e.,  metal-based  materials,  and  polymers  and  fiber  strengthened 
materials. 

In  the  metal-based  area,  a  feasibility  demonstration  is  being 
conducted  with  a  single  auto  company  to  adapt  innovative  airframe  metal 
forming  technology  to  the  manufacture  of  complex  automotive  components 
with  the  required  high  production  rate,  material  reliability,  safety, 
durability,  and  low  cost.  This  technology  will  enable  auto  companies  to 
reduce  the  weight  of  their  cars  by  using  metals  lighter  than  steel; 
lighter  cars  will  get  more  mile  per  gallon  of  fuel.  Government  funding 
associated  with  these  activities  was  $500,000  in  FY  1993  and  $3,000,000 
in  FY  1994;  the  industry  cost  share  in  FY  1993  was  $700,000  and  in  FY 
1994  is  $3,900,000.   In  the  first  year  of  this  project,  the  production 
rate  was  increased  by  a  factor  of  two  in  an  automobile  fabrication 
facility,  and  cost  was  reduced  by  15  percent. 

In  the  polymer  area,  the  goal  of  the  current  project  is  to 
formulate  and  experimentally  validate  a  test  procedure  to  measure 
unequivocally  the  properties  of  adhesives  for  bonding  polymers  to  other 
plastics  and  dissimilar  materials.  This  will  enable  the  auto  companies 
to  use  polymeric  materials  which  are  lighter  than  steel  in  structural 
applications  in  cars,  e.g.,  the  frame  and  chassis.  The  work  is  being 
done  under  a  Cooperative  Research  and  Development  Agreement  between  Oak 
Ridge  National  Laboratory  and  the  Automotive  Composites  Consortium, 
which  is  one  of  the  13  USCAR  consortia.  The  auto  companies  require  a 
test  that  can  be  used  as  an  industry  standard  and  that  is  also  simple, 
fast,  reliable  and  reproducible.  Government  funding  associated  with 
this  activity  was  $800,000  in  FY  1993  and  $3,000,000  in  FY  1994;  the 
industry  cost  share  in  FY  1993  was  $800,000  and  in  FY  1994  is 
$3,300,000.  In  the  first  year  of  the  project,  the  test  procedure  was 
formulated.  The  validation  experiments  are  now  underway.  Results  are 
expected  to  be  a  set  of  test  procedures  which  give  the  industry 
engineers  confidence  that  auto  parts  adhesively  bonded  will  hold 
together  in  the  event  of  a  crash,  even  if  the  car  is  10  to  20  years  old. 

FY  1995  resource  requirements  for  these  ongoing  projects  are 
projected  to  be  $9,600,000.  In  addition,  new  activities  for  the  program 
are  being  proposed  by  the  U.S.  Automotive  Materials  Partnership  (USAMP), 
a  consortium  of  the  "Big  Three"  U.S.  automakers  that  has  identified  its 
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shared  priority  materials  research  and  development  needs  and  seelcs  to 
address  them  in  partnership  with  government.   FY  1994  is  USAMP's  start- 
up year,  with  a  projected  industry  budget  of  about  $20  million  that  will 
ramp  up  to  about  $35  to  $50  million  annually.  The  auto  companies  would 
like  DOE  to  contribute  a  similar  amount,  although  it  may  be  more 
appropriate  for  the  Federal  government  to  contribute  only  to  a  subset  of 
USAMP's  activities. 


Question:  What  ensures  coordination  of  intra-  and  interagency 
projects  involving  lightweight  and  energy  efficient  automotive 
materials? 

Answer:  The  Under  Secretary  for  Technology  of  the  Department  of 
Commerce,  the  lead  agency  for  the  Partnership  for  a  New  Generation  of 
Vehicles  (PNGV)  program,  has  organized  a  "Technical  Group"  composed  of 
representatives  of  the  seven  Federal  agencies  (DOC,  DOE,  DOD/ARPA,  NASA, 
DOT,  EPA,  and  NSF)  participating  in  the  PNGV  program,  along  with  a 
representative  of  each  of  the  "Big  Three"  automakers  and  the  Executive 
Director  of  the  United  States  Council  for  Automotive  Research.  This 
Group  is  responsible  for  coordinating  all  interagency  activities  with 
respect  to  PNGV,  including  the  development  of  joint  government/  industry 
PNGV  program  plans,  conducting  inventories  of  ongoing  activities  in  each 
agency  relevant  to  PNGV,  and  matching  departmental  mission  and 
capabilities  to  industry  identified  needs  to  meet  the  PNGV  goals. 

In  addition  to  the  PNGV  Technical  Group,  more  detailed  interagency 
coordination,  and  joint  planning  of  specific  activities  involving 
lightweight  and  energy  efficient  automotive  materials,  is  effected 
through  the  Interagency  Task  Group  on  Lightweight  Transportation 
Materials.  This  task  group  operates  under  the  Committee  on  Civilian 
Industrial  Technology  of  the  National  Science  and  Technology  Council,  in 
the  White  House  Office  of  Science  and  Technology  Policy,  and  is  chaired 
by  the  Under  Secretary  for  Technology  of  the  Department  of  Commerce. 
Moreover,  the  leader  of  the  Interagency  Task  Group  on  Lightweight 
Transportation  Materials  is  also  represented  on  the  PNGV  Technical 
Group,  so  that  both  groups  have  individuals  in  common;  this  ensures 
communication  among  the  two  groups. 

Within  DOE,  this  same  individual  has  organized  a  subcommittee  of 
the  DOE  Energy  Materials  Coordinating  Committee  (EMaCC)  to  coordinate 
materials  activities  relevant  to  PNGV.  Emacc  is  a  longstanding 
committee  which  has  served  to  coordinate  all  the  materials  activities 
within  DOE. 


Question:  As  greater  numbers  of  commercial  heavy-  and  medium-duty 
alternative-fueled  trucks  enter  service,  there  will  be  an  increasing 
need  for  periodic  chassis  dynamometer  tests.  At  present,  there  is  no 
established  test  cycle  for  use  by  commercial  vehicles.  The  heavy-duty 
test  cycles  being  used  are  designed  for  urban  buses  and,  therefore,  are 
inappropriate  for  use  in  testing  trucks,  whose  driving  operation  differs 
markedly  from  buses.  Is  any  cooperative  work  with  industry  planned  to 
gather  driving  cycle  data  from  trucks  in  commercial  service  so  that  an 
appropriate  truck  cycle  test  can  be  developed? 

Answer:  On  February  24,  1994,  representatives  from  the  heavy-duty 
engine  manufacturers,  West  Virginia  University,  the  National  Renewable 
Energy  Laboratory,  the  American  Trucking  Associations,  and  the 
Department  of  Energy  met  to  discuss  the  issue  of  a  cycle  to  be  used  for 
testing  heavy-duty  engines  on  a  chassis  dynamometer.  A  cycle  was 
developed  as  a  result  of  this  meeting,  and  will  be  used  this  year  for 
the  heavy-duty  truck  testing  conducted  by  West  Virginia  University.  In 
addition,  the  National  Renewable  Energy  Laboratory,  which  serves  as  the 
project  office  for  the  DOE  heavy-duty  demonstration  program,  plans  to 
install  data  loggers  on  trucks  operating  in  three  heavy-duty  fleets. 
The  three  fleets  will  have  different  use  patterns  and  should  provide  a 
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good  Indication  of  the  representativeness  of  the  cycle  currently  being 
used  for  testing.  After  the  information  gathered  by  the  data  loggers  is 
reviewed,  changes  may  be  made  to  the  test  cycle. 

Question:  The  DOE  Clean  Cities  program  brings  together  federal, 
State  and  local  government,  and  industry  to  increase  use  of  alternative- 
fueled  vehicles.  For  heavy-duty  vehicles,  the  vast  majority--over  95 
percent  according  to  the  Department  of  Transportation's  data--are 
commercial  vehicles.  Is  there  any  ongoing  or  planned  cooperative 
activity  with  industry,  similar  to  that  between  federal  and  local 
governments,  to  include  commercial  trucks  participation  in  the  program? 

Answer:  Although  most  of  the  fleet  activity  in  the  DOE  Clean 
Cities  program  to  date  has  been  limited  to  light-duty  vehicles  in  the 
public  sector,  we  believe  that  this  will  change  as  alternative  fuel 
Infrastructure  develops  and  as  more  models  of  engines  and  vehicles 
become  available.  DOE  Clean  Cities  are  expected  to  constantly  recruit 
new  private  sector  partners.  Many  of  these  will  undoubtedly  be 
commercial  operations  (like  Entemanns  Bakery)  which  use  alternative  fuel 
trucks.  We  have  already  seen  several  airports  in  DOE  Clean  Cities  which 
require  that  buses  and  vans  operate  on  alternative  fuels.  Although  we 
have  no  specific  plans  to  target  participation  by  heavy  duty  vehicles, 
the  American  Trucking  Associations  is  working  with  the  Atlanta  DOE  Clean 
City  program  to  determine  whether  heavy-duty  fleet  participation  is 
appropriate  at  this  time. 

Technical  and  Financial  Assistance 

International  Market  Development 

Question:  According  to  the  justifications  (p.  528).  the  fiscal  year 
1995  funding  for  the  International  Energy  Agency's  Center  for  the  Analysis  and 
Dissemination  of  Demonstrated  Energy  Technologies  (CADDET)  totals  $940,000  for 
workshops  to  Increase  worldwide  awareness  of  U.S.  energy  efficiency  products 
and  services.  How  many  workshops  are  expected  to  be  held  and  where  will  they 
be  held? 

Answer:  CADDET  Is  primarily  an  information  gathering  and 
disseminating  operation,  which  in  the  past  has  concentrated  on  data  bases, 
technical  brochures,  and  newsletters  to  disseminate  information  on  energy 
efficiency  and  renewable  energy  technologies  developed  by  its  member 
countries.  In  fiscal  year  1995.  DOE  proposes  to  expand  the  outreach 
activities  of  its  participation  in  CADDET  and  to  have  representatives  of  the 
U.S.  national  CADDET  team  participate  in  on-going  workshops  and  trade  events 
as  a  new  forum  for  disseminating  information  produced  through  CADDET. 
Although  the  number  and  venue  of  these  events  is  not  yet  known,  as  they  would 
be  selected  based  on  technical  and  trade  events  planned  by  other  organizations 
during  FY  1995,  we  would  estimate  that  approximately  10-15  would  occur  in  that 
time  frame. 

Question:  In  fiscal  year  1995,  $940,000  is  requested  to  provide 
support  with  the  Agency  for  International  Development  for  energy  efficiency 
centers  in  Eastern  Europe  and  Russia  and  to  establish  two  additional  centers 
In  Latin  America  and  the  Pacific.  No  funding  was  provided  for  these 
activities  in  fiscal  year  1994.  What  agreements  for  these  centers  have  been 
signed  to  date  and  what  are  the  provisions  of  the  agreements? 

Answer:  The  Agency  for  International  Development  (AID)  has  provided 
"core  funding"  for  centers  In  Poland,  the  Czech  Republic,  Bulgaria,  Russia, 
and  the  Ukraine.  Typically.  AID  provides  two  or  three  years  of  funding,  then 
expects  the  centers  to  become  self-sustaining.  In  fiscal  year  1995,  the 
centers  in  Eastern  Europe  will  no  longer  receive  funding  from  AID.  Although 
they  are  rraking  good  progress  toward  becoming  self-sufficient,  some  additional 
support  Is  still  needed,  and  DOE  is  proposing  to  provide  it.  Agreements  in 
the  form  of  contracts  with  Battel le/Pacific  Northwest  Laboratories,  acting  as 
the  agent  for  DOE  and  AID,  have  been  in  place  with  those  centers  for  several   • 
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years.  The  energy  efficiency  center  in  Russia  (and,  possibly,  Ukraine)  will 
receive  AID  funding  in  FY  1995  to  allow  core  staffing  and  performance  of  basic 
functions  such  as  policy  assistance  to  the  local  government  and  business 
development  assistance  for  U.S.  industry. 

The  two  new  centers  to  be  established  in  FY  1995  in  Latin  America  and 
the  Pacific  will  not  receive  funding  from  AID.  They  are  being  proposed  by  DOE 
to  support  activities  of  U.S.  industry  as  part  of  the  Committee  for  Renewable 
Energy  Cotmierce  and  Trade  (CORECT)  and  the  new  Comnittee  for  Energy  Efficiency 
Conmerce  and  Trade  (COEECT).  No  agreements  yet  exist  for  those  centers,  and 
the  locations  will  be  chosen  in  conjunction  with  the  two  industry/interagency 
committees. 

Question:  What  is  the  process  for  selecting  and  establishing  these 
centers? 

Answer:  The  existing  energy  efficiency  centers  were  selected  and 
established  through  a  combination  of  inputs  from  AID,  DOE,  and  Battelle. 
Typically,  the  location  for  the  center  is  chosen  by  AID  or  DOE,  in 
consultation  with  industry.  Among  factors  considered  for  site  selection  are 
political  advantage  and  export  market  potential  for  energy  efficiency  or 
renewable  energy  in  the  country  in  question.  Battelle  then  has  provided 
technical  assistance  and  nurturing  of  the  newly-established  center,  sometimes 
employing  expertise  from  non-governmental  U.S.  organizations.  For  the  new 
centers  in  Latin  America  and  the  Pacific,  input  from  CORECT  and  COEECT  will  be 
key  to  selecting  locations  and  staff  since  the  primary  purpose  of  the  new 
centers  will  be  to  help  U.S.  industry  develop  markets.  Functions  performed  by 
the  centers  include  market  assessments  and  joint  venture  partnering  assistance 
for  companies,  as  well  as  policy  development  advice  for  national  and  regional 
governments  to  encourage  development  of  energy  efficiency. 

Question:  What  is  the  cost  for  operating  each  center? 

Answer:  The  existing  centers  each  have  received  $150,000  to  $200,000 
per  year  in  the  first  few  years  for  core  staffing.  Beyond  that,  we  believe  the 
best  approach  is  to  contract  with  the  centers  to  perform  specified  tasks,  in 
the  same  way  the  centers  perform  work  for  companies  or  for  other  outside 
parties  who  contract  with  them. 

Question:  Besides  the  funds  requested  through  the  Interior  bill  for 
the  Energy  Conservation  program,  what  other  funds  will  support  the  operation 
of  these  centers? 

Answer:   Indirectly,  funds  requested  for  the  Solar  International 
program  under  the  Energy  and  Water  Development  appropriation  may  be  used  for 
contracting  with  the  centers  to  perform  specific  tasks.  This  option  would  be 
open  to  trade  associations  and  companies,  possibly  using  funds  from  CORECT  or 
COEECT  or  Americas  21st  Century.  Further,  "AID  will  provide  $200,000  each  in 
FY  1995  for  the  Russian  and  Ukrainian  centers. 

Question:  What  are  the  respective  roles  of  DOE  and  the  Agency  for 
International  Development  in  operating  these  centers?  Are  there  any  formal 
agreements  between  DOE  and  AID? 

Answer:  In  the  case  of  the  centers  in  Eastern  Europe  and  the  New 
Independent  States,  the  Agency  for  International  Development  establishes  a 
Participating  Agency  Services  Agreement  or  an  Interagency  Agreement  with  DOE 
for  management  of  the  centers.  In  turn,  DOE  has  contracted  with  Battelle/ 
Pacific  Northwest  Laboratories  to  provide  day-to-day  management  and 
contracting  services  with  the  centers.  The  primary  reason  for  this  is  that 
Battelle  was  instrumental  in  establishing  the  centers  initially  and  has  gained 
valuable  expertise  in  methods  of  founding,  staffing,  and  operating  the  centers 
in  countries  which  are  not  well-versed  in  doing  business  with  Western 
countries,  using  Western  methods.  Under  the  agreement  with  AID,  DOE  provides 
management  oversight  and  direction,  while  AID  coordinates  this  activity  with 
the  other  elements  of  their  multi-faceted  program  of  assistance  to  those 
geographic  areas  and  provides  the  funding  on  a  reimbursable  basis. 
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DOE  Weatherization  Assistance  Program 

Question:  For  the  Weatherization  Assistance  Program,  the  fiscal  year 
1994  Interior  bill  permitted  greater  flexibility  in  the  use  of  $3  million 
previously  appropriated  for  incentive  activities.  What  is  the  status  of  the 
use  of  these  funds  and  how  will  they  be  used? 

Answer:  States  have  been  allocated  their  share  of  the  $3  million 
incentive  fund  monies  to  use  in  increasing  their  leveraging  efforts.  The 
funds  were  divided  equally  among  the  fifty  States  and  DC,  as  provided  by 
Congress.  Activities  should  get  underway  by  mid-year  in  all  States  with 
results  starting  to  show  by  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year.  Allowable  activities 
include  negotiation  of  partnerships,  agreements  and  other  arrangements  for 
leveraging  funds;  presentation  of  arguments  before  State  and  local  agencies; 
expert  advice  on  the  development  of  such  leveraging  arrangements;  and  other 
activities  (such  as  specific  training  or  consultation)  reasonably  associated 
with  the  development  and  initial  implementation  of  such  leveraging 
arrangements. 

State  Energy  Conservation  Program 

Question:  In  fiscal  year  1994,  the  State  energy  conservation  grants 
were  increased  from  $10.5  million  to  $18.3  million,  an  increase  of  $7.8 
million  or  74  percent.  In  fiscal  year  1995,  the  request  for  the  State  energy 
conservation  grants  totals  $24.8  million,  an  Increase  of  $6.5  million,  or  36 
percent,  above  the  fiscal  year  1994  level.  When  compared  with  fiscal  year 

1993,  the  fiscal  year  1995  funding  level  represents  an  increase  of  $14.3 
million,  or  136  percent.  How  have  the  funds  contributed  by  the  States  for 
these  programs  changed  between  fiscal  year  1993  and  1995? 

Answer:  The  budget  increase  in  FY  1994  represented  the  first  fiscal 
year  that  DOE  combined  its  funding  requests  for  the  State  Energy  Conservation 
Program  (SECP)  and  the  Energy  Extension  Service  (EES),  which  was  abolished  by 
the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  1992.  Since  States  are  still  being  encouraged  to 
carry  out  EES  activities  under  SECP,  a  combined  budget  request  was  made  in  FY 

1994.  The  total  FY  1993  funding  for  these  two  programs  was  $15.5  million,  so 
the  FY  1994  appropriation  of  $18.3  million  represents  an  increase  of  $2.8 
million  or  15  percent.  States  are  required  to  provide  a  20  percent  match 
under  SECP,  and  this  requirement  has  remained  the  same  for  a  number  of  years. 
States  have,  however,  provided  substantial  additional  support  for  SECP  through 
a  number  of  means.  Overall  allocations  of  Petroleum  Violation  Escrow  (PVE) 
funds  to  SECP  by  States  has  totaled  $1.2  billion  to  date.  It  is  important  to 
note,  however,  that  PVE  funds  are  rapidly  diminishing  and  are  no  longer  able 
to  play  the  significant  role  they  once  did.  In  addition,  although  we  are 
currently  gathering  data  and  have  not  completed  our  analysis,  we  are  aware  of 
the  fact  that  significant  additional  resources  have  been  provided  by  States. 
State  contributions  to  SECP  have  been  generated  in  a  number  of  ways  Including 
raising  funds  through  bond  issues  and  by  stimulating  private  sector  support. 

Question:  How  are  the  additional  fiscal  year  1994  funds  being  used? 

Answer:  The  additional  funds  are  being  used  to  emphasize  technology 
transfer  and  leveraging  strategies,  and  to  develop  and  enhance  State 
capabilities  to  implement  their  new  responsibilities  under  the  Energy  Policy 
Act  and  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan. 

Question:  What  specific  activities  will  be  accomplished  with  the 
additional  funds  in  fiscal  year  1995? 

Answer:  In  FY  1995,  the  additional  funds  will  be  used  by  States  for 
technical  assistance,  staff  development,  training  and  networking  activities 
with  other  public  and  private  sector  entities,  with  a  focus  on  developing 
State-level  capabilities  to  use  collaborative  partnerships  for  energy 
efficiency  and  renewable  energy  utilization.  Funding  will  also  be  used  for 
activities  involving  States  in  developing  better  performance  measures  for 
State  SECP  activities. 
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Question:  Funding  for  the  State  formula  grants  supports 
commercialization  activities  with  the  States  for  technologies  developed 
through  the  various  Conservation  sector  programs.  How  are  the 
commercialization  activities  funded  through  the  formula  grants  different  from 
those  funded  through  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  initiatives  which  involve 
the  States? 

Answer:  Funding  under  the  formula  grant  program  provides  support  for 
base  State  capability  to  plan  and  accomplish  comnercialization  activities 
within  the  broad,  multi-sector  scope  of  their  annual  energy  conservation 
plans.  Funding  under  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan,  for  which  grants  are 
awarded  competitively,  provides  support  for  specially  targeted  initiatives, 
i.e.  industrial  process  energy  efficiency  and  State  buildings  energy 
management.  Both  of  these  provisions  --Industrial  process  efficiency  (section 
132)  and  State  revolving  funds  (section  141)  build  directly  on  Energy  Policy 
Act  initiatives.  An  expanded  description  of  how  these  programs  will  work  is 
found  in  the  responses  to  questions  below  under  the  respective  headings  "State 
Grants  for  Industrial  Energy  Effiency"  and  "State  Grants  for  Public  Buildings 
Energy  Efficiency." 

Indian  Energy  Assistance 

Question:  Implementation  of  sections  2603  and  2606  of  the  Energy 
Policy  Act  of  1992  were  funded  in  fiscal  year  1994  through  the  Energy  and 
Water  Development  Appropriations  bill.  These  activities  support  energy 
resource  development  on  Indian  reservations  and  tribal  government  energy 
assistance  grants.  What  is  the  basis  for  transferring  these  activities  from 
the  Energy  and  Water  Appropriations  bill? 

Answer:  The  Department  did  not  request  FY  1994  funding  to  implement 
this  program.  However,  an  appropriation  from  Energy  and  Water  Development  was 
provided  for  both  Section  2606  and  Section  2603.  The  purpose  of  the  latter 
Section  is  to  help  Indian  tribes  develop  their  energy  resources.  It  provides 
for  funding  "vertical  integration  projects"  which  include  projects  involving 
oil  refineries,  natural  gas  distribution,  and  coal,  as  well  as  renewable 
energy  sources.  Section  2603,  accordingly,  is  an  initiative  primarily  of 
interest  to  DOE's  Office  of  Fossil  Energy. 

OTFA's  program  interest  has  all  along  focused  on  EPACT  Section  2606, 
which  allows  grants  "to  evaluate  the  feasibility  of,  develop  options  for,  and 
encourage  the  adoption  of  energy  efficiency  and  renewable  energy  projects  on 
Indian  reservations."  Section  2606  further  requires  that  grant  applicants 
must  "evidence  coordination  and  cooperation  with,  and  support  from,  local 
educational  institutions  and  the  affected  local  energy  institutions."  The 
purposes  and  conditions  of  Section  2606  logically  linl<  It  to  the  State  Energy 
Conservation  Program  and  other  OTFA  programs  traditionally  funded  under  the 
Interior  Appropriations  Bill.  The  planning  for  this  program  has  been 
conducted  in  connection  with  the  State  Energy  Conservation  Program. 

In  OTFA's  development  of  its  FY  1995  budget  request,  therefore,  we 
focused  on  implementation  of  Section  2606,  for  which  we  have  been  planning, 
not  Section  2603  which  "belongs"  to  another  Departmental  entity.  Because  of 
the  close  ties  of  Section  2606  to  other  State  and  local  grant  programs  within 
our  overall  program  request  to  the  Interior  Appropriations  Subcomnlttee,  it 
logically  appears  in  the  Interior  Appropriations  request. 

Question:  How  many  grants  are  expected  to  be  awarded  and  what  is  the 
expected  funding  level  of  the  grants? 

Answer:  In  FY  1994,  it  is  projected  that  approximately  25  grants  will 
be  awarded  between  the  two  sections.  Awards  made  under  Section  2603  are 
anticipated  to  range  from  $1  million  to  $2.5  million.  Grants  made  under 
Section  2606  are  anticipated  to  be  less  than  $250,000  each. 

Question:  Are  the  grants  being  awarded  on  a  formula  basis  or  are 
these  grants  competitive? 
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Answer:  All  grants  will  be  awarded  based  on  a  competitive 
solicitation. 

Question:  What  criteria  is  being  used  for  awarding  the  grants? 

Answer:  The  selection  criteria  were  developed  where  possible  based  on 
language  included  in  the  Energy  Policy  Act,  including  contribution  to  the 
development  of  the  reservation,  the  quality  of  the  environment,  and 
involvement  of  local  energy  and  educational  institutions.  Considerations  such 
as  project  maturity,  concept  description,  applicant  capabilities,  technical 
feasibility  and  cost-sharing  also  will  be  evaluated. 

Question:  Are  the  tribes  expected  to  contribute  any  matching  funds? 
If  so,  how  much  funding? 

Answer:  In  most  cases,  matching  funds  are  required.  Under  Section 
2603,  the  Energy  Policy  Act  (EPACT)  requires  a  50  percent  cost-share  for  each 
project.  Under  Section  2606,  the  general  match  requirement  of  EPACT  is  20 
percent,  except  that  for  feasibility  studies  there  is  no  match  requirement. 
However,  if  the  grant  recipient  is  a  for-profit  organization,  the  required 
match  becomes  50  percent. 

Question:  What  is  the  level  of  funding  authorized  by  the  Energy 
Policy  Act  for  sections  2603  and  2606? 

Answer:  The  authorized  funding  level  for  Section  2603  is  $10  million 
per  year  for  each  of  three  subsections  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1994,  1995, 
1996  and  1997.  Under  Section  2606  there  are  authorized  such  sums  as  are 
necessary  for  the  development  and  implementation  of  the  program. 

Education  and  Training  Outreach 

Question:  According  to  the  budget  justifications  (page  542),  a  new 
education  and  training  outreach  program  is  being  proposed  at  a  funding  level 
of  $518,000.  What  specific  activities  will  be  carried  out  with  the  additional 
funding? 

Answer:  A  cooperative  education  program  has  been  established  with 
North  Carolina  Agricultural  and  Technical  State  University,  an  Historically 
Black  College/University.  This  program,  initiated  in  June  1994,  provides 
training  in  energy,  environment  and  economics  issues  for  engineering  students. 
The  purpose  is  to  attract  entry  level  technical  talent  to  the  Department  to 
help  move  proven  renewable  energy  and  energy  efficiency  technologies  from  the 
laboratories  where  they  have  been  developed  to  the  marketplace.  In  the  first 
year  the  program  recruited  eight  students.  In  the  second  year,  fifteen  new  NC 
A&T  students  and  ten  from  an  historically  Hispanic  university  are  expected  to 
enter  the  18-month  program. 

Additional  programs  will  be  in  the  area  of  student  competitions  and  a 
significantly  expanded  cooperative  education  program  to  include  more  technical 
specialties  such  as  chemistry  and  physical  science  in  addition  to  the 
engineering  disciplines  already  addressed.  Support  is  also  provided  for  the 
activities  of  two  major  energy  and  environmental  education  organizations: 

The  National  Energy  Education  Development  Project  (NEED)  offers 
student-directed  activities  and  training  to  promote  energy  efficiency 
and  environmental  awareness  to  elementary  and  middle  school 
youngsters,  their  families  and  conmunities.  The  NEED  project  has 
been  adopted  by  more  than  5,000  schools  in  28  States  and  territories 
since  its  inception  in  1980. 

The  National  Network  of  Energy  and  Environmental  Education 
Professionals  (The  Network)  provides  a  forum  for  the  exchange  of 
ideas  for  teaching  energy  and  environmental  concepts  to  K-I2 
students.  This  organization  serves  professional  educators  as  well  as 
provides  guidance  from  classroom  teachers  to  utilities'  education 
liaisons  charged  with  providing  support  in  energy  education  to  local 
service  area  schools  and  consumers. 
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Question:  How  many  schools  and  teachers  are  expected  to  be  involved 
in  the  program? 

Answer:  The  Cooperative  Education  Program  will  involve  up  to  two 
universities  in  1994-1995.  The  program  involves  at  least  three  professors  at 
each  university  for  a  proposed  total  of  six.  To  estimate  the  number  of 
teachers  involved  in  the  NEED  Project,  we  assume  at  least  two  classroom 
teachers  support  NEED  activities  in  each  of  the  5,000  schools,  for  a  total  of 
at  least  10,000  teachers.  The  Network  has  50  teacher  members  who  lead 
activities  in  a  client  sector  of  40  States  serving  an  average  of  400  teachers 
each,  with  the  exception  of  Illinois  which  reaches  approximately  2,000 
teachers. 

Question:  At  the  requested  level  of  funding  is  the  program  fully 
funded,  or  is  it  expected  that  funding  will  be  increased  in  future  years?  If 
the  funding  is  expected  to  increase,  what  is  the  full  funding  level  for  these 
activities? 

Answer:  The  program  is  not  fully  funded  at  the  requested  level,  but 
the  requested  amount  will  provide  the  basis  for  determination  of  appropriate 
future  program  scope.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  addition  of  student 
competitions  and  the  expansion  of  the  cooperative  education  program  would 
require  additional  funding.  Although  we  cannot  estimate  those  amounts  until 
the  program  has  been  developed  further,  we  would  prepare  those  program  plans 
and  proposed  funding  levels  for  consideration  in  future  budget  years. 

State  Grants  for  Industrial  Energy  Efficiency 

Question:  As  part  of  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan,  the  budget 
proposes  $7  million  to  provide  grants  to  States  and  territories  for  energy 
efficiency  and  clean  industrial  technologies  and  to  provide  training  and 
assistance  to  utilities  in  developing  testing  and  evaluation  mechanisms.  How 
do  these  activities  differ  from  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  activities  or 
the  Energy  Analysis  and  Diagnostic  Centers  activities  funded  through  the 
Industrial  program?  How  are  these  activities  coordinated? 

Answer:  The  $7  million  requested  for  grants  to  States  and  territories 
for  industrial  efficiency,  under  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan,  builds 
directly  on  the  industrial  efficiency  State  Grants  described  in  the  Energy 
Policy  Act,  Section  132.  This  funding  will  be  used  to  accelerate  the  use  of 
energy-efficient  industrial  process  technologies  by  providing,  on  a 
competitive  basis,  grants  to  States  and  territories  to  develop  model  State 
industrial  energy  efficiency  services.  This  program  will  build  on  existing 
Federal  and  State  resources,  including  the  EADC  audit  program,  to  accomplish 
its  goals. 

The  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  for  the  Energy  Analysis  and  Diagnostic 
Centers  (EADCs)  will  increase  the  number  of  participating  institutions  from  30 
to  38  in  1995.  The  EADCs  are  university-based  programs  that  offer  energy 
audits  and  technical  recommendations  to  small  and  medium-size  firms  by 
engineering  faculty  and  students.  The  program  provides  training  for  students 
and  hands-on  experience  in  technical  evaluation  and  project  implementation. 

These  activities  are  being  closely  coordinated  at  the  Federal  level  by 
the  cognizant  program  managers.  In  addition.  State  involvement  has  and  will 
continue  to  be  actively  sought  in  the  planning  and  implementation  of  these 
programs.  Further,  in  order  to  successfully  obtain  grant  funding.  States  will 
be  required  to  demonstrate  the  strongest  possible  coordination  with  the  EADCs 
and  other  Federal  and  non-Federal  activities  and  programs. 

Question:  What  will  be  the  basis  for  awarding  the  grants?  Will  all 
states  receive  grants  or  will  the  grants  be  awarded  on  a  competitive  basis? 

Answer:  Based  on  stakeholder  input  we  propose  to  offer  a  competitive 
solicitation.  States  would  be  free  to  develop  a  model  that  addresses  the 
client  needs  of  their  State.  States  may  elect  to  concentrate  on  a  major 
industry  or  collaborate  with  that  industry's  State  or  national  trade 
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association  to  reach  a  broader  part  of  the  industrial  sector.  States  may 
choose  the  objectives  that  best  meet  the  partnership  needs  and  design  programs 
such  as  industrial  mentor  or  caseworker  approaches  to  carry  out  the  program. 
It  is  anticipated  that  one  selection  criterion  will  be  a  State's  ability  to 
leverage  non-Federal  resources  to  maximize  program  results. 

Question:  What  is  the  anticipated  size  of  the  awards? 

Answer:  We  anticipate  awards  in  a  range  of  one  to  two  million 


dollars. 


State  Grants  for  Public  Building  Energy  Efficiency 


.  Question:  The  budget  also  proposes  $11  million  to  fund  a  State 
building  energy  conservation  grants  program  for  projects  in  existing  State 
buildings.  What  criteria  will  be  used  for  awarding  these  grants? 

Answer:  The  Energy  Policy  Act  requires  that  the  Department  consider 
whether:  (1)  such  State,  or  a  majority  of  its  local  governments  has  adopted 
building  standards  at  least  as  stringent  as  ASHRAE  90.1-1989  (conmercial 
buildings)  and  CABO  MEC-1992  (residential  buildings);  (2)  such  State  has 
established  a  program,  including  a  revolving  fund,  to  finance  energy 
efficiency  improvements  in  State  anjJ  local  government  buildings;  and  (3)  such 
State  has  obtained  funding  from  non-Federal  sources,  including,  but  not 
limited  to,  oil  overcharge  funds.  State  or  local  government  appropriations,  or 
utility  contributions  (including  rebates)  equal  to  or  greater  than  three  times 
the  amount  requested  from  DOE.  Assuming  that  a  State  has  demonstrated 
commitment  to  this  area,  projects  would  be  selected  based  on  their 
effectiveness  and  potential  impact. 

Question:  Will  the  grants  be  awarded  by  formula  or  on  a  competitive 
basis? 

Answer:  Grants  will  be  awarded  based  on  a  competitive  solicitation. 

Question:  How  many  grants  are  expected  to  be  awarded  and  what  is  the 
anticipated  size  of  the  grants? 

Answer:  The  Energy  Policy  Act  limits  the  amount  of  funds  that  can  be 
awarded  to  any  one  State  to  $1  million.  Therefore,  at  least  10  grants  are 
expected  to  be  awarded  in  FY  1995,  although  there  could  be  more  awards  at  less 
than  the  maximum  amount,  depending  on  the  results  of  the  competitive  process. 

Question:  What  are  the  requirements  for  State  funding  of  these 
grants? 

Answer:  States  are  required  to  provide  a  3:1  match  of  DOE  funds.  As 
in  the  case  of  SECP,  the  match  can  consist  of  cash,  in-kind  contributions  or  a 
combination  thereof. 

Utility  Sector 

Question:  The  FY  1995  request  includes  $13,000,000  for  integrated 
resource  planning,  an  increase  of  $6.2  million,  or  91  percent,  above  the 
current  level.   Included  in  the  FY  1995  request  is  $6.0  million  associated 
with  the  implementation  of  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan.  What  specific 
activities  will  be  additional  $6.0  million  support? 

Answer:  The  goal  of  the  IRP  Program  under  the  Climate  Change  Action 
Plan  is  to  accelerate  implementation  of  IRP  at  the  state  level  to  ensure 
demand  and  supply  options  are  both  scrutinized  to  determine  the  best  way  for 
meeting  customer  requirements.  The  funding  of  the  core  IRP  program  In 
previous  years  ($6.75  million  in  FY  1994)  has  contributed  to  a  significant 
expansion  of  demand  side  management  programs  which  have  reduced  U.S.  energy 
needs  by  40  billion  kilowatt-hours  in  1993.   In  FY  1995  the  request  for  the 
core  IRP  program  is  $7.0  million.  The  additional  funding  of  $6.0  million  will 
be  used  in  two  key  areas  of  activities  to  support  this  goal.   It  is 
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anticipated  that  $3  million  dollars  will  be  used  to  assist  states  and 
utilities  in  obtaining  needed  education  and  training  in  the  theories  and 
techniques  of  IRP  and  $3  million  dollars  will  be  used  to  provide  financial 
assistance  (consistent  with  EPACT)  to  the  states  to  support  the  implementation 
of  IRP  rules  and  submissions.  In  each  area,  the  IRP  Program  is  working 
closely  with  state  cormiissioners,  utilities  and  other  IRP  stakeholders  to 
define  specific  activities  which  will  meet  their  needs. 

Question:  How  are  these  activities  different  than  the  activities  funded 
through  the  State  Energy  Conservation  Program  activities  and  how  are  these 
activities  coordinated  with  the  States? 

Answer:  The  State  Energy  Conservation  Program's  goal  is  to  support 
state-level  activities  that:  promote  energy  efficiency,  energy  conservation 
and  reduce  the  rate  of  growth  in  energy  demand. 

IRP  is  a  utility  resource  planning  process  for  evaluating  a  wide  range 
of  supply-side  and  demand-side  options  to  meet  customer  requirements  by 
identifying  the  appropriate  resource  mix  in  terms  of  criteria  such  as  cost, 
reliability  and  environmental  impacts.  The  IRP  Program's  goal  is  to  promote 
the  use  of  integrated  resource  planning  by  state  and  industry  practitioners. 
Financial  assistance  provided  by  the  IRP  Program  to  the  states  will  help  to 
support  the  development  of  analytical  tools  and  techniques  used  in  the 
practice  of  IRP  as  well  as  those  supporting  IRP  related  resource  decision 
making.  These  include  tools  and  techniques  to  advance  and  facilitate  the 
process  for  assessing  the  various  supply-side  and  demand-side  resource  options 
to  improve  the  quality  of  IRP  decisions.  States  will  be  given  the  opportunity 
to  submit  proposals  to  the  IRP  Program  for  financial  assistance.  This 
assistance  will  be  focused  specifically  on  support  needed  by  states  for 
developing  and/or  enhancing  their  IRP  processes. 

The  State  Energy  Conservation  Program  and  the  IRP  Program  are  within  the 
Office  of  Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy.  Activities  undertaken  by 
the  Program  areas  are  discussed  in  weekly  meetings.  Representatives  from  the 
State  Energy  Conservation  Program  also  are  invited  to  attend  regularly 
scheduled  meetings  of  the  IRP  Process  Action  Team.  Financial  assistance  to 
states  through  the  IRP  Program  will  be  closely  coordinated  with  the  State 
Energy  Conservation  Program  through  ongoing  interface  between  Program  managers 
to  ensure  that  the  funding  provided  by  each  program  addresses  its  own  unique 
and  important  goals. 

Policy  and  Management 

Question:  The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  proposes  to  increase  funding  for 
analysis,  evaluation  and  planning  activities  from  the  fiscal  year  1994  level 
of  $940,000  to  $2,860,000  which  represents  an  increase  of  $1.9  million  ,  or 
204  percent.  What  is  the  justification  for  such  a  significant  increase? 

Answer:  We  believe  it  is  sound  business  practice  to  provide  a  core 
operating  budget  for  oversight,  integration,  analysis,  evaluation  and  planning 
for  corporate  responsibilities  such  as  the  EE  level  Strategic  Plans  required 
in  the  Government  Performance  and  Results  Act  and  Energy  Policy  Act  reports. 
The  resource  also  supports  cross-cut  and  beneficial  economy-of-scale 
activities  such  as  data  bases,  analytical  tools,  and  multi-sector  issues.  The 
proposed  $2.9  million  level  of  effort  represents  roughly  three-tenths  of  one 
percent  of  the  operating  budget.  This  level  of  effort  is  necessary  to  support 
the  individual  sectors  with  consistent  corporate  EE  level  macro-economic 
baselines,  integrated  performance  metrics  development,  model  and  consistent 
methods  for  assessing  and  normalizing  the  costs,  benefits,  and  impacts  of  the 
complex  portfolio  of  programs  managed  by  the  Office  of  Energy  Efficiency.  For 
comparison  purposes,  large-complex  private  firms  may  spend  up  to  4  percent  of 
operating  budgets  on  technology,  product,  and  market  evaluation. 

Question:  What  other  program  evaluation  activities  are  performed 
besides  those  funded  through  the  policy  and  management  program  and  how  are 
they  coordinated  with  the  activities  of  the  policy  and  management  program? 
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Answer:  The  individual  programs  are  the  principal  agents  of  program 
evaluation  which  are  considered  an  essential  eler:r;t  of  program  management. 
Evaluations  conducted  within  individual  programs  have  been  growing,  the  EE 
totals  have  nearly  doubled  over  the  past  three  years  from  $9  million  in  FY 
1993  to  $18  million  proposed  in  FY  1995  commensurate  with  the  broadening  scope 
and  the  increased  funding  being  applied  to  the  energy  efficiency  and  renewable 
energy  programs. 

Question:  For  the  first  time  funding  is  requested  for  the  Golden 
Field  Office  to  support  activities  of  the  National  Renewable  Energy 
Laboratory  (NREL).  The  request  for  the  Golden  Field  Office  is  approximately 
$2.2  million.  How  was  this  field  office  funded  previously? 

Answer:  Prior  to  FY  1991  the  costs  for  the  Golden  Field  Office  were 
funded  under  the  Energy  and  Water  Development  Departmental  Administration 
account. 

In  FY  1991,  the  Department  implemented  operational  changes  for  funding  field 
activities  and  required  that  cognizant  programs  needed  to  fund  the  cost  of 
all  field  activities  in  support  of  a  particular  program.  Therefore,  during 
FY  1991,  the  Office  of  Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy  (EE)  provided 
$426,000  from  Energy  Supply  Research  and  Development  (ESRJD)  Program 
Direction  accounts  to  cover  Golden  salary  expenses  for  part  of  the  year. 

In  FY  1992,  EE  funded  all  costs  for  Golden  which  totaled  $2,227,800.  A 
total  of  $1,043,000  for  Federal  salaries  was  funded  from  the  Technical  and 
Financial  Management  Program  Direction  account  and  the  balance  was  funded 
from  ESR&D  accounts.  In  FY  1993,  the  costs  for  Golden  totaled  $2,946,000  of 
which  $1,897,604  was  funded  from  Energy  Conservation  primarily  under 
Technical  and  Financial  Assistance  Program  Direction,  Industry  Program 
Direction,  and  Policy  and  Management.  A  total  of  $5,175,000  is  estimated 
for  Golden  in  FY  1994  and  again  the  funding  will  be  split  between  the  ESR&D 
and  Energy  Conservation  appropriations.  The  Conservation  funding  will  be 
principally  from  Technical  and  Financial  Assistance  Program  Direction, 
Industry  Program  Direction,  and  Policy  and  Management. 

Question:  Does  the  $2.2  million  represent  total  funding  for  the  field 
office?  If  not,  has  additional  funding  been  requested  through  the  Energy 
and  Water  Development  Appropriations  bill? 

Answer:  No,  the  $2,240,000  does  not  represent  the  total  funding  for 
the  Golden  Field  Office.  A  total  of  $5,860,000  is  requested  for  Golden  in 
the  FY  1995  Congressional  Request.  This  includes  $3,620,000  under  the 
Energy  and  Water  Development  Appropriations  and  the  $2,240,000  balance  in 
Conservation. 

Staffing  Levels 

Question:  Overall,  the  Energy  Conservation  program  has  a  significant 
increase  in  FTE's  associated  with  the  implementation  of  the  investment 
initiative,  the  Energy  Policy  Act,  and  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan.  What 
are  the  FTE's  specifically  associated  with  each  element  of  the  investment 
initiative,  the  Energy  Policy  Act,  and  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  for 
Energy  Conservation? 

Answer:  The  FTE  increase  in  the  Energy  Conservation  program  is  70  in 
FY  1994  and  34  in  FY  1995.  The  proposed  increases  are  primarily  in  support 
of  implementation  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  1992,  both  at  EE  Headquarters 
and  field  operations.  There  are  no  FTEs  requested  in  the  FY  1995  budget 
specifically  for  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan.  Full-time  equivalents  in 
each  of  the  investment  initiatives  are  detailed  below: 
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Investment 
Initiative 

FY  1993 
Allocation 

Delta 

FY  1994 
Allocation 

Delta 

FY  1995 
Request 

Weatherization 
Assistance  Program 
(Headquarters  &  Field) 

23 

+2 

25 

.__ 

25 

Federal  Energy 
Managment  Program 

10 

+4 

14 

+2 

16 

Alternative  Fuels 

6 

+3 

9 

+2 

11 

EPACT 

18 

+61 

79 

+20 

89 

NOTE:  Ten  FTE  of  the  34  increase  for  FY  1995  are  for  absorption  of 
previously  FTE  exempt  programs  such  as  Cooperative  Education  Programs, 
Special  Hiring  Authority  for  Handicapped  Employees,  etc. 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  NICKLES 

General  Budget 

We  face  many  challenges  with  our  Bill  this  year.  This  year  the 
Administration  is  requesting  a  42  percent  increase  above  the  FY  1994  level  for 
Energy  Conservation  programs.  Energy  Conservation's  FY  1994  appropriated  level 
is  20  percent  over  the  FY  1993  level. 

On  the  other  hand,  there  are  a  number  of  programs  within  other  agencies 
which  are  proposed  for  reduction  or  elimination.  For  example,  within  the 
Indian  Health  Service,  which  is  proposed  for  a  13  percent  decrease,  no  funds 
have  been  requested  for  sanitation  facilities  ($85  million  in  FY  1994);  for 
on-going  hospital  and  clinic  construction  ($86  million  in  FY  1994);  and  for 
the  staffing  of  new  IHS  facilities  that  will  be  complete  and  ready  for  opening 
in  FY  1995.  As  you  can  readily  understand  using  these  example,  some  of  the 
proposals  are  unacceptable.  It  is  difficult  to  understand  the 
Administration's  priority  setting  methods. 

Within  the  agencies  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Interior  Subcoirrnittee, 
there  are  reorganization  and  streamlining  proposals,  which  may  involve  field 
location  consolidations  and  closures.  Members  are  coming  to  us  expressing 
their  concern  about  services  in  their  States  being  cut  off.  It  is  likely  we 
will  encounter  resistance  to  some  of  the  reorganization  and  streamlining 
proposals;  the  alternative  may  be  to  take  reductions  in  base  programs.  Yet, 
Energy  Conservation  comes  to  us  with  a  42  percent  increase. 

Question:  It  is  unrealistic  to  expect  that  Energy  Conservation  will 
receive  such  an  increase  when  other  agencies  have  critical  programs 
el iminated. 

In  order  to  help  the  Appropriations. Committees  sort  through  competing 
Interior  bill  programs  and  projects,  has  Energy  Conservation  begun  to 
prioritize  within  its  budget  request?  If  so,  please  provide  a  listing  of  items 
to  the  Committee  for  consideration. 

Answer:  The  Department  is  eager  to  work  with  the  Coimittee  to  assess 
program  priorities  for  the  Office  of  Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy  to 
assist  Congress  if  budgetary  constraints  preclude  them  from  funding  the  entire 
request.  We  are  in  the  midst  of  an  intense  stakeholder-driven  process  to 
develop  rigorous,  objective  criteria  by  which  to  compare  the  effectiveness  of 
different  Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy  programs,  which  will  in  turn 
help  determine  the  list  of  priorities. 

This  process  continues  the  important  policy  work  done  in  the  previous 
administration  that  objectively  analyzed  all  programs  in  energy  efficiency, 
renewable  energy,  fossil  energy,  and  nuclear  energy  "on  the  merits."  This 


128 

1991  analysis  was  unique  in  its  effort  to  be  fair  and  balanced.  It  used  the 
following  evaluation  criteria  and  weights: 

ENERGY  SIGNIFICANCE  (25%):  total  quads  produced  in  the  near  term, 
mid  term,  and  long  term 

NATIONAL  SECURITY  (10%):  potential  for  reducing  oil  imports 
ECONOMIC  COMPETITIVENESS  (10%):  economic  and  trade  benefits 
•     ENVIRONMENT  (25%):  reductions  of  greenhouse  gases,  air  and  water 
pollution,  and  hazardous  waste 
TECHNICAL  RISK  (15%):  probability  of  success 
GOVERNMENT  ROLE  (15%):  extent  government  support  is  needed  to 
overcome  technology  and  market  barriers. 

The  results:  Energy  efficiency  programs  were  rated  by  far  the  best  investment 
for  reducing  oil  vulnerability,  particularly  programs  in  transportation  demand 
efficiency,  industrial  demand  efficiency,  and  industrial  waste  minimization. 
The  next  best  were  renewables  and  then  natural  gas.  For  meeting  electricity 
needs,  again  the  best  programs  were  efficiency,  particularly  industrial  demand 
efficiency  and  waste  minimization.  The  next  best  were  renewables  and  then 
natural  gas  programs. 

Although  the  analysis  was  intended  to  drive  the  FY  1993  budget,  the 
Administration  at  the  time  largely  ignored  the  results.  The  purpose  of  the 
analysis  was  to  identify  high-ranking  programs  that  deserved  more  funding  and 
low-ranking  programs  from  which  the  money  could  be  shifted.  If  you  examine 
the  Fiscal  Year  1995  budget,  you  will  find  that  is  exactly  what  we  have  done. 
We  have  shifted  money  from  the  low-ranking  programs  in  order  to  enhance  energy 
efficiency  and  drive  renewable  technologies  into  the  marketplace,  while 
advancing  natural  gas. 

As  mentioned,  we  are  refining  this  important  analytical  tool  to  compare  the 
relative  merit  of  individual  programs  in  Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable 
Energy.  We  are  working  closely  with  stakeholders  to  determine  which  criteria 
are  the  most  important  for  comparing  programs,  including  energy  provided  or 
saved,  reduction  in  oil  imports,  pollution  avoided,  return  on  investment,  and 
jobs  created.  This  analysis  will  ultimately  allow  individual  programs  to  be 
ranked. 

This  process  is  necessarily  dependent  on  a  tremendous  amount  of  analysis, 
stakeholder  input,  and  objective  review--work  which  is  on-going.  It  would  be 
premature  to  identify  lower-priority  activities  before  this  analysis  is 
completed. 

We  will  work  with  Congress  to  determine  priorities  for  additions  and 
reductions  in  Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy  programs.  Our  priorities 
start  with  new  initiatives  to  empower  States,  industry,  and  energy  consumers 
to  overcome  the  barriers  impeding  the  large  reservoir  of  near-term,  cost- 
effective  efficiency  opportunities.  Also,  this  is  the  time  to  mobilize 
industry.  States,  and  laboratories  to  exploit  energy  efficiency  as  a  least- 
cost  approach  to  pollution  prevention.  This  budget  request  also  includes 
high-priority  work  with  Federal  agencies  to  establish  Federal  facilities  as 
energy  conservation  models  and  to  open  markets  for  alternative-fueled 
vehicles. 

We  fully  appreciate  the  difficult  decisions  Congress  must  make  in  determining 
allocations  for  programs.  However,  the  FY  1995  Congressional  Budget  for 
Energy  Efficiency  programs  is  a  balanced  program  of  R&D,  commercialization, 
and  long-term  and  short-term  activities  and  represents  for  the  first  time  a 
budget  objectively  aligned  with  essential  national  goals:  satisfying  the 
Nation's  energy  needs,  reducing  our  vulnerability  to  oil  shocks,  protecting 
the  environment,  and  improving  the  economy. 

Question:  What  would  the  program  look  like  with  a  25  percent  reduction? 

Answer:  Again,  we  fully  appreciate  the  difficult  decisions  Congress 
must  make  in  determining  allocations  for  programs.  However,  the  FY  1995 
Congressional  Budget  for  Energy  Efficiency  programs  is  a  balanced  program  of 
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R&D,  cotipiercialization,  and  long-term  and  short-term  activities  and  represents 
for  the  first  time  a  budget  objectively  aligned  with  essential  national  goals: 
satisfying  the  Nation's  energy  needs,  reducing  our  vulnerability  to  oil 
shocks,  protecting  the  environment,  and  improving  the  economy. 

The  Department  is  eager  to  work  with  the  Coimiittee  to  assess  program 
priorities  for  the  Office  of  Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy  to  assist 
Congress  if  budgetary  constraints  preclude  them  from  funding  the  entire 
request.  We  are  in  the  midst  of  an  intense  stakeholder-driven  process  to 
develop  rigorous,  objective  criteria  by  which  to  compare  the  effectiveness  of 
different  Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy  programs,  which  will  in  turn 
help  determine  the  list  of  priorities. 

Question:  With  a  35  percent  reduction? 

Answer:  Again,  we  fully  appreciate  the  difficult  decisions  Congress 
must  make  in  determining  allocations  for  programs.  However,  the  FY  1995 
Congressional  Budget  for  Energy  Efficiency  programs  is  a  balanced  program  of 
RJD,  conmercialization,  and  long-term  and  short-term  activities  and  represents 
for  the  first  time  a  budget  objectively  aligned  with  essential  national  goals: 
satisfying  the  Nation's  energy  needs,  reducing  our  vulnerability  to  oil 
shocks,  protecting  the  environment,  and  improving  the  economy. 

Question:  What  would  be  the  major  impacts  of  funding  Energy  Conservation 
at  the  FY  1994  enacted  level? 

Answer:  Funding  energy  efficiency  at  levels  enacted  for  FY  1994  would 
effectively  foreclose  the  opportunity  to  stabilize  emissions  of  greenhouse 
ases  by  the  turn  of  the  century;  would  cost  energy  consumers  an  additional 
25  to  $30  billion  in  energy  costs  from  1994  to  2000;  and  would  jeopardize 
national  industrial  productivity  and  competitive  position  in  global  markets 
worth  hundreds  of  billions. 

Increased  investment 

Question:  The  FY  1995  Energy  Conservation  budget  is  proposed  to 
increase  $288.0  million  above  the  FY  1994  enacted  level.  As  stated  in  the 
budget  justification,  a  major  objective  of  this  proposal  "is  increased 
investment  in  research  and  development  of  technologies  to  increase  energy 
efficiency  in  all  sectors  of  the  economy,  increase  fuel  flexibility,  enhance 
environmental  quality,  and  improve  U.S.  competitiveness  in  world  markets." 
The  Energy  Conservation  investment  components  total  $267.9  million  in  the  FY 
1995  request.  Energy  Conservation's  FY  1994  request  contained  a  $182  million 
Investment  initiative.  Are  the  components  of  the  FY  1995  investment 
endeavor  continuations  of  last  year's  investment  initiative? 

Answer:  Yes,  the  components  of  the  FY  1995  Investment  Initiatives  are 
continuations  of  last  year's  Investment  Initiative.  This  includes 
investment  initiatives  in  support  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  1992,  the 
Weatherization  Assistance  Program,  Alternative  Fuels  Vehicles,  and  the 
Federal  Energy  Management  Program. 

Question:  Are  some  of  the  FY  1995  items  which  are  identified  as 
"investment"  in  the  base  levels?  If  so,  why  are  they  being  singled  out  as 
"increased  investments"? 

Answer:  Many  of  the  FY  1995  items  which  are  identified  as 
"investment"  have  been  incorporated  into  the  base  levels  and  have  been 
singled  out  as  "increased  investments"  in  order  to  show  the  continuation  of 
the  FY  1994  Investment  Initiatives. 

Question:  How  is  the  Administration's  investment  effort  defined  so 
Congress  can  decipher  the  old  from  the  new?  Please  provide  a  table  for  the 
Committee  which  identifies  the  items  which  are  a  continuation  from  the  prior 
year  and  the  items  which  are  new  in  FY  1995.  Also,  indicate  which 
investment  items  are  in  response  to  the  EPACT  of  1992. 

Answer:  The  attached  table  provides  a  breakout  by  fiscal  year  of  the 
various  Investment  Initiatives,  which  include  Investment/EPACT,  other 
Investments  (Weatherization,  Alternative  Fueled  Vehicles,  and  Federal  Energy 
Management  Program),  and  Climate  Change  Action  Plan. 
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Climate  Change  Action  Plan 

Question:  Funding  of  $119  million  for  the  President's  Climate  Change 
Action  Plan  is  included  in  this  request  also.  The  Climate  Change  Action  Plan, 
unveiled  in  October  1993,  calls  for  returning  U.S.  greenhouse  gas  emissions  to 
1990  levels  by  the  year  2000  with  cost-effective  domestic  actions,  for 
creating  incentives  for  businesses  and  individual  to  conserve  energy,  for 
enhancing  economic  growth  and  creating  jobs,  and  for  planting  trees.  The 
Administration  expects  to  spend  $1.9  billion  on  the  Action  Plan  between  1994 
and  2000. 

Energy  Conservation  is  the  lead  agency  in  Plan  implementation  and  makes 
up  42  percent  of  the  total  President's  request  ($283  million  government-wide) 
for  FY  1995.  What  are  the  anticipated  future  funding  requirements  for  your 
agency? 

Answer:  The  total  DOE  budget  authority  in  millions  of  dollars  for  out- 
year  implementation  of  the  CCAP  is  estimated  to  be: 

FY    1996       1997       1998      1999       2000 

233        235        213       211       201 

Question:  Please  provide  a  detailed  discussion  of  the  Energy 
Conservation  funding  requests  that  are  being  undertaken  pursuant  to  the 
Administrations's  Climate  Change  Action  Plan,  along  with  the  specific 
statutory  authority  for  each  funding  request. 

Answer:  The  Energy  Conservation  funding  request  for  FY  1995  Climate 
Change  Action  Plan  (CCAP)  is  outlined  below. 

$Mi11ions 

Office  of  Building  Technologies  $72.9 

Market  Conditioning  51.8 

#1  Rebuild  America  20.0 

#4  Cost  Shared  Demonstrations  10.0 

#6  Residential  Golden  Carrots  15.0 

#11  Housing  Efficiency  Programs  6.8 

Codes  and  Standards  15.5 

#8  Home  Energy  Ratings/Efficient  Mortgages  1.5 

#10  Upgraded  Building  Standards  14.0 

Implementation  and  Deployment  5.6 

#5  Information  and  Training  3.4 

#9  Cool  Comnunities  2.2 

Office  of  Industrial  Technologies  $22.0 

Energy  Systems  5.5 

#12  Motor  Challenge  3.5 

#13  Industrial  Golden  Carrots  2.0 


Waste  Minimization 


5.5 


#16  Accelerate  Pollution  Prevention/Recycling  5.5 

Implementation  and  Deployment  (CCAP  #14,15,CW)  H.O 

#14  Accelerate  Energy  Efficient  Technologies  1-5 

#15  Expand  and  Enhance  EADCs  3,5 

Climate  Wise  Companies  o-O 

Office  of  Utility  Technologies  $6-0 

#27  Integrated  Resource  Planning  o-O 

Office  of  Technical  and  Financial  Assistance  $18.0 

State  Energy  Conservation  Program  18.0 

#3  State  Revolving  Funds  11-0 

#14  Accelerate  Energy  Efficient  Technologies  7.0 
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Energy  Conservation  R&D  $100.9 

Energy  Conservation  Grants  18.0 

Total  Energy  Conservation  $118.9 

The  following  statutory  authorities  for  the  Energy  Conservation  funding 
request  are  listed  below. 

The  Solar  Research,  Development  and  Demonstration  Act  of  1974 

The  Energy  Policy  and  Conservation  Act  of  1975 

The  Energy  Conservation  and  Production  Act  of  1976 

The  Solar  Photovoltaic  Energy  Research,  Development  and 

Demonstration  Act  of  1978 

The  National  Energy  Conservation  Policy  Act  of  1978 

The  National  Appliance  Energy  Conservation  Act  of  1987 

The  Federal  Energy  Management  Improvement  Act  of  1988 

The  Steel  and  Aluminum  Energy  Conservation  and  Technology 

Competitiveness  Act  of  1988 

The  National  Superconductivity  Competitiveness  Act  of  1988 

The  National  Competitiveness  Technology  Transfer  Act  of  1989 

The  Renewable  Energy  and  Energy  Efficiency  Act  of  1989 

The  Department  of  Energy  Metal  Casting  Competitiveness  Act  of  1990 

Solar,  Wind,  Waste,  and  Geothermal  Power  Production  of  1990 

The  Non-Nuclear  Research  and  Development  Act 

The  Department  of  Energy  Organization  Act 

The  National  Energy  Policy  Act  of  1992 

Question:  The  bulk  of  the  $119  million  request  for  the  Climate  Change 
Action  Plan  is  targeted  for  the  buildings  sector  activities  ($72  million). 
The  budget  request  supports  launching  major  cost-shared  programs  to  accelerate 
the  commercialization  and  widespread  use  of  emerging  and  currently  available 
heating  and  cooling  technologies  which  are  more  efficient  than  the  DOE  minimum 
efficiency  standards  and  of  emerging  and  currently  available  lighting  and 
appliance  technologies.  What  do  you  see  as  DOE's  role  in  comnercialization? 

Answer:  DOE  has  a  substantial  role  to  play  in  improving  the 
effectiveness  of  the  market  process  in  adopting  new  and  currently  available 
technologies.  The  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  programs  have  been  and  continue 
to  be  designed  cooperatively  with  key  decision-makers  in  the  market  including 
final  consumers,  manufacturers,  professionals,  and  utilities.  The  programs' 
objective  is  to  lower  the  market  imperfections  or  barriers  preventing  cost- 
effective  energy  efficiency  and  renewable  energy  technologies  from  making 
widespread  penetration  in  the  market.  These  market  barriers  include: 

lack  of  available  and  credible  information  for  final  consumers  on  energy 

saving  opportunities 

lack  of  training/expertise  in  utilizing  energy  efficient  technologies, 

designs,  materials  in  buildings 

mixed  incentive  problems-  energy  cost  savings  will  often  not  be  captured 

by  the  person  responsible  for  the  investment  decision  (owner/tenant) 

the  value  of  highly  efficient  new  buildings  is  not  fully  captured  in  the 

price  so  developers  have  little  incentive  to  invest  in  efficiency 

energy  costs  for  commercial  building's  is  a  very  small  portion  of  total 

operating  costs  leading  to  very  little  attention  devoted  to  energy 

saving  opportunities 

These  barriers  are  pervasive  and  affect  the  penetration  of  currently 
available  as  well  as  new  technologies  in  the  buildings  sector.  In  general,  the 
Federal  role  is  to  address  these  barriers  together  with  key  members  of  the 
market  that  no  one  market  participant  is  in  the  position  to  address  alone.  In 
addressing  these  barriers,  working  with  professionals,  manufacturers, 
utilities.  States,  local  organizations,  consumers,  and  others,  we  will  be 
building  a  network  that  will  enable  future  research  to  overcome  typical  market 
barriers  as  it  becomes  cotnnercially  viable.  This  deployment  nework  is 
critical  for  the  existing  research  program  because  in  its  absence,  the 
potential  benefits  of  the  new  technologies  will  only  partially,  if  ever,  be 
realized. 
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Question:  Have  you  considered  another  approach  rather  than  launching 
into  major  cost-shared  programs  to  accelerate  comnercialization? 

Answer:  Yes,  from  the  beginning  of  the  development  of  the  Climate 
Change  Action  Plan,  we  have  worked  together  with  a  broad  subsection  of  the 
private  sector.  States  and  local  governments,  utilities,  and  other  agencies  to 
consider  a  wide  array  of  programs  designed  to  achieve  high  energy  and  carbon 
savings. 

In  general,  initiatives  in  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  are  not 
focusing  on  cost-sharing  the  purchase  of  technologies.  Rather,  programs  are 
designed  to  address  the  market  barriers  that  prevent  widespread  penetration  of 
energy  efficient  and  renewable  energy  technologies  (e.g.-  poor  information, 
weak  incentives,  etc.).  This  approach  is  possible  because  we  are  focusing 
only  on  technologies  and  applications  that  offer  a  very  high  return  to 
consumers. 

Question:  Please  provide  the  Interior  Subcomnittee  a  list  of  all  FY 
1995  commercialization  activities  and  their  associated  costs. 

Answer:  For  the  purposes  of  this  question,  comnercialization  will  be 
assumed  to  mean  the  introduction  of  new  technology  and  will  not  include 
increasing  the  penetration  of  existing  technologies. 

The  information  requested  is  not  available.  However,  a  list  of  programs 
with  conmercilization  activities  is  being  developed  and  will  be  submitted 
separately. 

Rebuild  America 

Question:  Within  the  buildings  program  the  retrofit  technologies  (called 
Rebuild  America)  are  proposed  to  increase  $20  million  in  support  of  the 
Climate  Change  Action  Plan.  Large-scale  demonstration  projects  involving 
multi-building  complexes  in  the  private  and  public  sectors  are  to  be  initiated 
(page  268).  Please  explain  what  DOE's  role  would  be  in  this  effort. 

Answer:  DOE  will  not  be  funding  demonstrations  per  se.  Instead,  DOE 
will  provide  technical  and  financial  assistance  to  improve  and  expand  the 
deployment  activities  of  community -based  programs  operated  by  partnerships  of 
utilities,  State  and  local  government,  financial  leaders,  and  businesses. 

DOE  will  provide  assistance  for  planning  and  management  of  local  programs 
selected  through  competitions,  and  identification  of  appropriate  screening, 
audit,  and  analysis  tools  for  retrofit  selection  and  decision-making.  DOE 
will  provide  national  recognition  and  marketing  for  program  participants  and 
program  successes. 

This  program  utilizes  the  voluntary  approach  to  achieve  a  significant 
reduction  in  carbon  emissions.  The  benefit  of  this  program  to  taxpayers  is 
the  avoidance  of  onerous  regulatory  solutions  to  the  climate  change  issue. 

Question:  How  much  of  the  $20  million  would  be  used  for  these 
demonstration  projects? 

Answer:    Current  plans  are  to  commit  $16  million  to  support 
deployment  of  energy  efficiency  technologies. 

Question:  How  much  would  each  demonstration  project  cost? 

Answer:  Demonstrations  have  been  replaced  with  competitive  awards 
for  assistance  to  community-based  deployment  programs.  Each  award  would  be 
about  $1,000,000,  for  a  total  of  $16,000,000  in  FY  1995. 

Question:  How  would  the  balance  of  the  $20  million  be  used? 

Answer:     Of  the  remaining  $4,000,000,  $3,000,000  would  be  used  for 
technical  assistance,  evaluation,  national  coordination,  and  training;  and 
$1,000,000  would  be  used  for  marketing  and  national  deployment.  Expertise 
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from  public  and  private  sources  will  be  solicited  to  carry  out  these 
activities. 

Question:  What  is  the  total  anticipated  cost  of  the  Rebuild  America 
Program  (including  out-years)?  By  year? 

Answer:    We  would  anticipate  an  essentially  level  budget  at  $20 
million  per  year  from  fiscal  year  1995  through  1998,  decreasing  to  $15  million 
in  1999  and  $5  million  in  2000,  totalling  $100  million.  This  program  would 
have  then  encouraged,  supported,  trained,  and  shown  success  in  sufficient 
regions  and  community  program  that  energy  efficiency  measures  would  become  an 
intrinsic  way  of  doing  business  in  the  retrofit  and  rebuilding  industry  and 
demanded  by  customers.   Success  will  be  measured  first  by  actual  reduction  in 
energy  consumption  in  those  commercial  buildings  which  are  part  of  the  Rebuild 
America  program.  Secondly,  national  impacts  will  be  estimated  by  determining 
the  total  number  of  buildings  retrofitted  with  and  without  DOE  support. 

Building  Standards  and  Guidelines 

Question:  Again  in  support  of  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan,  $7.8 
million  is  requested  under  the  Building  Standards  and  Guidelines  program  for 
assistance  to  States  in  upgrading,  implementing,  and  enforcing  their 
commercial  building  standards.  How  are  these  activities  presently  being 
performed? 

Answer;  The  Energy  Policy  Act  of  1992  requires  that  each  state,  by  this 
fall,  certify  to  the  Secretary  of  Energy  that  the  state  has  reviewed  its 
building  codes  and  has  determined  either  that  the  codes  do  or  do  not  need 
revision.   In  FY  1994,  technical  assistance  is  being  provided  to  assist  States 
to  update  the  energy  efficiency  provisions  of  their  building  codes.  This 
technical  assistance  includes:  1)  comparative  analyses  of  State  codes  relative 
to  Standard  90.1-1989  for  commercial  building  codes;  2)  a  codified  version  of 
Standard  90.1-1989;  3)  information  about  the  codes  of  other  states  and  the 
Federal  government;  4)  a  user  manual  and  resource  references  to  micro-computer 
design  tools  to  facilitate  use  of  the  Standard  90.1-1989  and  the  code  version 
and  5)  review,  recommendations,  and  testimony  on  proposed  State  code  changes. 
Implementation  (training  and  education  of  architects,  engineers,  and  code 
officials)  and  enforcement  are  not  being  immediately  addressed  in  FY  1994. 
Incentive  funding  for  exemplary  programs  that  can  be  replicated  in  other 
States  as  part  of  a  national  effort  is  initiated  in  FY  1994,  but  will  not  have 
significant  impact  until  FY  1995  or  1996  when  they  can  form  the  basis  for 
training  and  implementation  programs  for  a  broad  spectrum  of  States. 

Question:  How  would  these  funds  be  distributed  (through  competition  or 
grants)? 

Answer:  Incentive  funding  for  exemplary  programs  that  can  be  replicated 
in  other  states  will  be  distributed  through  grants  awarded  on  a  competitive 
basis  with  a  minimum  of  30  percent  cost  sharing  expected  from  the  State. 

Question:  Would  these  funds  be  used  directly  for  increasing  energy 
efficiencies  in  new  commercial  buildings  or  renovated  commercial  buildings? 

Answer:  The  funding  will  not  be  used  directly  to  purchase  more  energy 
efficient  equipment,  but  rather  to  ensure  that  more  energy  efficient  buildings 
are  designed  and  constructed.  As  most  State  codes  do  not  differentiate  in 
their  code  permit  process  between  new  and  renovated  commercial  buildings,  it 
is  expected  that  both  new  construction  and  existing  stock  will  benefit.  For 
example,  when  new  lighting  systems  are  installed  in  existing  buildings,  most 
codes  will  require  that  they  comply  with  the  code  current  at  the  time  of 
construction. 

Question:  How  much  of  the  funds  would  be  used  for  meeting  coordination 
activities? 

Answer:  The  Department  has  not  segregated  the  funds  it  expects  to  spend 
on  coordinating  these  activities.  It  is  expected  to  be  less  than  one  percent. 
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Question:  For  education  activities? 

Answer:  The  Department  expects  80  percent  of  the  funds  will  be  directly 
expended  in  the  states  on  education  and  information. 

Question:  What  percentage  of  commercial  buildings  do  not  meet  the 
commercial  building  standards? 

Answer:  The  Department  has  no  data  on  what  percent  of  commercial 
buildings  do  not  meet  the  commercial  building  standards.  Our  data  does 
indicate  that,  as  of  September  30,  1993,  one  State  has  in  place  a  State 
commercial  building  energy  code  that  meets  or  exceeds  the  American  Society  of 
Heating,  Refrigerating  and  Air-Conditioning  Engineers '/Uluniinating 
Engineering  Society's  Standard  90.1-1989  requirements.  Thirty-three  States 
have  State  commercial  building  energy  efficiency  codes  that  do  not  meet  the 
Standard  90.1-1989  requirements.  Five  States  do  not  have  State  commercial 
building  energy  efficiency  codes  (although  they  may  have  local  codes).  Eleven 
States  have  in  place  a  commercial  building  energy  code  that  may  meet  or  exceed 
the  Standard  90.1-1989,  but  the  State  code's  provisions  are  in  a  different 
format  from  the  Standard  90.1-1989  and  the  Department's  comparison  has  not 
been  completed. 

Cool  Communities 

Question:  Within  the  buildings  sector,  $6.4  million  is  requested  for 
urban  heat  islands  and  cool  communities  (Climate  Change  Action  Plan).  In 
FY  1994,  $750,000  was  provided  for  several  cost-shared,  heat  island 
demonstration  projects.  Another  $750,000  is  requested  for  FY  1995  to  develop 
models  using  the  data  gained  from  the  demonstrations  to  analyze  the  effect  of 
urban  heat  islands  on  global  warming.  (Page  322).  Why  is  the  cool 
communities  program  in  the  Department  of  Energy  budget  rather  than  Department 
of  Commerce? 

Answer:  The  Department  is  requesting  $2,950,000  for  urban  heat  islands 
and  Cool  Communities  Program  in  FY  1995.  This  is  made  up  of  a  $750,000 
request  for  the  continuation  of  this  year's  urban  heat  island  research  and 
$2.2  million  for  the  Cool  Communities  initiative  under  the  Climate  Change 
Action  Plan  (page  323). 

The  effect  of  urban  heat  islands  is  to  increase  summer  temperatures, 
increasing  the  demand  for  air  conditioning  and  aggravating  the  peak  demand  of 
electric  utilities.  Because  of  this  energy  impact,  the  Department  of  Energy 
has  been  given  the  lead  responsibility  for  this  initiative.  However,  in 
implementing  this  initiative  we  will  be  working  closely  with  the  Department  of 
Commerce,  the  U.S.  Forest  Service,  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development,  and  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency.  The  Department  is 
cosponsoring  with  Commerce's  National  Institute  of  Standards  and  Technology 
the  formation  of  an  industry  committee  to  develop  a  plan  for  labeling  roofing, 
painting,  cladding,  and  other  building  products  to  show  their  albedo,  or  cool 
color,  features. 

Question:  What  is  the  purpose  of  the  "heat  islands"  project? 

Answer:   In  summer,  urban  areas  are  about  five  degrees  warmer  than 
their  surrounding  rural  areas  and  because  of  this  temperature  difference  the 
smog  level  is  higher  in  some  urban  areas,  such  as  the  Los  Angeles  basin.  The 
purpose  of  the  project  is  to  decrease  the  summer  temperature  of  the  roofs  and 
roadways  by  increasing  their  reflectivity  and  shading  them  with  trees.  In 
addition,  trees  are  natural  "swamp  coolers,"  transpiring  moisture  that 
provides  additional  cooling. 

This  has  two  different  effects.  The  direct  effect  can  reduce  the  cooling  load 
of  an  individual  building  by  as  much  as  50  percent.  The  indirect  effect  is  to 
avoid  transferring  the  heat  from  many  square  miles  of  hot  roofs  and  roadways 
into  the  air  in  a  city,  thus  reducing  the  "summer  heat  island". 
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Question:  What  benefits  are  anticipated? 

Answer:  If  the  technologies  and  concepts  under  development  are  fully 
implemented,  the  overall  U.S.  use  of  electricity  to  cool  buildings  could  be 
reduced  by  10-20  percent,  thereby  saving  $5-10  billion  per  year  in  consumer 
energy  expenditures  and  reducing  the  carbon  dioxide  by  14-27  MMtC/year  and 
reducing  smog  levels  by  10-20  percent. 

Question:  What  are  the  anticipated  future  plans  and  funding  needs  for 
this  project? 

Answer:  As  presented  in  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan,  the  future  plans 
are  to  continue  the  Cool  Communities  program  at  about  the  same  level  for  the 
next  five  years.  However,  the  funding  for  research  and  product 
characterization  will  decline  in  future  years.  The  deployment  activities  will 
increase. 

Question:  Is  the  "cool  communities"  project  request  for  $2.2  million  an 
expansion  of  the  heat  islands  project? 

Answer:  No,  although  the  activities  are  closely  related.  The  urban 
heat  island  project  is  a  research  and  analysis-based  activity  designed  to 
quantify  the  environmental  and  energy  effects  of  the  low  albedo  (heat 
absorption)  and  lower  tree  density  of  urban  areas.  The  Cool  Communities 
Program,  initiated  by  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  has  focused  on 
deployment  activities,  working  closely  with  American  Forests.  The 
Administration  has  moved  the  FY  1995  request  to  the  Department  to  ensure  a 
coordinated  research  and  deployment  activity. 

Question:  The  budget  justification  identifies  the  Forest  Service's 
involvement  with  the  cool  communities  project.  Please  explain  their 
involvement? 

Answer:  The  Forest  Service  helps  guide  program  actions  through 
participation  in  the  National  Advisory  Committee  for  the  program.  This  links 
Forest  Service  research  to  Cool  Communities  projects,  where  they  provide  a 
broad  array  of  environmental  and  energy  data  that  are  useful  in  measuring  the 
impact  of  the  program  in  achieving  energy  and  cost  savings.  The  Forest 
Service  also  provides  technical  assistance  to  the  local  Cool  Communities 
projects. 

Question:  I  am  told  that  Energy  Conservation  is  assigned  responsibility 
for  negotiating  agreements  with  25  communities  and  Federal  facilities  to 
participate  in  a  tree  planting  program.  How  much  funding  would  be  required 
for  that  activity? 

Answer:  These  deployment  negotiations  are  expected  to  require  about 
$10,000  per  community,  or  a  total  of  about  $250,000. 

Question:  How  is  this  different  from  the  Forest  Service's  on-going  tree 
planting  program? 

Answer:  The  Forest  Service's  program  is  basically  aimed  at  assisting 
state  agencies  to  provide  technical  support  services  for  urban  communities. 
Little,  if  any,  of  the  Forest  Service  money  is  available  for  tree  planting 
projects  at  the  local  level.  The  tree  planting  program  within  the  Energy 
Efficiency  program  will  be  conducted  through  local  programs  with  potential 
support  from  appropriate  national  and/or  local  private  sector  partners. 

Question:  How  would  this  be  coordinated  with  the  Forest  Services  Urban 
Forestry  program? 

Answer:  The  Forest  Service  is  a  partner  in  this  program  and  plays  a  key 
role  in  the  National  Advisory  Committee,  which  consists  of  10  federal  agencies 
and  18  national  private  organizations  whose  role  is  to  assure  that  all 
programs  are  coordinated  and  complementary. 
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Question:  Why  is  Energy  Conservation  designated  as  the  negotiator  rather 
than  the  Forest  Service,  which  already  has  expertise  in  this  area? 

Answer:  The  Cool  Communities  program  consists  of  several  technologies, 
of  which  only  one  is  trees.  New  "cool"  products  for  roofing  and  paving  must 
be  brought  to  market,  a  task  for  private  enterprise  that  the  federal  program 
can  help  encourage  and  facilitate.  DOE  is  experienced  in  research,  product 
development,  and  technology  transfer. 

Energy  Education  and  Information  Campaign 

Question:   How  is  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan's  energy  education  ($2 
million)  proposal  different  from  the  on-going  information  transfer  programs 
(page  324)? 

Answer:  The  on-going  program  has  concentrated  on  working  with 
stakeholders  who  are  professionals,  such  as  architects  and  engineers. 
The  Climate  Change  Action  Plan's  energy  education  proposal  deals  with 
improving  the  effectiveness  of  information  in  promoting  decisions  to  improve 
energy  efficiency.  A  study  by  the  National  Academy  of  Sciences  concluded  that 
"conservation  policies  and  programs  have  been  built  on  an  inadequate 
understanding  of  how  people  respond  to  prices,  information,  incentives,  and 
other  stimuli."  (Energy  Efficiency  in  Buildings:  Behavioral  Issues,  Committee 
on  Behavioral  and  Social  Aspects  of  Energy  Consumption  and  Production. 
National  Research  Council,  Washington, D. C. ;  National  Academy  Press,  1985,  p. 3) 
To  address  this  need  for  understanding,  the  Department  will  develop  a  program 
of  research,  in  collaboration  with  industry  and  the  research  community,  to 
identify  the  human  barriers  to  energy  efficiency  and  renewable  energy  use. 
The  results  of  this  research  will  be  used  in  the  design  of  training  and 
assistance  programs  that  overcome  these  barriers. 

Question:  For  the  record,  provide  a  more  in-depth  explanation  of  DOE's 
energy  efficiency  and  renewable  energy  information  campaign  (page  324).  How 
would  the  $1.4  million  be  used?  Would  additional  FTEs  be  required?  How  does 
this  tie  in  with  what  is  currently  being  done  in  information  dissemination 
activities? 

Answer:  Under  this  energy  information  campaign,  training  and  education 
will  be  specifically  designed  to  meet  user  needs  to  achieve  and  maintain  a 
high  level  of  energy  efficiency  in  buildings.  Topics  will  be  selected  in 
consultation  with  stakeholders,  but  specific  targets  currently  identified  are 
various  categories  of  building  energy  efficiency  technicians,  who  audit  and 
retrofit  existing  buildings  and  install,  operate,  and  maintain  building 
equipment.  The  information  campaign  for  technicians  will  be  implemented  in 
three  steps:  an  evaluation  of  performance  and  skill-mix  in  each  major 
category  of  worker  (such  as  air-conditioning  technician);  a  survey  of  current 
training  and  information  available;  and  targeted  training  and  certification 
programs,  in  cooperation  with  professional  groups  and  manufacturers. 

Present  information  dissemination  activities  focus  on  architects,  engineers, 
and  other  building  professionals  who  design  and  specify  buildings  and  their 
equipment.  This  energy  information  campaign  is  directed  toward  those  who 
actually  install  and  use  the  systems.  Current  plans  indicate  that  one 
additional  FTE  would  be  needed  to  manage  the  new  education  and  information 
activities. 

Transportation 

Alternative  Fuel  Vehicles 

Question:  In  FY  1995,  $30  million  is  requested  for  alternative 
fuels  vehicle  (AFV)  acquisitions.  This  program  was  funded  at  $18 
million  in  FY  1994.  The  program  is  to  provide  the  incremental  costs  for 
alternative  fuels  vehicles  purchased  through  the  GSA  and  for  agency 
vehicles  (other  than  the  Postal  Service)  and  converted  to  AFVs.  In  FY 
1994,  $18  million  is  provided  for  vehicle  conversion  with  the 
anticipation  that  10,000  vehicles  would  be  converted  to  alternative 
fuels  vehicles.  The  budget  justification  Indicates  that  11,250  AFVs 
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will  be  acquired  in  FY  1994.  Are  conversion  costs  going  down?  Explain 
the  difference  in  AFV  numbers. 

Answer:  Executive  Order  12844  established  goals  of  11,250 
alternative  fuel  vehicle  purchases  in  FY  1994  and  15,000  in  FY  1995. 
This  is  50  percent  greater  than  the  Energy  Policy  Act  requirement  for 
7,500  and  10,000  vehicles,  respectively.  Using  FY  1994  funds,  we 
currently  expect  to  acquire  approximately  7,700  alternative  fuel 
vehicles. 

For  FY  1995,  the  Department  is  fully  committed  to  meeting  the 
Energy  Policy  Act  requirement  of  10,000  vehicles,  and  the  $30  million 
request  is  adequate  to  do  so.  The  Department  is  also  committed  to  the 
President's  goal  of  an  additional  5,000  vehicles.  In  order  to  meet  this 
higher  goal,  we  must  keep  average  vehicle  costs  in  fiscal  year  1995 
similar  to  what  we  paid  in  1993  and  1994.  Maintaining  low  average 
vehicle  costs  requires  that  we  obtain  a  balanced  mixture  of  natural  gas, 
methanol,  ethanol ,  propane,  and  electric  vehicles.  Vehicle  costs  have 
come  down  somewhat  in  the  past  years.  For  example,  incremental  costs 
for  mid-size  and  compact  methanol  (M85)  flex-fuel  vehicles  have 
decreased  from  $3,000  in  model  year  1991  to  $500  in  model  year  1994. 
However,  the  Department  does  have  concerns  about  the  lack  of 
availability  of  low-cost,  compact  sedans  in  model  year  1995,  which  could 
raise  our  average  costs.  The  Department  will  be  working  with  the  auto 
companies  to  ensure  that  costs  stay  low  in  FY  1995  and  are  reduced  in 
later  years  as  production  volumes  increase. 

The  Department  will  also  be  working  with  the  natural  gas  industry 
to  obtain  rebates  where  they  apply  to  Federal  vehicles.  In  addition, 
the  U.S.  Postal  Service  is  converting  approximately  2,000  vehicles  to 
natural  gas  operation  with  its  own  funds.  This  demonstrates  the 
continued  commitment  of  the  Postal  Service  to  meet  the  goals  of  the 
Energy  Policy  Act  and  the  Executive  Order.  The  Defense  Department  has 
received  specific  appropriations  in  the  past  to  convert  existing 
vehicles  to  natural  gas  operation,  but  has  not  requested  any  funds  in 
fiscal  year  1995  to  continue  the  program. 

Question:  Do  you  anticipate  that  vehicle  conversion  costs  will 
drop  as  this  program  and  other  non-Federal  acquisition  programs 
continue? 

Answer:  The  costs  of  alternative  fuel  vehicles  vary  by  fuel  and 
vehicle  type,  as  well  as  by  manufacturer.  In  FY  1993,  acquisitions 
Included  a  mix  of  alcohol  and  natural  gas  vehicles,  with  DOE  funded 
acquisitions  resulting  in  an  average  Incremental  vehicle  cost  of  $1,700. 
In  FY  1994,  the  mix  includes  alcohol,  natural  gas,  propane,  and 
electric.  Estimated  DOE  average  vehicle  cost  for  FY  1994  is  $2,650, 
principally  due  to  larger  numbers  of  natural  gas  vehicle  purchases. 
Some  examples  of  the  Incremental  cost  of  AFVs  over  several  years  by  type 
of  vehicle  and  fuel  are  indicated  in  the  table  below. 


Year 

Vehicle  Type 

Fuel  Type 
M-85 

Incremental  Cost 

1990 

Ford  Taurus 

$5,870 

1990 

Chevrolet  Lumlna 

M-85 

$6,919 

1992 

Dodge  Spirit 

H-85 

$  550 

1993 

Dodge  Spirit 

M-85 

$  721 

1993 

Ford  Taurus 

M-85 

$    0 

1993 

Chevrolet  Lumlna 

M-85 

$    0 

1994 

Dodge  Spirit 

M-85 

$  527 

1994 

Ford  Taurus 

M-85 

$  551 

1991 

Dodge  8-Passenger 

Vans 

CNG 

$3,975 

1993 

Dodge  8-Passenger 

Vans 

CNG 

$5,858 

1994 

Dodge  8-Passenger 

Vans 

CNG 

$3,811 
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Some  alternative  fuel  vehicles  with  special  features  continue  to 
remain  expensive.  For  example,  dedicated  natural  gas  vehicles  that  meet 
the  California  Ultra-Low  Emissions  Vehicle  standard  are  available  for 
the  first  time  this  year  at  an  incremental  cost  of  almost  $8,000. 

As  manufacturers  gain  additional  experience  with  these 
technologies  and  production  volumes  increase,  costs  are  expected  to 
continue  to  decline. 


Question:  What  responsibility  does  DOE  have  in  out-year  costs  for 
AFV  conversions? 

Answer:  Most  Federal  agencies  would  like  DOE  to  fund  incremental 
costs  for  several  years.  DOE's  goal,  however,  is  to  eliminate  the  need 
for  appropriations  to  cover  incremental  costs.  As  alternative  fuel 
vehicle  technologies  are  improved  and  increase  market  penetration, 
incremental  costs  would  be  lower,  reducing  the  burden  on  individual 
agencies.  Furthermore,  as  quantities  of  vehicles  approach  50  percent  of 
agency  acquisitions  in  any  given  year,  agencies  should  be  planning  and 
managing  their  fleets  to  accommodate  the  total  costs  of  alternative  fuel 
vehicles. 

The  Energy  Policy  Act  authorizes  DOE  to  request  funds  for 
incremental  costs  through  FY  1998,  when  agency  acquisitions  must  be  at 
the  50  percent  level.  However,  the  Department  does  not  plan  to  request 
the  entire  amount  required  for  incremental  costs  after  FY  1995,  when  the 
agencies  will  begin  to  share  some  of  the  incremental  costs  of  the  new 
vehicle  purchases.  Agencies  may  be  able  to  offset  any  remaining  natural 
gas  vehicle  costs  through  savings  from  the  lower  cost  of  the  fuel.  In 
addition,  natural  gas  utilities  have  offered  rebates  and  other 
incentives  that  may  be  available  to  the  agencies. 


Question:  Will  other  Federal  agencies  be  budgeting  for  their  AFV 
conversions  in  future  years? 

Answer:  Starting  In  FY  1996,  DOE  Is  planning  to  ask  each  agency 
to  request  a  percentage  of  the  incremental  costs  required  for  Its 
purchases  of  alternative  fuel  vehicles.  When  the  Department  no  longer 
receives  funding  for  incremental  costs  to  be  passed  on  to  the  Federal 
agencies,  each  agency  must  allocate  those  costs  across  their  respective 
transportation  budgets. 

Question:  The  Department  of  Defense  received  $15  million  for 
natural  gas  conversions  in  FY  1994.  What  has  been  requested  for 
Department  of  Defense  In  FY  1995? 

Answer:  The  Defense  Department  did  not  request  funding  in  FY  1995 
to  continue  the  natural  gas  conversion  program  that  was  begun  in  FY  1993 
with  $10  million  and  continued  in  FY  1994  with  $15  million. 

Question:  What  about  future  years? 

Answer:  Starting  in  FY  1996,  the  DOE  is  planning  to  ask  each 
agency.  Including  the  Department  of  Defense,  to  request  some  part  of  the 
incremental  costs  required  for  alternative  fuel  vehicles. 

Question:  What  impact  will  that  have  on  Energy  Conservation's 
request? 

Answer:  As  average  alternative  fuel  vehicle  costs  decline  and  the 
percentage  of  incremental  costs  for  purchases  requested  by  each  agency 
rises.  Energy  Conservation's  request  will  be  reduced  commensurately.  It 
is  planned  that  DOE  will  not  need  to  request  any  Incremental  funding 
after  FY  1998,  and  we  may  reach  that  goal  sooner. 
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Question:  What  coordination  efforts  are  underway  with  the 
Department  of  Defense  and  the  Postal  Service? 

Answer:  In  FY  1994,  the  Postal  Service  will  convert  1,400  to 
1,700  vehicles  to  natural  gas  operation  with  its  own  funds.  In  FY  1995, 
the  goal  is  2,000.  The  Defense  Department  has  an  active  alternative 
fuel  vehicle  program  and  is  one  of  the  largest  users  of  alternative  fuel 
vehicles,  including  800  conversions  of  natural  gas  vehicles  in  FY  1993 
and  1,600  planned  conversions  in  FY  1994.  This  demonstrates  the 
continued  commitment  of  these  agencies  to  meet  the  goals  of  the  Energy 
Policy  Act  and  the  Executive  Order.  The  Department  meets  regularly  with 
both  agencies  to  coordinate  the  number  of  planned  acquisitions  of 
alternative  fuel  vehicles,  fuel  types,  and  placement  of  vehicles  to 
achieve  lower  costs  and  concentrated  placement.  For  example,  both 
agencies  are  members  of  the  Federal  Interagency  Energy  Policy  Committee 
<the  '656'  committee)  chaired  by  the  Department  of  Energy.  Both 
agencies  are  also  active  in  the  Department's  Clean  Cities  program  to 
promote  the  use  of  alternative  fuels  in  participating  cities. 

Question:  What  efforts  are  underway  to  meet  the  refueling  needs 
once  the  vehicles  are  converted? 

Answer:  The  number  of  alternative  fuel  refueling  stations  is 
growing  rapidly.  Natural  gas  companies  are  adding  approximately  200 
refueling  stations  per  year.  The  number  of  stations  directly 
attributable  to  the  Federal  fleet  is  estimated  to  be  30-60  stations  per 
10,000  vehicles  placed. 

The  goal  of  the  Department  is  for  the  private  sector  to  develop 
the  alternative  fuel  refueling  infrastructure.  The  Department's  Clean 
Cities  program  is  designed  to  encourage  the  development  of  that 
infrastructure  within  participating  communities  around  the  country.  We 
accomplish  this  by  bringing  together  all  the  alternative  fuel  interests 
in  a  Clean  City  geographic  area.  Fuel  suppliers,  fuel  retailers,  auto 
manufacturers,  auto  maintenance  companies,  and  fleet  managers  are  all 
participants.  Decisions  relating  to  fuel  type  by  participating  fleet 
managers  are  influenced,  in  part,  by  refueling  availability.  Since  fuel 
suppliers  and  retailers  are  represented  in  the  program,  markets  are 
established.  The  response  to  the  DOE  Clean  Cities  program  and  its 
success  in  encouraging  the  establishment  of  refueling  Infrastructure 
demonstrate  that  the  alternative  fuel  suppliers  will  make  commitments  to 
provide  needed  infrastructure  in  specific  communities. 


Question:  What  about  fuel  sources  for  vehicles  going  to  the 
remote  locations  where  our  land  managing  agencies  {Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  Forest  Service,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  and  National  Park 
Service)  operate? 

Answer:  The  Department  is  working  closely  with  the  General 
Services  Administration  and  other  agencies  to  ensure  that  alternative 
fuel  is  available  in  remote  locations.  "National  Parks  can  be  excellent 
sites  for  alternative  fuel  utilization  because  of  local  conditions, 
clean  operations,  and  the  opportunity  to  introduce  the  alternative  fuel 
technology  to  park  visitors.  For  example,  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  and  the  National  Park  Service  are  pursuing  alternative  fuel 
programs  at  Mains  Point  in  Washington,  D.C.  (where  a  CNG  refueling 
station  has  been  in  service  since  June  1993),  at  Gettysburg, 
Pennsylvania,  at  Yosemite  Park  in  California,  and  at  the  Grand  Canyon  in 
Arizona.  Fuel  providers,  such  as  natural  gas  utilities  and  propane 
suppliers,  have  demonstrated  a  willingness  to  work  with  the  Federal 
agencies  to  ensure  adequate  refueling  infrastructure  at  these  remote 
locations. 

Question:  I  understand  the  Battery  Development  program  is 
proposed  for  $26.5  million,  going  from  a  $31.5  million  program  in 
FY  1994.  This  is  the  fourth  year  of  the  program.  Is  that  correct? 
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Answer:  Yes,  this  is  the  fourth  year  of  the  program.  However, 
since  actual  development  activities  began  in  May  1992,  this  will  be  the 
third  year  of  development  activities. 

Question:  Under  this  funding  proposal,  how  many  years  would  be 
left? 

Answer:  We  anticipate  the  current  program  to  be  completed  with  FY 
1996  funding. 

Question:  What  are  the  anticipated  funding  needs  for  the  future 
years? 

Answer:  The  current  $260  million  program  with  the  U.S.  Advanced 
Battery  Consortium  (USABC)  is  expected  to  be  completed  with  $32  million 
in  FY  1996  funding.  As  illustrated  in  the  following  table,  this  will 
complete  the  governments  commitment  of  $131  million  for  Phase  I  of  the 
cooperative  agreement  with  the  USABC. 

Fiscal  Year       Obligation  (millions) 

1991  $6.3 

1992  $18.5 

1993  $21.9 

1994  $28.3 

1995  (request)    $24.5 

1996  (planned)    $31.5 
Total  $131.0 

Technical  and  Financial  Assistance 

State  Grants  for  Industrial  Energy  Efficiency 

Question:  The  State  Energy  Conservation  Program  (SECP)  is  requested 
at  $45.8  million  which  is  a  $27.5  million  increase  (+150  percent)  above  the  FY 
1994  enacted  level  of  $18.3  million.  The  on-going  program  is  proposed  to 
increase  $6.5  million,  from  $18.3  million  in  FY  1994  to  $24.8  million  in  FY 
1995.  In  addition,  new  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  activities  for  the  SECP 
include:  $7.0  million  for  process-oriented  industrial  efficiency  grants  to 
States  and  territories,  and  $11.0  million  to  establish  revolving  loan  funds 
for  State  buildings  energy  efficiency  grants.  $3  million  is  requested  for 
tribal  government  energy  assistance. 

The  industrial  efficiency  grants  for  States  and  territories  would  be 
used  on  a  pilot  basis.  Please  explain  in  greater  detail  than  the  description 
in  the  budget  justification  what  this  program  is. 

Answer:  The  Federal  Government,  and  especially  DOE,  has  committed 
substantial  resources  for  improving  industrial  energy  efficiency  and  pollution 
prevention.  These  resources  are  applied  through  a  wide  range  of  Federal  and 
State-based  programs  and  include  research  and  development,  demonstrations, 
technical  assistance,  grants,  manufacturing  audits,  outreach  efforts  and 
financial  assistance. 

The  industrial  efficiency  grant  program  will  be  promulgated  as  the 
Model  State  Industrial  Partnership  under  a  competitive  solicitation.  In 
designing  this  program  we  will  be  proposing  to  our  stakeholders  a  results- 
oriented  rather  than  a  budget-driven  pilot  program  that  will  draw  upon  State 
governments'  existing  expertise  in  assisting  industry.  Process  Energy 
Efficiency  is  intended  as  an  outreach  and  technical  assistance  program  with 
the  objective  of  helping  States  fill  gaps  in  their  current  programs  to  assist 
large  numbers  of  industrial  sites  become  more  energy  efficient  and  reduce 
pollutants.  The  program  will  seek  to  identify  process  improvements  which 
increase  energy  efficiency,  reduce  adverse  environmental  impacts  and  achieve 
cost-effective  product  quality  improvements. 
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Based  on  stakeholder  input,  we  propose  to  offer  a  competitive 
solicitation  to  States  to  accelerate  the  introduction  of  energy  efficient 
technologies  to  industry.  States  would  be  free  to  develop  a  model  that 
addresses  the  client  needs  of  their  State.  For  example,  States  may  elect  to 
concentrate  on  a  single  major  industry  or  collaborate  with  one  or  more  sectors 
and  trade  associations  to  reach  a  broader  industrial  audience.  States  may 
choose  the  objectives  and  design  programs  that  best  meet  their  partnerships' 
needs. 

In  developing  the  partnerships.  States  also  would  need  to  demonstrate 
the  strongest  possible  coordination  efforts  with  other  regionally  based 
Federal  and  non-Federal  authorities  and  organizations  such  as  EPA,  SBA,  NIST, 
EADCs,  etc.  Coordinated  efforts  should  address  the  barriers  slowing  the 
introduction  of  energy  efficient  technologies. 

Question:  How  would  it  be  set  up  on  a  pilot  basis? 

Answer:  Based  on  a  competitive  solicitation,  successful  States  would 
receive  funding  in  FY  1995.  Stakeholders  will  receive  status  reports  on  the 
national  program  and  will  be  provided  with  opportunities  to  refine  the 
program.  Pilot  States  would  also  provide  status  reports  and  identify 
additional  actions  that  DOE  may  need  to  take  in  areas  of  technical  assistance 
and  national  coordination. 

Question:  How  would  Energy  Conservation  determine  which  States  or 
territories  are  to  receive  the  grants? 

Answer:  Based  upon  stakeholder  input,  DOE  will  publish  grant  criteria 
in  the  competitive  solicitation.  Criteria,  which  have  not  yet  been  developed 
for  this  program,  will  be  designed  to  maximize  program  impact. 

State  Grants  for  Public  Building  Energy  Efficiency 

Question:  The  budget  justification  states  that  the  $11  million  would 
be  used  for  State  grants  to  establish  revolving  loan  funds  for  energy 
management  projects  in  existing  State  buildings.  The  grant  money  is  "seed 
money"  for  the  States.  Is  this  correct? 

Answer:  Yes,  a  million  dollars  provided  to  a  State  would  not  retrofit 
many  public  buildings,  but  leveraged  with  a  3:1  State  match  and  used  on  a 
revolving  basis,  the  initiative  could  make  a  substantial  impact. 

Question:  Would  there  be  any  pay-back  or  cost-share  of  the  Federal 
monies? 

Answer:  The  State  is  required  to  match  Federal  funds  on  a  3:1  basis. 

Question:  Why  is  this  a  higher  priority  than  providing  water  and 
sanitation  facilities  for  Indian  tribes? 

Answer:  The  Department's  mission  is  to  provide  these  services. 
Indian  Energy  Assistance 

Question:  Under  the  State  Energy  Conservation  Program,  the 
Administration  is  requesting  $3  million  for  tribal  governments  to  carry  out 
projects  to  evaluate  the  feasibility,  develop  options  for,  and  encourage  the 
adoption  of  energy  efficiency  and  renewable  energy  projects  on  Indian 
reservations.  In  FY  1994,  $5  million  was  provided  in  the  Energy  and  Water-,^ 
Appropriations  Bill  for  this  effort.  Why  has  the  Administration  chosen  to^-~<: 
change  funding  sources  in  FY  1995? 

Answer:  The  Department  did  not  request  FY  1994  funding  to  implement 
this  program.  However,  an  appropriation  included  in  the  Energy  and  Water 
Development  Appropriations  Bill  was  provided  for  both  Section  2606  and  2603. 
The  purpose  of  the  latter  section  is  to  help  Indian  tribes  develop  their 
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energy  resources.  It  provides  for  funding  "vertical  integration"  projects 
which  include  projects  involving  oil  refineries,  natural  gas  distribution,  and 
coal,  as  well  as  renewable  energy  sources.  Section  2603,  accordingly,  is  an 
initiative  primarily  of  interest  to  DOE's  Office  of  Fossil  Energy. 

Question:  Why  does  the  Administration  believe  this  is  a  higher 
priority  than  other  unfunded  Indian  programs  such  as  the  Indian  Health  Service 
programs? 

Answer:  This  initiative  was  included  in  the  Energy  Policy  Act 
requiring  implementation  by  the  Department.  The  program  was  accorded 
sufficient  priority  to  be  included  in  the  Department's  FY  1995  budget  request. 
Indian  Health  Services  are  within  the  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
and  thus  are  not  under  the  jurisiction  of  the  Department  of  Energy. 

Question:  I  understand  that  the  grants  would  require  a  non-Federal 
match.  Non-Federal  sources  are  very  limited  for  Indian  tribes.  What  non- 
Federal  sources  would  the  tribes  have  available  to  them? 

Answer:  The  Energy  Policy  Act  mandates  cost-sharing  requirements  for 
all  activities  except  for  feasibility  studies  under  Section  2606.  The 
Department  is  aware  of  limited  sources  of  non-Federal  funds  for  tribes,  and 
for  that  reason  it  is  encouraging  collaborative  efforts  and  partnerships  with 
other  organizations  that  can  supply  resource  support.  Additionally,  the  cost- 
share  can  be  cash,  in-kind  resources,  or  a  combination  of  both. 

Question:  How  can  the  dollars  be  stretched? 

Answer:  Dollars  can  be  stretched  by  leveraging  Federal  resources  and 
by  forming  collaborations  with  partners  who  can  provide  resource  support. 

Question:  Would  wealthier  tribes  be  able  to  benefit  from  this  program 
while  the  poorer  tribes  (and  the  individuals  with  the  greatest  needs)  be 
unable  to  receive  Federal  funds  because  of  the  matching  requirements? 

Answer:  Cost-sharing  is  a  statutory  requirement  of  the  Energy  Policy 
Act.  However,  it  is  important  to  note  that  the  tribal  match  need  not 
necessarily  be  cash;  it  can  also  be  made  up  of  such  in-kind  contributions  as 
human,  technical,  material  and  equipment  support.  DOE  is  comnitted  to  devise 
strategies  that  allow  all  tribes  to  participate  in  this  program. 

DOE  Weatherization  Assistance  Program 

Question:  The  FY  1995  budget  request  for  the  Technical  and  Financial 
Assistance  Sector  is  $367.6  million  as  compared  to  FY  1994  enacted  level  of 
$293.8  million.  This  is  a  $73.8  million  increase  (+25  percent).  The  largest 
component  is  the  Weatherization  Assistance  Program,  at  a  proposed  funding 
level  of  $249.8  million,  which  is  proposed  for  a  $43.0  million  increase  (+21 
percent).  In  FY  1994,  the  weatherization  program  received  a  12  percent 
increase;  the  FY  1995  request  is  a  35  percent  increase  over  the  FY  1993 
program. 

As  I  have  expressed  in  earlier  hearings,  I  am  concerned  about  the 
formula's  bias  for  cold  States  because  of  squaring  the  heating  and  cooling 
degree  days.  Minnesota,  which  is  about  the  same  size  as  Oklahoma,  receives 
approximately  5  times  as  much  funding  for  weatherization  as  Oklahoma.  This 
has  been  the  case  for  the  last  15  years.  When  will  the  weatherization  of  the 
Northern  homes  be  complete? 

Answer:  It  will  take  decades  to  weatherize  all  eligible  low  income 
households.  According  to  the  Energy  Information  Administration,  27.9  million 
dwellings  are  occupied  by  households  with  incomes  below  150  percent  of  the 
poverty  level.  The  current  FY  1994  DOE  funding  will  weatherize  104,500  homes. 
DOE  appropriations  constitute  the  core  funding  of  weatherization  programs 
enhanced  by  Petroleum  Violation  Escrow  funding,  by  funding  from  the  Low-Income 
Home  Energy  Assistance  Program  sponsored  by  the  Department  of  Health  and  Human 
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Services,  and  by  supplemental  funding  from  some  States  and  electric  and  gas 
utility  companies,  but  even  with  all  revenue  sources,  less  than  2  percent  of 
the  eligible  households  will  be  weatherized  this  year. 

Question:  Why  are  the  weatherization  needs  never  met? 

Answer:  DOE's  weatherization  network  of  1,100  local  agencies  has 
retrofitted  more  than  four  million  dwellings  since  the  inception  of  the 
program.  Household  completion  statistics  for  the  program  should  not,  however, 
be  interpreted  to  mean  that  14  percent  of  currently  eligible  households  (4 
million  of  27.9  million)  have  received  weatherization  services.  The 
percentage  is  lower  because  households  move  in  and  out  of  poverty  and  roughly 
one-quarter  of  them  change  poverty  status  each  year.  Thus,  although 
weatherization  programs  have  improved  a  significant  proportion  of  the  housing 
that  is  likely  to  be  occupied  by  low-  and  moderate- income  households,  the 
universe  of  need  can  never  be  entirely  met.  A  recently  released  study  by  Oak 
Ridge  National  Laboratory  shows  that  each  home  weatherized  saves  an  average  of 
about  $116  per  year  over  the  twenty  year  life  of  the  measures,  or  $1,690  per 
home.  This  amounts  to  17.6  million  Btu  per  year  per  home  weatherized,  or  352 
million  Btu  (61  barrels  of  oil)  over  twenty  years.  The  program  currently 
supports  about  12,700  jobs  each  year  through  its  network  of  1,100  agencies  and 
the  work  they  do.  The  non-energy  benefits  are  estimated  to  be  $976  per  home 
over  the  twenty  year  period. 

Question:  Have  more  stringent  weatherization  requirements  been 
established?  If  so,  are  these  incremental  requirements  which  may  be  of  lower 
priorities  than  other  weatherization  concerns? 

Answer:  The  Department  of  Energy  Weatherization  Assistance  Program 
has  not  imposed  more  stringent  requirements  for  the  weatherization  of  low- 
income  homes.  The  recently  released  Oak  Ridge  National  Laboratory  evaluation 
of  the  1989  weatherization  program  year  documents  a  highly  successful  program 
that  saves  about  18  percent  of  heating  energy  after  weatherization. 
Specifically,  the  study  shows  that  each  home  weatherized  saves  an  average  of 
about  $116  per  year  over  the  twenty  year  life  of  the  measures.  This  amounts 
to  17.6  million  Btu  per  year  per  home  weatherized,  or  352  million  Btu  (61 
barrels  of  oil)  over  twenty  years,  with  a  dollar  value  of  $1,690  per  home.  The 
program  currently  supports  about  12,700  jobs  through  its  network  of  1,100 
agencies  and  the  work  they  do.  The  non-energy  benefits  are  estimated  to  be 
$976  per  home  over  the  twenty  year  period.  The  Department  has  taken  a  number 
of  actions  to  insure  that  the  program  installs  long  lasting,  highly  cost- 
effective  measures.  For  example,  a  comprehensive  client  education  program  was 
initiated  in  1989  to  make  sure  clients  understand  how  to  preserve  and  maximize 
potential  savings  from  weatherization  measures  installed  in  their  homes. 

Also,  the  results  of  the  National  Evaluation  and  of  energy  audit  research 
studies  are  being  used  to  help  States  select  measures  that  maximize  lifetime 
energy  savings.  We  believe  cost-effectiveness  of  the  program  is  a  high 
priority. 

Question:  What  has  DOE  done  to  address  priority  setting? 

Answer:  There  are  two  types  of  "priority  setting"  in  the 
weatherization  program:  the  measures  to  be  installed  (high  cost-effectiveness) 
and  the  selection  of  low-income  households  to  be  served  with  limited  funds. 
DOE  requires  each  State  Plan  to  contain  a  full  description  of  the  procedures 
used  by  local  agencies  to  select  and  prioritize  weatherization  measures  as 
well  as  eligible  households  in  accordance  with  the  Congressional  intent  to 
serve  the  elderly,  persons  with  disabilities  and  families  with  children. 

Question:  In  February  1993,  the  Department  of  Energy  awarded  a 
contract  to  the  National  Association  for  State  Cormunity  Services  Programs  to 
recoimiend  to  the  Department  a  new  weatherization  formula  which  could  be  used 
in  allocation  of  weatherization  funds.  The  panel's  report  was  released  in 
December  1993.  What  are  the  Panel's  recoimendations? 

Answer:  DOE  commissioned  the  National  Association  of  State  Conmunity 
Services  Directors  (NASCSP),  the  State  Weatherization  Assistance  Program 
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directors'  association,  to  work  with  its  membership  to  develop  a  consensus,  if 
possible,  on  a  revision  to  the  allocation  formula.  NASCSP  worked  with  its 
membership  and  submitted  a  report  to  DOE  in  December,  1993.  This  report 
describes  the  process  that  was  used  by  NASCSP,  the  deliberations  of  the  panel 
which  led  to  a  preliminary  formula  and  proposed  implementation  strategy,  a 
discussion  of  the  preliminary  formula  as  well  as  several  alternatives  proposed 
by  the  States,  a  discussion  of  possible  implementation  strategy  alternatives 
developed  by  the  panel  and  State  directors,  and  finally  the  comments  of  the 
States  regarding  the  formula  and  implementation  strategy  alternatives. 
However,  NASCSP  chose  not  to  make  a  formal  recommendation  to  DOE  at  the 
request  of  its  membership. 

Question:  What  does  DOE  plan  to  do  with  the  panel's  recommendations? 
What  is  the  next  step  -  rulemaking? 

Answer:  DOE  expects  to  finish  its  review  of  the  report  and  formulate 
its  position  by  the  end  of  May.  DOE  will  then  initiate  an  expedited 
rulemaking  that  could  be  completed  in  time  for  the  1995  program  year  if  a 
degree  of  consensus  on  changes  can  be  reached  with  affected  parties. 

Federal  Energy  Management  Programs 

Question:  What  is  Energy  Conservation's  role  in  the  new  Executive  Order 
(EO)  for  Energy  Efficiency  and  Water  Conservation  at  Federal  Facilities? 

Answer:  Th6  Federal  Energy  Management  Program  (FEMP)  within  the  Office 
of  Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy  will  take  the  lead  in  implementing 
the  Order  and  will  provide  technical  assistance  to  help  agencies  achieve  their 
goals.  The  Order  also  calls  for  the  existing  inter-agency  coordinating 
committees  to  serve  as  forums  to  coordinate  the  issues  involved  in 
implementing  energy  efficiency,  water  conservation,  and  solar  and  other 
renewable  energy  in  the  Federal  sector.  The  Assistant  Secretary  for  Energy 
Efficiency  chairs  the  Interagency  Energy  Policy  Committee  (the  "656 
Committee")  and  the  Director  of  FEMP  serves  as  the  Executive  Secretary  of  that 
body  and  chairs  the  Interagency  Energy  Management  Task  Force. 

Question:   What  are  the  anticipated  Interior  Bill  funding  impacts? 
Will  Energy  Conservation  be  responsible  for  retrofitting  all  federal  buildings 
such  as  in  the  case  of  alternative  fuels  vehicle  program?  Explain. 

Answer:  The  funding  requested  for  FY  1995  for  FEMP  and  the  In-House 
Energy  Management  Program  would  go  far  in  meeting  the  provisions  of  the 
Executive  Order  (EO).  We  do  not  now  anticipate  requesting  any  additional 
funds.  As  the  impact  of  the  new  Order  is  determined  and  needs  from  other 
agencies  received,  we  may  need  to  reassess  the  budget  impact.  There  are 
extensive,  new  FEMP  requirements  and  it  is  uncertain  how  much  help  will  be 
sought  from  other  agencies.  Providing  other  agencies  with  technical 
assistance  can  multiply  the  chances  to  meet  the  goals  of  the  EO.  For  example, 
the  Department  assists  in  executing  energy  savings  performance  contracts,  so 
that  agencies  can  leverage  their  funds  with  utility  incentives  and  private 
sector  investments  to  reduce  the  burden  on  their  appropriated  funds.  It  would 
be  a  good  investment  to  increase  FEMP's  training  and  technical  assistance.  We 
estimate  2-3  times  the  agencies  own  funds  coming  from  these  non-Federal 
sources. 

The  EO  provides  notice  to  agencies.  Thus,  we  believe  they  are  responsible  for 
meeting  the  terms  of  the  Order  and  shall  request  sums  adequate  to  achieve  the 
goals.  The  Department  of  Energy  is  not  responsible  for  retrofitting  the 
buildings  of  the  other  agencies  beyond  the  limits  of  the  Federal  Energy 
Efficiency  Fund  and  for  which  we  seek  $12.2  million  in  FY  1995  doubling  the  FY 
1994  appropriation. 

Question:  How  will  agencies  determine  what  projects  are  cost  effective? 

Answer-    To  determine  the  most  cost-effective  manner  by  engineering 
analysis,  the  Executive  Order  (EO)  calls  for  "prioritization  surveys  and 
comprehensive  facility  audits."  These  are  consistent  with  the  Energy  Policy 
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Act  of  1992  (EPACT)  which  requires  a  survey  of  energy  savings  potential  in 
each  agency.  Those  are  already  underway.  EPACT  also  requires  energy  audits 
and  FEMP  ha?  developed  the  protocol  and  a  process  to  conduct  those  audits  and 
go  one  step  beyond  by  providing  an  implementation  plan  to  invest  in  the  best 
most  cost-effective  measures.  That  way  the  audits  are  less  likely  to  sit  on'a 
shelf. 

Question:   What  are  the  payback  requirements  of  this  EO? 

The  payback  requirements  also  are  consistent  with  EPACT,  calling  for 
projects  with  ten  year  payback  or  better  that  are  life-cycle  cost-effective  as 
required  by  EPACT. 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  DOMENICI 

Energy  Conservation  -  Waste  Minimization 

The  Administration  has  put  significant  emphasis  on  energy  efficiency 
in  industry.  One  of  the  promising  initiatives  is  the  waste  minimization 
program  which  seeks  to  develop  new  technologies  to  reduce  waste  generated 
during  industrial  processes.  The  budget  cites  an  economic  study  that 
every  $  1  million  invested  in  waste  reduction  research  returns  $2.43 
million  in  net  present  value  and  creates  140  new  jobs.  The  budget  further 
states  that  waste  minimization  allows  the  diversion  of  capital  and 
operating  expenses  from  waste  treatment  to  improved  production.  There 
have  been  some  notable  successes  in  the  program  to  date. 

Question:  What  currently  seems  to  be  the  most  logical  area  (or 
areas)  for  waste  reduction  and  minimization  efforts  to  be  focused? 

Answer:  The  most  logical  areas  for  waste  reduction  and  minimization 
efforts  are  in  the  industrial  sectors  which  generate  the  highest  amount  of 
waste.  These  industries  are  the  petroleum,  chemicals,  pulp  and  paper, 
primary  metals,  stone/clay/glass,  and  food  industries.  These  industries 
consume  86%  of  the  energy  utilized  in  the  manufacturing  sector. 

Question:  The  budget  indicates  that  the  administration  will  expand 
the  nice'  program  (National  Industrial  Competitiveness  through  Energy, 
Environment,  and  Economics)  to  cost  share  the  demonstration  of  waste 
minimization  technologies,  which  I  think  makes  sense.  What  are  the  cost- 
sharing  requirements  for  these  new  collaborations? 

Answer:  The  cost-sharing  requirement  contains  a  maximum  of  50%  that 
will  be  provided  by  the  Federal  Government  (DOE  and  EPA),  and  a  minimum  of 
50%,  which  will  be  provided  by  state  and  industrial  partners. 

I  am  pleased  to  see  that  the  Administration  retains  a  comnitment  to 
industrial  waste  minimization  programs.  The  President  requests  $33.6 
million  for  the  waste  minimization  activity,  which  is  $7.6  million,  or  29 
percent,  above  the  FY  1994  level. 

Question:  Within  this  budget  request,  how  much  will  be  devoted  to 
cost-shared  projects  in  FY  1995?  How  much  is  going  to  such  collaborations 
in  FY  94. 

Answer:  80%  of  the  total  industrial  waste  budget  in  both  FY  1994 
and  FY  1995  will  go  to  cost-sharing  projects. 

As  I  understand  it,  one  of  the  objectives  of  the  Industrial  Waste 
program  is  to  improve  domestic  industrial  competitiveness  through  energy 
efficient,  waste  reducing  technology  development.  When  the  Industrial 
Waste  Reduction  program  was  getting  under  way,  the  DOE  national 
laboratories  played  a  meaningful  role.  Recently,  however,  I  am  concerned 
that  the  important  contribution  that  the  labs  provide  is  gradually  being 
phased-out,  despite  the  growing  program  budgets. 
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Question:  With  the  current  thrust  of  the  DOE  laboratories  on 
helping  to  improve  industrial  competitiveness,  how  do  you  see  them 
contributing  to  the  Industrial  Waste  Reduction  Program  in  the  future? 

Answer:  The  DOE  laboratories  play  a  vital  role  in  the  Industrial 
Waste  Reduction  Program.  Serving  as  a  tremendous  source  of  technical 
expertise,  the  laboratories  and  R&D  facilities  rank  among  the  best  in  the 
world.  For  this  reason,  they  have  been  able  to  apply  their  indispensable 
experience  in  technology  transfer  towards  partnerships  with  industry 
through  such  mechanisms  as  the  Cooperative  Research  and  Development 
Agreements  (CRADAs).  These  agreements  help  to  develop  new  cost-effective 
technologies  to  reduce  waste  in  the  industrial  sector.  They  are 
particularly  adept  at  identifying  and  executing  joint  laboratory  and 
industry  efforts  that  incorporate  the  best  talents  of  both  in  a  concerted 
effort  to  eliminate  waste  and  increase  efficiency.  For  example,  Sandia 
and  Los  Alamos  National  Laboratories  recently  completed  a  CRADA  with 
Motorola,  Inc.  to  develop  a  no-clean  soldering  process  that  will  eliminate 
the  use  of  ozone  depleting  solvents  in  printed  wiring  board  manufacturing. 

Question:  How  does  DOE  ensure  that  the  Industrial  Waste  Program 
benefits  industry  as  a  whole  rather  than  just  individual  companies? 

Answer:  The  DOE  ensures  the  Industrial  Waste  Program  benefits 
industry  as  a  whole  through  several  mechanisms.  First,  the  partner  may  be 
an  industrial  consortium  in  which  all  the  members  have  access  to  the 
technology.  An  example  is  the  Vehicle  Recycling  Partnership  under  Clean 
Car.  The  partnership  includes  Chrysler,  Ford,  General  Motors,  and  the 
American  Plastics  Council,  and  was  initiated  by  the  car  manufacturers  in 
an  effort  to  take  advantage  of  research  being  performed  by  the  Argonne 
National  Laboratory  on  the  recycling  of  automobile  parts  that  were 
formerly  unrecyclable.  Second,  the  partner  may  be  a  large  industry  that 
purchases  parts  from  many  small  businesses.  The  partner  will  join  with  us 
to  develop  pollution  prevention  technology  to  maintain  its  supply  base. 
An  example  of  this  form  of  partnership  occurred  when  BoeingNSandia 
submitted  a  proposal  to  develop  clean  technology  for  the  3,000  small  metal 
plating  shops  that  supply  aircraft  parts.  Boeing  stated  that  they  had 
purchased  aircraft  parts  from  3000  different  small  metal  plating  shops, 
and  felt  that  this  would  serve  as  an  excellent  opportunity  to  form  a 
clean  technology  partnership  with  DOE.  In  this  case,  the  plating  industry 
association  will  help  transfer  the  new  technology.  Third,  the  partner  may 
be  the  manufacturer  of  a  technology  that  is  sold  or  licensed  to  an 
industry.  For  example,  the  Industrial  Waste  Program  teamed  with  LICON 
Inc.  to  develop  a  technology  to  decrease  the  generation  of  hazardous  waste 
water  from  electroplating.  The  technology  is  being  utilized  by  nearly 
sixty  electroplating  shops  around  the  country.  Finally,  we  also  utilize 
technology  transfer  mechanisms  such  as  workshops,  publications,  and  so 
forth  to  increase  industry-wide  awareness  of  pollution  prevention 
technologies. 

Energy  Conservation  --  President's  "Investment"  Program 

Question:  The  President's  FY  1995  budget  submission  includes  $2.0 
billion  in  budget  authority  (BA)  and  $1.5  billion  in  outlays  for  so-called 
"investment"  programs  within  the  Department  of  Energy.  How  much  of  the  DOE 
"investment"  package  is  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Interior 
Appropriations  Subcoimiittee? 

Answer:  In  FY  1995,  the  Energy  Conservation  portion  of  the  DOE 
"investment"  package  is  $374.6  million.  This  amount  includes  $255.7  million 
for  continuation  of  FY  1994  Investment  Initiatives  and  $118.9  million  for 
Climate  Change  Action  Plan  Initiatives. 

Question:  What  are  the  major  themes  of  the  President's  proposed 
"investment"  package  for  the  energy  conservation  programs? 

Answer:  The  five  major  themes  of  the  FY  1995  Budget  Request  for  the 
Energy  Conservation  programs  include  the  following:  First,  strive  for  a 
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balanced  portfolio  between  research  and  development  and  commercialization  or 
deployment  activities.  In  other  words,  capitalize  on  20  years  of  investment 
in  various  technologies  and  is  ready  to  bring  these  technologies  closer  to 
the  marketplace.  Second,  change  the  way  of  doing  business  with  various 
groups,  including  utilities,  businesses,  and  States.  Instead  of  creating 
new  mechanisms  for  delivering  services,  take  maximum  advantage  of  the 
existing  infrastructure  to  deliver  programs.  Third,  emphasize  use  of  the 
market  to  drive  program  accomplishments.  Fourth,  emphasize  industrial 
competitiveness.  In  addition  to  the  core  R&D  programs  aimed  at  helping 
industries  become  more  efficient  and  helping  to  cope  with  environmental 
regulations,  some  well-known,  successful  programs  should  be  expanded.  And 
fifth,  implement  a  quality  metrics  program  to  monitor  the  effectiveness  and 
efficiency  of  the  energy  conservation  programs. 

Question:  Under  the  FY  1995  discretionary  spending  caps,  the  President 
has  necessarily  had  to  propose  program  reductions  and  terminations  to  finance 
his  proposed  $15  billion  increase  in  "investment"  spending.  For  DOE,  the 
proposed  program  terminations  total  $177  million  in  BA  and  $256  million  in 
outlays  for  only  three  programs.  Only  $10  million  of  these  savings  (outlays) 
are  associated  with  programs  under  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Subcommittee.  The 
President's  proposed  program  reductions  for  DOE  total  another  $836  million  in 
BA  and  $908  million  in  outlays,  but  none  of  these  programs  are  within  this 
Subcommittee's  jurisdiction.  How  would  you  propose  that  the  distinguished 
Subcommittee  Chairman  fund  the  President's  "investment"  programs  when  most  of 
the  proposed  savings  in  DOE  programs  are  under  the  jurisdiction  of  another 
subcommittee,  and  when  many  of  the  other  program  terminations  or  reductions 
proposed  for  programs  within  this  Subcommittee  are  likely  to  be  rejected  by 
Congress? 

Answer:  The  Administration's  budget  priorities  have  been  built  through 
a  careful  review  of  funding  requests  across  the  range  of  Federal  agencies  and, 
therefore,  across  the  various  appropriations.  As  such,  the  energy  priorities 
have  been  treated  as  a  consolidated  program, including  the  elements 
appropriated  by  the  Interior  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriations  Subcommittee. 
This  process  has  also  resulted  in  an  improved  reconciliation  of  energy 
programs  with  the  programs  associated  with  the  environment,  with  economic 
development,  and  with  the  conversion  of  the  defense  work  force  to  high- 
priority  challenges  within  the  civilian  economy.  In  fact,  as  a  result  of 
shifting  priorities,  the  Department's  overall  budget  request  reflects  fiscal 
constraint  with  a  3  percent  reduction  from  last  year's  appropriation. 

The  Administration  is  making  its  resource  allocation  decisions  with  a 
strategic  national  view  of  the  goals  and  objectives  being  addressed  and  in 
terms  of  the  costs  and  benefits  of  individual  proposals.  Viewed  from  this 
perspective,  the  energy  efficiency  programs  proposed  for  FY  1995  are  clear 
national  priorities  and  compete  well  on  the  merits  against  virtually  all 
federal  programs  in  terms  of  improving  the  environment,  reducing  vulnerability 
to  exports,  improving  national  productivity  and  employment,  and  creating  a 
stronger  national  economic  security  through  saving  dollars  for  the  ratepayer, 
taxpayer,  and  energy  consumer.  We  are  confident  that  the  Committee,  including 
the  distinguished  Chairman,  subscribe  to  this  view  and  will  champion 
allocation  of  resources  in  the  areas  which  provide  the  maximum  returns  to  the 
taxpayer. 

Question:  What  are  the  President's  highest  priorities  within  the  energy 
conservation  program  should  Congress  have  limited  opportunity  to  increase 
these  programs? 

Answer:  The  Department  is  eager  to  work  with  the  Committee  to  assess 
program  priorities  for  the  Office  of  Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy  to 
assist  Congress  if  budgetary  constraints  preclude  them  from  funding  the  entire 
request.  We  are  in  the  midst  of  an  intense  stakeholder-driven  process  to 
develop  rigorous,  objective  criteria  by  which  to  compare  the  effectiveness  of 
different  Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy  programs,  which  will  in  turn 
help  determine  the  list  of  priorities. 

This  process  continues  the  important  policy  work  done  in  the  previous 
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administration  that  objectively  analyzed  all  programs  in  energy  efficiency, 

renewable  energy,  fossil  energy,  and  nuclear  energy  "on  the  merits."  This 

1991  analysis  was  unique  in  its  effort  to  be  fair  and  balanced.  It  used  the 
following  evaluation  criteria  and  weights: 

ENERGY  SIGNIFICANCE  (25%):  total  quads  produced  in  the  near  term, 
mid  term,  and  long  term 

NATIONAL  SECURITY  (10%):  potential  for  reducing  oil  imports 
ECONOMIC  COMPETITIVENESS  (10%):  economic  and  trade  benefits 

•  ENVIRONMENT  (25%):  reductions  of  greenhouse  gases,  air  and  water 
pollution,  and  hazardous  waste 

TECHNICAL  RISK  (15%):  probability  of  success 

•  GOVERNMENT  ROLE  (15%):  extent  government  support  is  needed  to 
overcome  technology  and  market  barriers. 

The  results:  Energy  efficiency  programs  were  rated  by  far  the  best  investment 
for  reducing  oil  vulnerability,  particularly  programs  in  transportation  demand 
efficiency,  industrial  demand  efficiency,  and  industrial  waste  minimization. 
The  next  best  were  renewables  and  then  natural  gas.  For  meeting  electricity 
needs,  again  the  best  programs  were  efficiency,  particularly  industrial  demand 
efficiency  and  waste  minimization.  The  next  best  were  renewables  and  then 
natural  gas  programs. 

Although  the  analysis  was  intended  to  drive  the  FY  1993  budget,  the 
Administration  at  the  time  largely  ignored  the  results.  The  purpose  of  the 
analysis  was  to  identify  high-ranking  programs  that  deserved  more  funding  and 
low-ranking  programs  from  which  the  money  could  be  shifted.  If  you  examine 
the  FY  1995  budget,  you  will  find  that  is  exactly  what  we  have  done.  We  have 
shifted  money  from  the  low-ranking  programs  in  order  to  enhance  energy 
efficiency  and  drive  renewable  technologies  into  the  marketplace,  while 
advancing  natural  gas. 

As  mentioned,  we  are  refining  this  important  analytical  tool  to  compare  the 
relative  merit  of  individual  programs  in  Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable 
Energy.  We  are  working  closely  with  stakeholders  to  determine  which  criteria 
are  the  most  important  for  comparing  programs,  including  energy  provided  or 
saved,  reduction  in  oil  imports,  pollution  avoided,  return  on  investment,  and 
jobs  created.  This  analysis  will  ultimately  allow  individual  programs  to  be 
ranked. 

This  process  is  necessarily  dependent  on  a  tremendous  amount  of  analysis, 
stakeholder  input,  and  objective  review--work  which  is  on-going.  It  would  be 
premature  to  identify  lower-priority  activities  before  this  analysis  is 
completed. 

We  will  work  with  Congress  to  determine  priorities  for  additions  and 
reductions  in  Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy  programs.  Our  priorities 
start  with  new  initiatives  to  empower  States,  industry,  and  energy  consumers 
to  overcome  the  barriers  impeding  the  large  reservoir  of  near-term,  cost- 
effective  efficiency  opportunities.  Also,  this  is  the  time  to  mobilize 
industry.  States,  and  laboratories  to  exploit  energy  efficiency  as  a  least- 
cost  approach  to  pollution  prevention.  This  budget  request  also  includes  high 
priority  work  with  Federal  agencies  to  establish  Federal  facilities  as  energy 
conservation  models  and  to  open  markets  for  alternative-fueled  vehicles. 

We  fully  appreciate  the  difficult  decisions  Congress  must  make  in  determining 
allocations  for  programs.  However,  the  FY  1995  Congressional  Budget  for 
Energy  Efficiency  programs  is  a  balanced  program  of  R&D,  commercialization, 
and  long-term  and  short-term  activities  and  represents  for  the  first  time  a 
budget  objectively  aligned  with  essential  national  goals:  satisfying  the 
Nation's  energy  needs,  reducing  our  vulnerability  to  oil  shocks,  protecting 
the  environment,  and  improving  the  economy. 

Question:  In  a  year  with  essentially  a  freeze  on  discretionary 
spending,  is  it  realistic  to  assume  that  Congress  will  fund  a  43  percent 
increase  in  energy  conservation  programs  on  top  of  an  increase  of  20  percent 
between  FY  1993  and  FY  1994? 
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Answer:  We  believe  that  the  Congress  will  review  the  competing  demands 
for  resources  on  the  merits  and  will  make  the  difficult  choices  in  terms  of 
potential  returns  to  the  taxpayer.  The  Department's  request  has  been 
developed  through  the  continuing  bipartisan  support  by  the  Committee;  responds 
to  the  responsibilities  assigned  to  the  Department  by  the  Energy  Policy  Act; 
and  directly  responds  to  the  needs  of  the  taxpayer,  energy  producer, 
technology  supplier,  ratepayer,  and  the  energy  consumer,  as  articulated  by 
them  during  the  forging  of  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan.  We  consider  it 
entirely  appropriate  for  the  Congress  to  fully  fund  the  energy  efficiency 
budget  request  in  light  of  the  preceding  factors. 

Energy  Conservation  -  Tribal  Government  Energy  Assistance 

Question:  Last  year,  through  the  Energy  and  Water  Development 
Appropriations  Act,  Congress  provided  $5  million  to  implement  Indian  Energy 
resource  programs  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  2603  and  2606 
of  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  1992. 

The  DOE  budget  justification  documents  indicate  that  the 
Administration  is  proposing  to  transfer  this  program  from  the  Energy  Supply 
Research  and  Development  program,  where  it  was  funded  last  year,  to  the  State 
Energy  Conservation  Program.  I  am  concerned  that  folding  the  Indian  energy 
programs  into  the  state  energy  conservation  program  funding  category  will  not 
assure  that  the  needs  that  motivated  Congress  to  enact  the  Indian  Energy  Title 
will  be  adequately  addressed.  Why  have  you  proposed  this  transfer,  and  do  you 
believe  that  this  Subcommittee  will  be  able  to  allocate  sufficient  resources 
to  accomplish  the  intent  of  sections  2603  and  2606  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of 
1992? 

Answer:  The  Department  did  not  request  FY  1994  funding  to  implement 
this  program.  However,  an  appropriation  from  Energy  and  Water  Development  was 
provided  for  both  Section  2606  and  Section  2603.  The  purpose  of  the  latter 
section  is  to  help  Indian  tribes  develop  their  energy  resources  It  provides 
for  funding  "vertical  integration:  projects  which  include  projects  involving 
oil  refineries,  natural  gas  distribution,  and  coal,  as  well  as  renewable 
energy  sources.  Section  2603,  accordingly,  is  an  initiative  which  will  be  . 
Implemented  by  DOE's  Office  of  Fossil  Energy.  This  Office  is  funded  by  the 
Interior  Appropriations  Subcorimittee. 

In  FY  1995,  in  order  to  realign  the  budget  along  DOE's  operational  and 
organizational  lines,  the  Department  has  requested  separate  funding  within  the 
Fossil  Energy  Account  for  Section  2603  (vertical  integration)  activities,  and 
has  asked  for  renewable  energy/energy  efficiency  (Section  2606)  funding  within 
the  Energy  Conservation  account,  all  under  Interior  and  Related  Agencies.  The 
total  amount  requested  represents  approximately  the  same  level  of  funding  as 
in  FY  1994.  Currently,  these  two  sections  are  being  implemented  as  a  single 
initiative  operated  separately  from  the  SECP,  and  the  assigned  staff  have 
experience  in  Indian  programs. 

Question:  The  budget  justification  documents  seem  to  suggest  that  FY 
1995  funding  would  only  be  available  for  projects  under  the  authority  of 
section  2606,  whereas  we  provided  last  year  that  funding  would  be  available  in 
accordance  with  provisions  of  sections  2603  and  2606.  Do  you  intend  to  limit 
FY  1995  resources  only  to  projects  under  section  2606.  If  so,  how  can  you 
justify  such  a  limitation? 

Answer:  No,  as  noted  in  the  answer  above,  FY  1995  funding  for  Section 
2603  is  being  requested  separately  under  the  Fossil  Energy  account,  while 
Section  2606  funding  is  requested  under  Energy  Conservation.  The  total  of  the 
two  amounts  represents  funding  equivalent  to  the  FY  1994  appropriation. 

Question:  The  $5  million  appropriated  for  FY  1994  was  a  direct 
response  to  the  need  demonstrated  by  the  Navajo  Nation  for  federal  assistance 
for  the  Navajo  Transmission  Project.  This  project  is  precisely  the  type  of 
vertical  Integration  energy  project  contemplated  under  section  2603,  and 
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addresses  an  important  national  need  to  alleviate  the  transmission  bottleneck 
in  the  Four  Corners  area.  If  funding  for  the  Indian  Energy  Title  is  limited 
to  section  2606,  what  steps  will  you  take  to  assure  that  DOE  provides  the 
necessary  support  for  this  important  project? 

Answer:  As  noted  in  the  preceding  two  answers,  FY  1995  funding  is 
being  requested  separately  for  vertical  integration  under  Section  2603.  This 
request  is  being  handled  by  the  Office  of  Fossil  Energy,  and  that  Office  will 
manage  the  use  of  funds  appropriated  under  Section  2603,  in  accordance  with 
Congressional  intent. 

Question:  Congress  expected  that  the  FY  1994  appropriation  would  be 
allocated  expeditiously  by  DOE.  It  is  now  more  than  four  months  into  the 
fiscal  year,  and  none  of  these  funds  have  yet  been  obligated.  Congress  also 
directed  that  priority  be  given  to  allocating  the  FY  1994  funds  to  a  mature 
project  in  which  an  Indian  tribe  has  already  made  a  substantial  investment  and 
with  which  the  Department  is  already  working  cooperatively,  and  that  the 
Navajo  Transmission  Project  be  given  every  consideration.  Why  is  it  taking  so 
long  to  make  these  funds  available,  and  how  are  you  planning  to  give  effect  to 
Congress'  directives? 

Answer:  Interest  among  the  Native  American  community  in  Sections  2603 
and  2606  is  significant.  After  consulting  with  numerous  tribal  interests,  we 
developed  a  competitive  solicitation  (which  reflects  Congressional  direction) 
to  request  proposals  from  tribes  for  both  of  these  Sections.  The  Navajo 
Transmission  Project  would  be  eligible  for  funding  under  Section  2603,  and,  if 
a  proposal  for  that  project  is  received  from  the  Navajos,  it  will  be  given 
every  reasonable  consideration  consistent  with  language  in  the  appropriations 
bill  which  directs  funds  to  "mature"  projects.  Within  the  solicitation 
document,  the  appropriations  bill  language  is  quoted  directly.  Moreover,  one 
of  the  criteria  for  evaluation  of  proposals  is  "Project  Maturity."  The 
solicitation  was  issued  on  March  11,  1994.  Tribes  have  until  May  20,  1994,  to 
submit  their  proposals.  We  hope  to  begin  awarding  grants  by  July,  1994. 

Question:  Given  the  limited  amount  of  appropriations  available,  it 
would  seem  that  multi-year  funding  would  be  required  in  order  to  assure  that 
projects  advance  to  the  construction  and  implementation  stage.  Do  you  intend 
that  a  project  or  projects  that  receive  FY  1994  funding  be  eligible  for 
continued  funding  in  FY  1995?  Isn't  the  $3  million  request  for  FY  1995 
inadequate  in  relation  to  the  needs  of  Indian  tribes  for  support  for  energy 
resource  programs? 

Answer:  Under  Section  2606,  renewable  energy  grants,  DOE  is  giving 
priority  to  funding  feasibility  and  technical  analysis  projects  which  will 
prove  viable  for  funding  through  outside  sources.  Section  2603,  energy 
development/vertical  integration,  envisions  larger  scale  projects  which  might 
take  more  than  one  funding  cycle  to  accomplish.  It  is  possible,  therefore, 
that  grant  recipients  under  Section  2603  in  FY  1994  could  be  eligible  for 
follow-on  funding  in  FY  1995,  within  the  budget  request  submitted  for  DOE's 
Fossil  Energy  program.  The  sum  of  DOE's  FY  1995  requests  for  Section  2603 
($1.89  million  under  Fossil  Energy)  and  Section  2606  ($3  million  under  Energy 
Conservation)  are  approximately  equal  to  the  FY  1994  appropriation  of  $5 
million  the  Department  received  to  implement  these  initiatives. 

Energy  Conservation  -  "Golden  Carrot"  Program 

The  Administration  has  put  significant  emphasis  on  energy  efficiency 
in  industry.  One  of  the  new  budget  initiatives  is  the  "Golden  Carrot" 
program,  which  is  designed  to  encourage  the  development  of  efficient 
industrial  equipment,  such  as  pumps,  fans  and  compressors.  The  budget 
indicates  that  this  program  is  expected  to  stimulate  $600  million  in 
private  sector  investment  over  the  1994  through  2000  period  for  energy 
savings  worth  $1.3  billion  and  more  in  later  years. 

Question:  What  is  the  Administration's  budget  request  for  the 
"Golden  Carrot"  program  in  FY  1995?  What  are  the  projected  amounts  needed 
for  the  program  in  the  1996  through  2000  period? 
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Answer:  The  FY  1995  budget  request  is  $2,000,000.  The  projected 
amounts  through  FY  2000  are  $2,000,000  for  FY  1996,  $3,000,000  FY  1997, 
$3,000,000  FY  1998,  $2,000,000  million  for  FY  1999  and  $2,000,000  for  FY 
2000. 

Question:  Where  does  the  Administration  see  the  most  significant 
energy  savings  if  this  program  is  carried  out? 

Answer:  Initial  market  assessments  indicate  that  significant  energy 
savings  can  be  achieved  through  more  efficient  variable  flow  pump  and  fan 
systems,  and  with  more  efficient  air  compressor  packages. 

Question:  What  has  the  response  of  industry  been  to  this  proposal 
even  though  it  is  in  an  early  stage? 

Answer:  Interest  has  been  high  in  the  early  stages  of  planning  for 
this  program.  The  Consortium  of  Energy  Efficiency  (CEE)  has  already 
approached  DOE  to  offer  assistance  in  planning  the  program.  CEE  is  mainly 
composed  of  electric  utilities  and  energy  efficiency  advocacy  groups 
(ACEEE,  NRDC,  etc.)  and  developed  the  Super  Efficient  Refrigerator 
Program.  Likewise,  trade  associations  have  expressed  interest  in  the 
Golden  Carrot  program  such  as  the  National  Electrical  Manufacturers 
Association  (NEMA)  and  the  Hydraulic  Institute. 

Question:  Are  specific  industries  targeted  for  this  program? 

Answer:  No  specific  industries  have  been  targeted.  A  thorough 
market  assessment  of  the  motor-driven  equipment  manufacturer  markets  and 
opportunities  for  improvements  will  be  completed  prior  to  any  targeting, 
although,  at  this  time,  the  pump  seems  to  hold  the  largest  energy  savings 
potential . 

Energy  Conservation  --  President's  Climate  Change  Action  Plan 

Question:  You  indicate  in  your  testimony  that  your  office  has  the  lead 
among  federal  agencies  in  implementing  the  President's  proposed  Climate  Change 
Action  Plan  and  that  a  significant  part  of  your  FY  1995  budget  request  is 
"captured"  under  that  plan. 

How  much  is  in  the  FY  1995  budget  request  for  the  President's  proposed  Climate 
Change  Action  Plan? 

Answer:  The  $191.0  million  is  the  combined  total.  The  two  are  broken 
out  below:  Energy  and  Water  Development  Committee  Total  $72,250  million; 
Interior  and  Related  Committees  Total  $118.9  million. 

Question:  For  the  record,  would  you  please  provide  the  allocation  of 
the  proposed  funding  by  agency  and  program,  including  funding  levels  and  FTE 
levels?  Would  you  also  compare  the  requested  amounts/levels  to  the  FY  1994 
level? 

Answer:  The  table  below  summarizes  funding  proposed  for  the  Climate 
Change  Action  Plan  by  the  Administration  for  FY  1994  and  FY  1995  by  agency, 
appropriation  account,  and  program: 

(Dollars  in  thousands) 

Appropriation/Account  FY  1994         FY  1995 

Reproqramminqs    President's 

Department  of  Energy  (DOE):  — 

E&WD/Energy  Supply  Research 

and  Development  (Renewables)  $1,700         $72,250 

Interior/Energy  Conservation  2,595         118,900 

Interior/Fossil  Energy  R&D  21,000 

Interior/Energy  Information 

Administration  1.000 

Total,  DOE  4,295          213,150 
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{Dollars  in  thousands) 


Aporopr 1  at  i  on/Account 


FY  1994 
Reoroaramminqs 

FY  1995 
President's 
Budqet 

PA): 
13,800 
900 
14,700 

68,300 
7,000 
75,300  1/ 

4,000 

12,000 

1,000 

1,000 

23,995 

301,450 

Environmental  Protection  Administration  (EPA): 

Abatement  Control  and  Compliance 

Program  and  Research  Operations 
Total,  EPA 

US  Department  of  Agriculture 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  and 
US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

Total  Climate  Change  Action  Plan 

1/  Represents  increase  in  funding  over  FY  1994. 

Overall,  the  Energy  Conservation  program  has  an  increase  in  FTEs 
associated  with  the  implementation  of  the  investment  initiative,  the  Energy 
Policy  Act,  and  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan. 

The  FTE  increase  in  the  Energy  Conservation  program  is  70  in  FY  1994 
and  34  in  FY  1995.  The  proposed  increases  are  primarily  in  support  of 
implementation  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  1992,  both  at  EE  Headquarters  and 
field  operations.  There  are  no  FTEs  requested  in  the  FY  1995  budget 
specifically  for  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan.  Full-time  equivalents  in 
each  of  the  investment  initiatives  are  detailed  below: 

FTE  Levels 

FY  1994         FY  1995 
Allocation      Request 

Weatherization  25  25 

Assistance  Program 
(Headquarters  &  Field) 

Federal  Energy  Management     14  16 

Program 

Alternative  Fuels  9  11 

EPAct  79  89 

Note:  Ten  FTE  of  the  34  increase  for  FY  1995  are  for  absorption 
of  previously  FTE  exempt  programs  such  as  Cooperative  Education  Programs, 
Special  Hiring  Authority  for  Handicapped  Employees,  etc. 

Energy  Conservation  --  President's  Climate  Change  Action  Plan 

Question:  How  much  of  the  DOE  energy  conservation  budget  is 
specifically  incorporated  into  the  President's  proposed  Climate  Change  Action 
Plan? 

Answer:  Of  the  FY  1995  Energy  Conservation  request  of  $978.4  million, 
$118.9  million  is  specifically  for  implementation  of  the  President's  Climate 
Change  Action  Plan. 

Question:  What  measurable  goals  are  these  program  resources  designed  to 
achieve? 

Answer:  The  President's  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  is  estimated  to 
reduce  U.S.  carbon  emissions  by  108  million  metric  tonnes  (MMT)  in  2000, 
bringing  emissions  in  that  year  back  to  1990  levels.  This  will  meet  the  U.S. 
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pledge  under  the  International  Framework  Convention  on  Climate  Change.  The 
Action  Plan  will  result  in  a  variety  of  economic  benefits  as  well.  The  plan 
is  estimated  to  leverage  $61  billion  in  private  investment  by  2000  and  result 
in  energy  expenditure  savings  of  $60  billion  by  2000  and  $270  billion  by  2010. 
Other  benefits  include  increased  competitiveness  of  U.S.  industry,  increased 
jobs  and  reduction  in  non-carbon  environmental  emissions. 

The  DOE  Conservation  component  of  the  plan  is  a  major  contributor  to 
these  goals,  representing  nearly  40%  of  the  carbon  reduction,  over  80%  of  the 
private  investment  and  over  50%  of  the  energy  expenditure  savings. 

Question:  What  goals  and  programs  of  the  1992  Energy  Policy  Act  (EPACT) 
does  the  President's  proposed  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  fund? 

Answer:  The  primary  goals  of  Energy  Policy  Act  of  1992  are  to  enhance 
U.S.  energy  security,  stimulate  economic  growth  and  reduce  environmental 
impacts  of  energy  related  activities.  The  President's  Climate  Change  Action 
Plan  (CCAP)  was  drafted  to  respond  to  the  environmental  threat  of  global 
warming  while  ensuring  a  strong  economy.  Thus,  CCAP  furthers  the  primary 
goals  of  EPAct. 

The  CCAP  extends  or  re-affirms  several  of  the  programs  authorized  under 
the  Act.  CCAP  activities  facilitate  the  conmercialization  of  many  of  the 
EPACT  requirements.  In  the  utility  sector,  the  CCAP  funds  the  Photovoltaic, 
Biofuels,  Wind,  and  the  Geothermal  Systems  Programs  and  the  Solar 
International  Program.  All  of  these  programs  are  included  as  EPACT 
initiatives  under  Title  XII  (Renewable  Energy)  or  Title  XXI  (Energy  and 
Environment).  The  CCAP  action  to  form  renewable  energy  market  mobilization 
collaborative  and  technology  demonstrations  expand  EPACT  1202  and  2111,  which 
accelerate  the  introduction  of  Renewable  Energy  &  Energy  Efficient 
technologies  to  the  marketplace.  The  CCAP  action  to  promote  integrated 
resource  planning  builds  upon  EPACT  111/115,  which  requires  state  regulators 
to  consider  ratemaking  changes  and  other  reforms  that  would  encourage 
integrated  resource  planning  and  remove  regulatory  barriers  to  investments  in 
energy  efficiency.  It  also  builds  upon  EPAct  112,  which  allows  the  Department 
of  Energy  to  make  grants  to  State  regulators  to  support  these  efforts.  The 
action  will  advance  IRP  practices  which  will  lead  to  a  reduction  in  greenhouse 
gas  emissions.  Climate  Wise  reinforces  EPACT  111/115,  132,  1605,  2108  and 
1608  and  focuses  on  industry  recognition  and  information  dissemination. 

In  the  industrial  sector.  Waste  Minimization,  Energy  Systems  and 
Implementation  and  Deployment  activities  are  funded  in  the  CCAP  proposal. 
The  Motor  Challenge  Program  outlined  in  the  CCAP  extends  and  strengthens 
EPACT  2105  and  is  supportive  of  EPACT  122,  which  sets  standards  and  labeling 
requirements  for  industrial  motors.  The  CCAP  action  to  accelerate  source 
reduction,  pollution  prevention  and  recycling  expands  the  NICE'  pollution 
prevention  grants  program  to  involve  more  companies  and  technologies.  It  is 
directly  related  to  EPACT  2108  and  EPACT  2103.  These  actions  are  designed 
to  complement  and  mutually  reinforce  technology  movement  to  the  marketplace. 

In  the  buildings  sector,  Research  and  Development,  Codes  and  Standards, 
all  of  which  are  specifically  authorized  under  EPAct  and  Implementation  and 
Deployment  activities  are  funded  in  the  CCAP  proposal.  The  Rebuild  America 
Program  seeks  to  increase  the  efficiency  of  commercial  buildings  through  a 
variety  of  leveraged  activities  in  collaboration  with  existing  and  new 
programs  conducted  by  utilities.  States,  municipalities  and  other  partners. 
The  Rebuild  America  Program  is  likely  to  be  the  most  effective  means  to 
accomplish  the  goal  set  in  EPACT  2104,  which  is  to  solicit  proposals  that  will 
substantially  increase  building  efficiency  by  2005.  The  CCAP  action  for 
energy  efficiency  and  renewable  energy  information  and  training  programs 
extends  activities  called  for  under  EPACT  121,  125,  126  and  157,  which  require 
information  dissemination  of  energy  efficient  building  technologies  and 
establishes  a  Federal  Agency  Energy  Management  Training  process  to  adopt 
efficient  building  operation  and  maintenance  practices.  The  CCAP  action  to 
form  Market-Pull  Partnerships  will  utilize  information  required  for  the  report 
on  the  potential  of  cooperative  development  and  commercialization  of  advanced 
appliances  for  EPACT  127  and  the  evaluation  of  utility  early  appliance 
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replacement  programs  under  EPACT  128.  This  CCAP  effort  will  coordinate 
retrofit  programs  with  existing  EPACT  efforts  to  encourage  energy  efficient 
mortgages  and  utilization  of  home  energy  rating  systems.  The  CCAP  action  to 
upgrade  residential  building  standards  is  identical  to  EPACT  101,  which 
focuses  on  building  energy  efficiency  standards.  The  CCAP  action  will  serve 
to  create  additional  public  awareness  and  highlight  CO^  reduction  potentials. 

Question:  For  the  record,  would  you  please  provide  the  Subcommittee 
with  a  crosswalk  of  the  President's  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  to  the 
multi-agency  global  climate  change  initiative  that  was  funded  in  the  past 
several  years? 

Answer:  The  President's  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  is  focused  on 
activities  to  reduce  greenhouse  gas  emissions.  In  FY  1995,  DOE  is  requesting 
$208  million  for  its  portion  of  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan.  This  request 
is  not  included  in  the  President's  FY  1995  request  for  the  U.S.  Global  Change 
Research  Program  (USGCRP)  which  includes  only  activities  related  to  improving 
understanding  of  global  change,  including  their  causes  and  consequences.  A 
copy  of  the  surmary  of  FY  1993-1994  activities  in  support  of  the  Global  Change 
Research  Program  is  attached  for  the  record.  As  the  scope  of  USGCRP  is  being 
broadened,  it  is  expected  that  research  on  technologies  and  strategies  to 
mitigate  global  change,  including  increases  in  greenhouse  gases,  will  be  a 
part  of  the  USGCRP  in  subsequent  years. 
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FY  93  and  FY  94 
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Question:  What  is  the  Status  of  the  Global  Climate  Change  Program  under 
the  Clinton  Administration? 

In  FY  1995,  the  President  proposes  allocating  $1.8  billion  for  the 
focused  Global  Change  Research  Program.  This  interagency  research  program 
covers  a  range  of  important  issues,  including  climate  change  and  greenhouse 
warming,  ozone  depletion  and  ultra-violet  radiation,  and  predicting 
significant  variations  of  the  seasonal  to  interannual  climate.  A  significant 
amount  of  focused  and  contributory  climate  change  mitigation  activities  are 
being  conducted  outside  of  the  U.S.  Global  Change  Research  Program. 


Energy  Conservation  --  President's  Staffing  Reductions 

Question:  The  President's  FY  1995  budget  submission  assumes  that 
252,000  full-time  equivalent  positions  (FTEs)  will  be  cut  government-wide 
over  five  years.  For  FY  1995,  20,649  FTEs  are  proposed  for  the  Department 
of  Energy,  including  2,288  for  DOE  programs  funded  through  the  Interior 
Appropriations  Subcomnittee.  The  FY  1995  proposal  assumes  67  FTEs  will  be 
cut  from  DOE  programs  funded  in  this  Subcomiittee,  but  FTE  levels  are 
proposed  to  increase  by  34,  from  518  in  FY  1994  to  552  in  FY  1995,  for 
energy  conservation  programs.  Only  three  of  the  additional  34  FTEs  would  be 
in  the  field  offices.  Why  is  the  FTE  increase  so  top-heavy  at  the 
Headquarters  level? 

Answer:  During  the  FY  1995  time  period,  the  focus  will  be  on  program 
design  and  infrastructure  in  the  new  initiatives  area.  Traditionally, 
program  design,  infrastructure  and  program  policy  development  have  been 
accomplished  at  the  Headquarters  level.  As  we  move  toward  actual  program 
execution,  the  workload  becomes  much  heavier  at  the  field  level,  and  the 
transfer  of  FTE  from  Headquarters  to  the  field  will  be  addressed  at  that 
time. 
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Question:  A  significant  increase  --  almost  28  percent  --  is  proposed 
for  technical  and  financial  assistance,  mostly  for  weatherization  assistance 
and  State  energy  conservatiori~^programs,  yet  this  activity  stays  constant  at 
74  FTEs.  Why  aren't  additional  personnel  resources  needed  under  the  budget 
request  for  these  programs? 

Answer:  The  nature  of  these  program  activities  is  primarily  grant 
support  to  State  Energy  Offices  and  local  service  providers.  We  are 
committed  to  using  the  monetary  increase  for  these  programs  at  the  source 
(State/local  levels)  not  in  Headquarters  overhead.  In  addition,  significant 
advances  in  automation  at  all  activity  levels  has  allowed  us  to  accomplish 
more  with  the  same  number  or  fewer  Federal  employees. 

Question:  For  the  record,  would  you  please  provide  the  Subcommittee 
with  a  breakdown  showing  the  allocation  of  the  proposed  personnel  increases 
and  decreases  by  sector,  program  and/or  activity? 

Answer:  The  requested  breakdown  is  shown  below. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  ENERGY 
FY  1995  CONGRESSIONAL  BUDGET  REQUEST 
ENERGY  CONSERVATION 


HEADQUARTERS 
Buildings  Sector 
Industry  Sector 
Transportation  Sector 
Utility  Sector 

Technical  4  Financial  Assistance 
Policy  and  Management 
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Oak  Ridge 
Subtotal,  Operations  Offices 
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Question:  The  staffing  sunmary  in  the  budget  justification  documents 
shows  the  attrition  rate  for  FY  1991  (10  percent),  FY  1992  (7  percent),  and 
FY  1993  (5  percent).  What  are  DOE's  assumed  attrition  rates  in  FY  1994  and 
FY  1995? 

Answer:  The  Office  of  Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy  projects 
attrition  rates  for  FY  1994  and  FY  1995  as  10%  and  4%  respectively.  The  FY 
1994  attrition  rate  is  based  on  a  projected  significant  number  of  early 
retirements  based  on  the  recently  approved  leave-out  retirement  authority 
for  Federal  agencies.  The  assumed  attrition  rates  for  the  Department  are 
approximately  5%  for  FY  1994.  To  date,  no  attrition  rates  have  been 
determined  for  FY  1995. 


Question:  The  FTE  levels  in  the  budget  documents  show  the  FY  1994 
enacted  level.  Does  this  represent  the  actual  FTEs  on  staff  in  FY  1994,  or 
does  it  represent  authorized  staffing  levels?  I  think  many  Members  of 
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Congress  are  concerned  with  the  representation  of  these  proposed  personnel 
reductions,  and  whether  or  not  they  are  actual  staffing  reductions  or 
"paper"  staffing  reductions  from  authorized  personnel  levels  that  have  not 
actually  been  achieved. 

Answer:  The  FY  1994  enacted  level  represents  the  number  of  full-time 
equivalents  which  the  Office  of  Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy  is 
authorized  to  use  by  September  30,  1994. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  RECESS 

Senator  Reid,  I  thank  you  very  much.  The  subcommittee  will 
stand  in  recess  until  10  a.m.,  Friday,  March  11,  when  we  will  re- 
ceive testimony  from  the  Indian  Health  Service. 

[Whereupon,  at  11:32  a.m.,  Wednesday,  March  9,  the  subcommit- 
tee was  recessed,  to  reconvene  at  10  a.m.,  Friday,  March  11.] 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR  AND  RELAT- 
ED AGENCIES  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  FIS- 
CAL YEAR  1995 


FRIDAY,  MARCH  11,  1994 

U.S.  Senate, 
Subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations, 

Washington,  DC. 
The  subcommittee  met  at  10:08  a.m.,  in  room  SD-138,  Dirksen 
Senate  Office  Building,  Hon.  Harry  Reid  presiding. 

Present:  Senators  Reid,  Nickles,  Stevens,  Cochran,  Domenici, 
and  Burns. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH  AND  HUMAN  SERVICES 

Public  Health  Service 
Indian  Health  Service 

statement  of  michel  e.  lincoln,  acting  director,  indian 
health  service 

accompanied  by: 

milburn  h.  roach,  executive  assistant  to  the  director 
adm.  bill  f.  pearson,  acting  director,  headquarters  op- 
erations 

phillip   l.   smith,   m.d.,   associate   director,   office   of 

health  programs 
dennis  p.  williams,  deputy  assistant  secretary,  budget, 

department  of  health  and  human  services 

budget  request 

Senator  Reid.  The  subcommittee  will  come  to  order.  We  meet 
this  morning  to  review  the  Indian  Health  Service  budget,  which, 
unfortunately,  is  among  the  worst  presented  by  the  administration 
for  the  programs  under  the  subcommittee's  jurisdiction. 

Testifying  this  morning  is  Mr.  Mike  Lincoln,  Acting  Director  of 
IHS.  Now,  I  can  say  seriously,  Mr.  Lincoln,  I  will  bet  you  weren't 
looking  forward  to  today. 

The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  for  Indian  Health  Service  is 
$1,695,994,000.  This  is  a  decrease  of  $246.9  million,  or  13  percent, 
when  compared  to  last  year. 

The  reductions  include  decreases  of  $74.6  million  for  health  serv- 
ices, principally  in  the  hospitals  and  clinics  program,  and  $172.3 
million  for  facilities,  including  elimination  of  funding  for  health  fa- 
cility construction  and  basic  sanitation  infrastructure. 
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Much  of  the  reduction  in  the  operational  account  results  from  a 
recycling  of  a  proposal  which  assumes  an  unrealistic  increase  in 
third  party  collections  from  private  insurers.  This  year's  estimate 
is  that  such  collections  will  grow  by  463  percent  over  last  year. 

It's  unfortunate  that  the  recommendations  that  we  offered  the 
administration  last  year  for  using  realistic  projections  resulted  this 
year  in  a  return  to  the  gimmicks  of  the  past.  As  most  of  you  know, 
domestic  discretionary  spending  is  to  be  kept  at  a  hard  freeze  level 
in  1995. 

If  the  committee  is  to  consider  maintaining  IHS  programs  on  a 
level  even  close  to  that  provided  in  1994,  significant  reallocations 
will  likely  be  necessary  from  the  increases  proposed  elsewhere  in 
the  budget.  A  quick  estimate  by  the  subcommittee  staff  is  that 
some  $270  million  is  needed  to  maintain  current  services  and  con- 
tinue progress  in  ongoing  construction  projects,  let  alone  trying  to 
find  money  to  fund  existing  program  authorizations. 

I  don't  know  where  we  will  get  the  money.  An  increase  in  the  al- 
location isn't  likely,  so  that  will  mean  that  the  funding  will  prob- 
ably have  to  come  from  elsewhere  in  the  bill  and  that  will  probably 
mean  energy  conservation  and  natural  resource  protection,  two  pro- 
grams that  I  happen  to  support. 

I  know  the  President  wants  investment  spending,  but  I  question 
whether  he  will  want  it  at  the  expense  of  basic  health  care  for  na- 
tive Americans  and  Alaskan  Natives. 

Mr.  Lincoln,  your  complete  statement  will  be  included  in  the 
record.  So,  I  invite  you  to  summarize  your  remarks  so  that  we  can 
proceed  directly  to  our  questions. 

OPENING  REMARKS  OF  SENATOR  NICKLES 

Mr.  Lincoln.  Thank  you.  Senator  Nickles. 

Senator  Reid.  Senator  Nickles,  do  you  have  a  statement  that  you 
wanted  to  make?  I  am  sorry  that  I  didn't  call  on  you. 

Senator  Nickles.  Mr.  Chairman,  just  very  briefly.  I  share  many 
of  your  concerns. 

I  think  the  administration  has  come  up  with  an  unrealistic  budg- 
et for  the  Indian  Health  Service  and  I  will  be  interested  to  hear 
your  comments. 

I  know  in  the  State  of  Nevada  and  in  the  States  of  Alaska  and 
Oklahoma,  the  Indian  Health  Service  is  already  underfunded.  I 
think  these  kinds  of  proposals  are  very  unrealistic.  I  think  we  will 
try  to  make  up  for  some  of  the  shortfalls. 

I  do  find  it  ironic  that  it  was  just  yesterday  or  the  day  before  yes- 
terday we  had  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Energy  defending  a  budg- 
et that  had  a  42-percent  increase  for  energy  conservation.  And,  I 
know  that  when  they  were  so  successful  with  0MB,  they  were 
high-fiving  over  there  at  energy  conservation  and  saying,  "boy,  we 
did  great.  We  had  a  20-percent  increase  last  year  and  a  42-percent 
increase  this  year." 

I  know  that  Secretary  Reich  is  doing  high-fives,  "We  did  great. 
We  are  going  to  have  a  $13  billion  program  on  assisting  worker  re- 
training and  so  on."  Well,  one  group  that  didn't  do  great  was  the 
Indian  Health  Service. 

I  can't  think  of  any  other  group  in  the  entire  Federal  budget  that 
did  as  poorly  as  you  all  did.  And,  that  bothers  me. 
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It  bothers  me  about  this  administration's  priorities.  I  don't  think 
this  subcommittee  wants  this  proposal  to  be  enacted  as  is. 

So  we  will  work  with  you  all  to  try  and  come  up  with  a  more  re- 
alistic budget.  I  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  We  do  have  a  vote  at, 
I  think,  10:25  a.m. 

ALASKA  HOSPITAL 

Senator  Reid.  Yes;  also,  I  want  to  be  the  first  to  recognize  the 
fact  that  I've  become  kind  of  an  expert.  Senator  Stevens,  on  your 
hospital  up  there  in  Alaska. 

We  have  been  trying  to  build  it  for  30  years.  And,  I  thought  we 
were  going  to  do  it  this  year. 

But,  as  you  know,  in  this  year's  budget,  the  final  I  think  was  $17 
million  or  something  like  that  to  complete  the  hospital  and  isn't  in 
the  budget.  And,  so  we  will  work  with  you  to  see  if  we  can  finally 
get  that  place  finished  some  way. 

Senator  Stevens.  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  agree  with  you.  We 
have  worked  on  it  a  long  time. 

Senator  Reid.  Hasn't  it  been  almost  30  years? 

Senator  Stevens.  It  has  been  at  least  that.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
in  terms  of  the  Great  Earthquake  in  1964,  the  existing  hospital 
was  condemned. 

And,  we  got  in  line  then  trying  to  get  the  funds  to  replace  it. 
And,  we  finally  have  got  it  to  a  point  where  we  should  have  the 
money  in  this  budget  to  finish  the  construction. 

And,  I  hope — and,  it's  good  news  and  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman, 
for  your  comments.  It's  good  news  to  have  your  support  on  that. 

The  bad  news  is  that  we  then  have  to  staff  it.  With  decreasing 
staffing  in  Alaska,  I'm  not  sure  that  that  is  going  to  be  possible. 

But,  I  welcome  that  support,  because  I  think  it's  essential  to  get 
the  concept  of  that  hospital  out.  And,  at  an  appropriate  time,  I  will 
get  into  that. 

I  am  sure  that  our  friends  at  the  table  will  agree  that  this,  in 
the  long  run,  should  save  money  in  terms  of  dealing  with  the 
health  care  of  the  Alaska  Native  people,  because  it  is  going  to  be 
a  central,  high  technology  hub  that  will  feed  in  these  patients  from 
an  area  that  is  actually  one-fifth  the  size  of  the  United  States.  And, 
our  one  real  problem  that  is  left  is  to  find  transportation  money  to 
rnake  sure  that  we  can  get  these  people  who  are  in  need  of  that 
high  technology  care  to  this  new  center. 

But,  I  appreciate  your  comments,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  really  do. 
And,  when  my  time  comes,  I  will  get  into  it  a  little  bit  more. 

SUMMARY  statement  OF  MICHEL  LINCOLN 

Senator  Reid.  Mr.  Lincoln,  would  you  proceed,  please? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  We  are  joined  today  by 
Mr.  Dennis  Williams,  who  is  the  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  for 
Budget  within  the  Office  of  the  Secretary,  Health  and  Human  Serv- 
ices. And,  there  are  other  Indian  Health  Service  staff  here  with  us. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  frame,  perhaps  for  only  5  minutes, 
the  issues  associated  with  this  budget.  It  is  a  most  serious  budget. 

It  is  a  very  difiicult  budget  to  describe.  I  will  attempt  to  frame 
this  budget  within  a  couple  of  principles  that  I  believe  have  been 
articulated  by  the  Department  and  certainly  principles  that  the  In- 
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dian  Health  Service  needs  to  keep  in  mind  as  it  talks  about  re- 
sources. 

This  budget  is  prepared  within  the  Department  of  Health  and 
Human  Services,  within  the  executive  branch  of  Government,  con- 
sidering that  there  is  basically  a  zero  sum  environment  within  dis- 
cretionary programs.  Even  given  that,  the 

Senator  NiCKLES.  What?  I  didn't 

Mr.  Lincoln.  A  zero  sum  environment  within  the  discretionary 
budgets  that  we  have  to  work  with.  Even  given  that,  there  are  is- 
sues, perhaps  not  well  articulated  within  the  budget  but  I  believe 
they  are  there.  And,  I  would  like  to  highlight  a  number  of  those. 

The  Indian  Health  Service  is  a  health  delivery  organization.  It 
provides  approximately  5  million  outpatient  visits  a  year,  100,000 
admissions  a  year. 

In  addition,  it  provides  community-based  primary  prevention 
programs.  It  contracts  for  services  with  secondary  and  tertiary 
medical  centers  throughout  this  country. 

There  has  been  much  progress,  as  the  previous  Director  has 
pointed  out  at  every  occasion  that  he  had  to  be  in  front  of  the  Con- 
gress, in  infant  mortality,  in  maternal  mortality,  and  basically 
much  progress  made  in  those  diseases  that  are  infectious  and  com- 
municable in  nature.  There  is  an  emerging  set  of  health  problems 
that  are  chronic  and  behavioral  in  nature  that  Indian  people  are 
experiencing  now  and  will  continue  to  experience  on  an  ever  in- 
creasing basis  in  the  future. 

Deaths  due  to  cirrhosis  of  the  liver  are  three  times  the  national 
rate.  Deaths  due  to  injuries  are  two  to  three  times  the  national 
rate. 

And,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  for  a  subgroup  of  Indian  people,  those 
that  are  young  and  those  that  are  male  and  those  that  are  between 
the  ages  of  16  and  44,  death  due  to  collisions  in  automobiles — due 
primarily  to  automobile  collisions,  it  is  the  leading  cause  of  death 
among  Indian  people.  Homicides  are  1.5  times  the  national  rate. 

Diseases  of  the  heart  and  various  cancers  are  actually  around  0.7 
times  the  national  rate.  Those  diseases,  though,  are  increasing  in 
terms  of  their  importance  among  Indian  people.  And,  as  a  matter 
of  fact,  the  leading  cause  of  death  among  Indians  now  is  diseases 
of  the  heart. 

There  are  regional  differences,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  I  need  to 
point  out.  And,  I  am  pointing  these  out  because  this  budget  will 
have  implications  relative  to  the  epidemiology  relative  to  the  dis- 
eases and  the  injuries  and  the  health  of  Indian  people. 

Cancers  are  above  the  national  average  in  the  Billings  area, 
which  would  include  Montana  and  Wyoming;  in  the  Aberdeen  area, 
which  would  include  North  Dakota,  South  Dakota,  Nebraska,  and 
Iowa;  and,  in  the  Alaska  area.  Deaths  due  to  diseases  of  the  heart 
are  above  the  national  average  in  the  Aberdeen  area,  the  Bemidji 
area  and  the  Billings  area. 

Deaths  due  to  automobile  collisions,  we  call  them  accidents.  But, 
Mr.  Chairman,  they  are  not  accidents. 

They  are  relatively  predictable.  They  occur  on  Friday  nights.  Peo- 
ple traveling  long  distances  and  people  who  have  ingested  too  much 
alcohol  primarily. 
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They  do  not  occur  in  the  middle  of  the  afternoon  on  a  Wednes- 
day. They  occur  at  very  specific  times. 

And,  so  they  are  not  accidents,  in  our  opinion.  They  are  due  to 
behavior  and  risks  taken  by  individuals.  And,  they  cause  devasta- 
tion within  the  communities  when  they  occur  and  within  the  indi- 
vidual families. 

Accidents,  deaths  due  to  automobile  collisions  are  higher  than 
the  national  average  for  the  Navajo  area,  for  the  Tucson  area,  and 
for  Alaska. 

Deaths  due  to  diabetes  occur  at  a  higher  rate  in  Tucson,  Phoenix, 
Aberdeen,  and  in  the  Nashville  area. 

Mr.  Chairman,  a  lot  of  individuals  think  about  Indian  country  as 
being  homogenous.  The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  there  are  some 
commonalities  among  Indian  tribes  and  among  Indian  people. 

Obviously,  the  commonality  among  Indian  tribes  is  that  special 
relationship  that  exists  based  upon  treaties  and  other  acts  of  Con- 
gress and  other  legal  acts.  However,  in  terms  of  the  disease  pat- 
terns that  are  affecting  Indian  people,  there  are  some  major  dif- 
ferences, a  few  of  which  I  have  just  mentioned. 

I  would  like  to  turn  my  attention  to  another  framing  issue,  I  be- 
lieve, that  needs  to  be  taken  into  consideration  as  we  discuss  this 
budget.  And,  it  has  to  do  with  the  reorganization  or  the  restructur- 
ing or  the  realignment;  the  changing  environment  that  the  Indian 
Health  Service  tribal  health  programs  are  going  to  have  to  work 
within  in  the  coming  years. 

With  the  Health  Security  Act,  with  health  care  reform  on  the  ho- 
rizon, any  form  of  that  will  cause  fundamental  changes  for  the  In- 
dian health  programs  and  for  the  Indian  Health  Service.  Thirty- 
five  percent  of  the  program  of  the  Indian  Health  Service  is  now 
under  638  contract  with  tribal  governments  and  tribal  organiza- 
tions, who  are  sponsored  and  sanctioned  by  tribal  governments. 

Twenty-two  percent  of  the  entire  services  provided  to  Indian  peo- 
ple within  these  budgets  are  provided  through  contract  health  care. 
In  addition,  the  Indian  Health  Service  has  undertaken  a  reduction 
in  its  administrative  costs. 

In  fiscal  year  1994,  the  Indian  Health  Service  absorbed  $9.4  mil- 
lion in  administrative  cost  reductions.  In  fiscal  year  1995,  this 
budget  calls  for  an  additional  $10.4  million  to  be  absorbed  in  ad- 
ministrative costs. 

With  self-governance  within  the  Indian  Health  Service,  for  the 
first  time  this  year,  administrative  costs  that  occur  at  the  area  of- 
fices and  at  the  headquarters  offices  have  been  factored  into  those 
self-governance  compacts.  The  total  amount  factored  into  those 
compacts — and  we  would  consider  these,  for  the  most  part,  admin- 
istrative costs — is  approximately  $6.5  to  $7  million.  So,  that's  an- 
other reduction  that  has  occurred  this  year  within  the  Indian 
Health  Service  administration. 

Over  the  next  2  years,  if  this  budget  is  enacted  by  the  Congress, 
the  Indian  Health  Service  will  have  absorbed  in  administrative 
costs  somewhere  between  $25  and  $30  million  by  the  time  we've 
completed  these  2  fiscal  years,  taking  into  account  the  $9.4  million 
administrative  cost  reduction  this  year  and  the  $10.4  million  ad- 
ministrative cost  reduction  planned  for  next  year,  the  administra- 
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tive  cost  reductions  associated  with  self-governance  compacting  and 
new  self-governance  compacting  that  will  occur  in  fiscal  year  1995. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  this  has  been  a 
marker  year  for  the  Indian  Health  Service.  We  anticipate  with 
great  expectation  a  permanent  Director  of  the  Indian  Health  Serv- 
ice. 

We  certainly  believe  that  given  the  President's  nomination  of  Dr. 
Michael  Trujillo  that  leadership  brought  to  the  Indian  Health  Serv- 
ice will  allow  us  to  proceed  through  this  ever  changing  environ- 
ment in  the  delivery  of  health  care  and  in  the  role  of  the  Federal 
Government  as  we  carry  out  our  responsibilities  for  health  care,  for 
the  health  care  provision,  and  for  working  with  tribal  governments 
and  consulting  with  Indian  people.  In  a  very  real  way,  there  is  a 
personal  responsibility  that,  as  Acting  Director  for  now  exactly  1 
year,  I  feel  relative  to  this  budget. 

PREPARED  STATEMENT 

It  was  under  my  watch  that  this  budget  has  been  prepared  with- 
in the  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services.  And,  I  person- 
ally feel  that  the  Indian  Health  Service  can  answer,  and  will  be 
very  straightforward,  questions  that  you  have  for  us  today  relative 
to  this  budget  and  its  possible  impact. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  concludes  my  oral  statement.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  follows:] 

Statement  of  Michel  E.  Lincoln 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  am  Mr.  Michel  E.  Lincoln,  Acting 
Director.  I  am  accompanied  by  Admiral  Bill  Pearson,  Acting  Director,  Headquarters 
Operations;  Dr.  Phillip  Smith,  Associate  Director  for  Health  Programs;  and  Mr. 
Milburn  Roach,  Executive  Assistant  to  the  Director.  We  are  pleased  to  be  here  today 
to  discuss  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  for  Indian  Health  Services  and  Indian 
Health  Facilities. 

We  would  like  to  say  at  the  outset  that  our  request  is  part  of  what  the  President 
has  referred  to  as  "one  of  the  toughest  budgets  ever  presented  to  Congress".  We, 
who  are  involved  in  Indian  health  care,  are  facing  a  changing  external  environment 
with  new  demands,  new  needs  and  a  shifting  political  picture.  The  changing  inter- 
nal environment  demands  increased  efficiency,  effectiveness  and  accountability. 
Awareness  of  costs  and  benefits,  involvement  of  local  communities  and  individuals 
in  the  decision  making  process,  incorporating  new  and  different  ideas  into  operating 
programs  and  establishing  effective  communications  have  become  paramount  to  re- 
structuring programs  and  to  turn  challenges  into  opportunities. 

The  IHS,  as  the  Federal  agency  charged  with  administering  the  principal  health 
program  for  American  Indians/Alaskan  Natives  [AI/AN],  provides  a  comprehensive 
health  services  delivery  system  with  opportunity  for  maximum  tribal  involvement 
in  developing  and  managing  programs  to  meet  their  health  needs.  The  goal  of  IHS 
is  to  raise  the  health  status  of  AI/AN  to  the  highest  level  possible.  To  carry  out  its 
mission  and  to  attain  its  goal,  the  IHS:  (1)  assists  Indian  tribes  in  developing  their 
health  programs  through  activities  including  health  management  training,  technical 
assistance,  and  human  resource  development;  (2)  facilitates  and  assists  Indian 
tribes  in  coordinating  health  planning,  in  obtaining  and  using  health  resources 
available  through  Federal,  State,  and  local  programs,  in  operating  comprehensive 
health  programs,  and  in  health  program  evaluation;  (3)  provides  comprehensive 
health  care  services;  including  hospital  and  ambulatory  medical  care,  preventive 
and  rehabilitative  services,  and  community  sanitation  facilities;  and  (4)  serves  as 
the  principal  Federal  advocate  for  AI/AN  in  health  matters  to  ensure  the  availability 
of  comprehensive  health  services  for  them.  In  fiscal  year  1995,  the  IHS  will  continue 
accomplishing  its  mission  and  striving  to  raise  the  health  status  of  the  AI/AN  to 
the  highest  level  possible. 

The  IHS  is  responsible  for  providing  Federal  health  services  to  approximately  1.3 
million  AI/AN  people.  It  does  this  while  maintaining  a  unique  and  evolving  relation- 
ship with  more  than  500  sovereign  tribal  governments  that  represent  the  service 
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population  in  33  States.  This  responsibility  is  carried  out  in  some  of  the  most  re- 
mote and  harsh  environments  witnin  the  United  States  as  well  as  in  modern  metro- 
politan locations.  These  relationships  and  the  geographic  diversity  offer  extraor- 
dinary opportunities  and  challenges  to  managing  and  delivering  health  services. 

The  IHS,  tribal  governments,  and  urban  Indian  organizations  provide  an  unprece- 
dented, comprehensive  scope  of  preventive,  clinical,  and  environmental  health  serv- 
ices, augmented  by  community  and  human  resources  development  programs.  No 
other  national,  puolic  or  private  organization  embraces  this  spectrum  of  services. 
Our  community-based  primary  care  program  consists  of  many  separate  but  related 
activities  such  as:  community  health  services;  maternal  and  child  health;  women's 
health;  alcohol  and  substance  abuse  treatment,  and  prevention;  fetal  alcohol  syn- 
drome treatment  and  prevention;  mental  health  services;  diabetes  detection  and 
treatment;  elderly  health;  hepatitis  B  treatment;  emergency  medical  services;  dental 
services;  environmental  health  and  sanitation;  maintenance  and  improvement  of 
health  facilities;  construction  of  hospitals,  clinics,  and  staff  housing;  health  profes- 
sional recruitment;  management  information  systems;  and  epidemiology.  Most  of 
these  activities  include  health  promotion  and  disease  prevention  as  well  as  curative 
components  that  are  developed  and  carried  out  to  a  degree  unparalleled  in  any  other 
health  care  delivery  system. 

We  know  of  no  other  health  care  organization  that  accomplishes  such  a  wide 
array  of  activities,  operations,  and  program  elements  within  a  single  system.  As  a 
result  of  these  IHS  program  efforts,  the  health  of  Indian  people  continues  to  im- 
prove. More  health  services  are  available  to  an  ever  growing  population  than  at  any 
previous  time.  Also,  during  this  time  there  has  been  a  dramatic  increase  in  individ- 
ual and  community  health  promotion  behaviors,  which  have  been  encouraged  by  the 
IHS,  Tribal,  and  Urban  health  care  providers. 

While  IHS  has  accomplished  many  things,  we  realize  there  is  much  more  to  do. 
The  President's  Budget  requests  a  program  level  of  $1.98  billion  for  IHS,  a  2-percent 
increase  for  Health  Services  and  a  5  percent  decrease  for  Facilities. 

This  concludes  my  statement,  I  will  be  pleased  to  answer  any  questions  you  may 
have  on  the  specifics  of  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request. 


Biographical  Sketch  of  Michel  E.  Lincoln 

A  native  of  Arizona,  Michel  E.  Lincoln  became  the  Acting  Director  of  the  Indian 
Health  Service  (IHS)  in  February  1993.  He  previously  served  as  Deputy  Director, 
IHS,  and  held  this  position  since  1991.  Mr.  Lincoln,  a  member  of  the  Navajo  Tribe, 
has  served  in  the  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services  (DHHS)  since  1980. 

Mr.  Lincoln  received  his  bachelor  of  science  degree  in  Biology  from  Northern  Ari- 
zona University  in  1972  and  his  master  of  science  degree  in  Health  Administration 
from  the  Harvard  School  of  Public  Health  in  1975. 

As  the  Acting  Director  of  the  IHS,  Mr.  Lincoln  directs  a  $1.9  billion  national 
health  care  delivery  program  responsible  for  providing  preventive,  curative,  and 
community  care  for  approximately  1.3  of  the  nation's  2  million  American  Indian  and 
Alaska  Natives. 

Mr.  Lincoln  joined  the  U.S.  Public  Health  Service  as  a  Special  Assistant  to  the 
Regional  Health  Administrator  (San  Francisco)  in  1980,  after  serving  a  short  stint 
as  a  Policy  Specialist  in  the  Office  of  the  Secretary,  DHHS.  In  1982,  he  became  Di- 
rector of  the  Program  Development  and  Support  Office  for  the  IHS  Phoenix  Area, 
his  first  IHS  assignment.  Mr.  Lincoln  had -specific  responsibilities  for  planning  clini- 
cal program  reviews  of  the  hospitals  and  clinics  in  the  IHS  Phoenix  health  care  de- 
livery area.  He  also  promoted  effective  linkages  between  direct  patient  care  pro- 
grams, preventive  health  services  and  tribal-operated  health  programs. 

In  1984,  he  was  selected  Director  of  the  IHS  Navajo  Area  Office.  As  Director,  his 
responsibilities  included  overseeing  eight  Service  Units  which  operated  six  hospitals, 
five  general  health  centers  and  six  clinics  and  health  stations.  He  oversaw  a  pro- 
gram that  served  approximately  200,000  Indians  located  in  Arizona,  Colorado,  New 
Mexico  and  Utah. 

Before  entering  the  Public  Health  Service,  he  functioned  as  Assistant  Director,  Of- 
fice of  Student  Afi'airs,  with  the  Navajo  Health  Authority  (1973).  He  then  became 
Director  of  Emergency  Medical  Services  (1975)  for  the  same  agency  and  was  pro- 
moted to  Deputy  Director  of  the  Navajo  Health  Authority  (1976).  As  Deputy  Direc- 
tor, he  managed  a  scholarship  program,  Navajo  medicine  man  program,  health  sta- 
tistics, nursing  education,  continuing  professional  education,  and  emergency  medical 
services. 

He  was  selected  as  Executive  Director  of  the  Navajo  Health  Authority  in  1977. 
In  the  latter  role,  his  responsibilities  included  the  fiscal  and  programmatic  manage- 
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ment  of  a  non-profit,  community-based,  health  oriented  agency.  Additionally  he  pro- 
vided testimony  to  various  Tribal  and  Congressional  Committees. 

Mr.  Lincoln's  honors,  awards  and  recognitions  include,  the  HRSA  Administrator's 
Award  for  Excellence  (1982  and  1987);  the  National  Indian  Health  Board  Special 
Recognition;  the  American  Public  Health  Association  Recognition  (1984  and  1986); 
the  Indian  Caucus  Special  Recognition;  a  Kellogg  Fellowship;  a  Psychology  Grad- 
uate Assistantship;  and  a  Navajo  Tribal  Scholarship. 


Biographical  Sketch  of  Dennis  P.  Williams 

Dennis  Williams  has  served  as  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  for  Budget  since  1984. 

Dennis  provides  advice  and  assistance  to  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Management 
and  Budget,  and  the  Secretary,  on  program  policy  and  management  issues  dealing 
with  the  Department's  budget.  He  is  responsible  for  the  formulation  of  the  budget 
for  HHS  ana  its  presentation  to  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  and  to  Con- 
gress. 

From  1982  until  1984  he  served  as  the  Director,  Division  of  Welfare  Budget  Anal- 
ysis in  HHS.  Before  that,  starting  in  1980  until  1982  he  served  as  Chief,  Health 
Care  Financing  Branch,  Division  of  Health  Budget  Analysis. 

From  1977  until  1980  Dennis  was  a  Program  Analyst  in  the  Division  of  Health 
Budget  Analysis. 

Prior  to  his  appointment  at  HHS,  Dennis  served  from  1968  until  1971  as  a  Pro- 
gram Specialist  with  the  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity  and  from  1965  to  1967 
with  the  Peace  Corps  in  Turkey.  He  was  awarded  a  doctorate  in  International  Rela- 
tions at  the  Johns  Hopkins  School  of  Advanced  International  Studies  in  1976. 

CLINICAL  SERVICES  PROGRAM  LEVELS 

Senator  Reid.  Mr.  Lincoln,  the  committee  read  with  interest  the 
materials  offered  by  the  Department  upon  the  release  of  the  1995 
budget.  In  these,  the  Department  boasts  of  a  2-percent  program 
growth  for  IHS  services. 

Yet,  information  provided  to  the  committee  indicates  that  the 
level  of  need  funded  for  the  services  program  will  actually  decrease 
by  at  least  3  percent. 

What  is  happening  to  the  health  services  program  when  a  pro- 
jected increase  in  dollars  results  in  a  decrease  in  services  provided? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  projected  increase  of  2  percent 
that  was  indicated  in  the  materials  that  have  been  released  by  the 
Department  is  based  upon  a  comparison  of  the  actual  budgeted 
amount  of  resources  for  clinical  services  in  fiscal  year  1994  as  com- 
pared to  the  amount  of  resources  that  have  been  identified  in  pro- 
gram authority  for  fiscal  year  1995. 

And,  there  is  a  direct  relationship  there.  And,  the  figures  actu- 
ally do  come  out  to  a  projected  2-percent  increase. 

Included  in  that  projected  program  level  increase  is  an  expected 
collection  of  private  insurance  of  approximately  $107  million.  The 
Indian  Health  Service,  given  that  it  would  meet  all  the  budget  pro- 
jections included  in  our  justification  for  appropriations,  would  not 
anticipate  a  major  reduction  in  services  at  the  community  level. 

Senator  Reid.  Do  you  believe  that  it's  disingenuous  to  discuss 
program  growth  and  not  discuss  the  level  of  services  which  are  ac- 
tually being  delivered  on  the  ground? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  Mr.  Chairman,  given  the  Indian  Health  Service — 
and  those  of  us  that  are  gathered  at  this  table  today  have  program 
responsibilities.  And,  all  of  us  at  this  table  having  worked  in  the 
field,  I  do  express  concern  that  we  be  accurate  regarding  what  our 
projected  collections  might  be,  which  are  included  and  the  major 
factor  in  the  program  level  documentation. 
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It  concerns  us  that  if  we  do  not  collect  the  projected  amount  of 
collections  from  private  insurance  that  it  would  have  a  very  major 
adverse  impact  on  the  delivery  of  health  services  at  the  field  level. 
We  have  thought  about  that  question  carefully  and  seriously,  and 
we  have  projected  what  that  impact  might  be,  given  any  shortfall 
in  our  projected  collections. 

Senator  Reid.  How  does  the  IHS  intend  to  operate  its  program 
at  the  level  of  budget  authority  as  is  requested  in  the  1995  fiscal 
year? 

The  only  thing  that  you  have  told  us  is  that  the  level  of  services 
provided  may  not  attain  the  level  provided  in  1994.  You  will  have 
to  admit  that  that  is  kind  of  a  broad  statement. 

Mr.  Lincoln.  Mr.  Chairman,  within  the  budget  document,  on 
pages  3  and  4,  it  discusses  the  budget  authority  and  compares  the 
budget  authority  for  each  fiscal  year.  And,  it  compares  the  program 
level  for  each  fiscal  year. 

Senator  Reid.  But,  Mr.  Lincoln,  our  question  must  be  real  spe- 
cific. 

Mr.  Lincoln.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Reid.  We  need  you  to  tell  us  if  this  budget  is  given  to 
you  as  we  have  it,  what  are  you  going  to  have  to  cut?  It's  obvious 
you  are  going  to  have  to  cut  something. 

Does  this  mean  you  are  not  going  to  have  any  urban  centers  for 
taking  care  of  native  Americans? 

Does  it  mean  you  are  going  to  discontinue  all  construction? 

What  does  it  mean? 

sanitation  facility  construction 

Mr.  Lincoln.  Mr.  Chairman,  what  this  budget  means,  as  the 
budget  is  laid  out,  in  the  broadest  sense — and  then  I  will  come  to 
the  service  unit  level — it  does  mean  that  we  would  be  suspending 
construction  for  sanitation  facility  construction  for  a  period  of  1 
year.  The  budget  calls  for  $85  million  in  the  facility  budget  cat- 
egory to  be  zeroed  out. 

Senator  Reid.  But,  of  course,  the  question  is:  How  can  we  build 
houses  and  not  have  water  and  sewer  to  go  with  them? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  That  is — and  we  have  reviewed,  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  budget  and  we  have  reviewed  the  Housing 
and  Urban  Development  budget  relative  to  their  planned  construc- 
tion. And,  we  have  reviewed  the^  budgets  associated  with  commu- 
nity development  block  grants. 

It  is  our  understanding  that  there  will  be  a  modest  reduction  in 
the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affair's  housing  program,  a  reduction  of  ap- 
proximately 10  percent,  if  I'm  not  mistaken.  I  am  looking  at  Mr. 
Pearson,  because  he  knows  this  data  much  better  than  I  do. 

And,  basically  the  CDBG  funding  for  housing  remains  basically 
the  same.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  did  not  coordinate  the  development  of 
this  budget  for  sanitation  facility  construction  and  new  projects 
with  those  various  agencies.  The  HUD  projects  come  self-contained. 

Senator  Reid.  But,  you  see,  Mr.  Lincoln,  let's  say  that  you  do  ter- 
minate the  $85  million  this  year,  OK,  for  sewers.  Now,  you  are 
down  to  about  $165  million  you  still  have  to  find  someplace  else  to 
cut. 
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CLINICAL  SERVICES  BUDGET 

Mr.  Lincoln.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  terms  of  the  clinical  services 
budget,  the  clinical  services  budget,  from  a  budget  authority  stand- 
point, is  approximately  $74  million,  if  I'm  not  mistaken.  Total  serv- 
ices is  $74,783,000  less  than— in  fiscal  year  1995,  it's  $74  million 
less  than  in  fiscal  year  1994  from  a  budget  authority  standpoint. 

The  budget  also  calls  for  us  to  collect  an  additional  $107  million 
in  private  insurance.  And,  if  the  Indian  Health  Service  can  do  that, 
then  there  would  be — that  $74  million  shortfall  would  be  covered. 

If  the  Indian  Health  Service  cannot  do  that 

Senator  Reid.  I'm  sorry,  I  missed  that.  How  would  it  be  covered, 
the  $74  million? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  If  the  Indian  Health  Service  can  collect  the  $107 
million  in  private  insurance,  then  that  would  be  covered. 

Senator  Reid.  But,  Mr.  Lincoln,  come  on. 

Mr.  Lincoln.  I  am  going — Mr.  Chairman 

Senator  Reid.  You  know  that's  just  not  possible.  I  mean,  is  it? 

You  are  not  going  to  change  anything? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  Mr.  Chairman,  what  we  have  done  is  that  we 
have 

Senator  Reid.  Now  you  know  how  Michael  Jordan  feels,  don't 
you,  trying  to  play  baseball? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  Yes,  sir;  I  do.  We  do  have  an  impact  statement 
that  will  be  focused  on  the  service  unit  level  if  we  are  not  able  to 
collect  those  funds — the  private  insurance  funds. 

Senator  Reid.  When  do  you  think  that  will  be  available,  because 
I  think  we  can  bet  that  it's  not  going  to  be  collected? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  can  provide  that  for  the  record. 
We  do  have  that  available.  And,  we  will  make  that  available. 

Senator  Reid.  You  have  it  now? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  Yes;  we  do. 

Senator  Reid.  OK.  Fine. 

Senator  Cochran.  Mr.  Chairman,  inasmuch  as  there  is  a  vote  on 
the  floor  and  second  bells  have  rung,  could  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  my  questions  be  submitted  for  the  record  and  the  re- 
sponses included  in  the  record? 

Senator  Reid.  Certainly. 

Senator  CoCHRAN.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Senator  Reid.  Thank  you  for  being  here. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Private  Health  Insurance  Collections 

The  impact  from  the  IHS  not  collecting  the  $107  million  will  result  in  a  reduction 
in  the  quality  and  quantity  of  inpatient  and  outpatient  services  provided;  a  decrease 
in  patient  travel;  a  decrease  in  providing  health  care  through  contractual  services; 
a  decrease  in  purchasing  medical  equipment  and  supplies;  and  a  decrease  in  print- 
ing. 

HEALTH  INSURANCE  COLLECTIONS 

Senator  Reid.  Ted,  you  can  go  ahead  and  vote.  As  soon  as  Sen- 
ator Nickles  gets  back,  I  am  going  to  leave. 

Senator  Stevens.  Right.  I  will  be  back.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Senator  Reid.  So,  I  guess  what  we  are  asking  is  more  specifics. 
What  are  we  going  to  do  to  make  up  the  $250  million? 
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Mr.  Williams.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  might  comment?  I  am  Dennis 
Williams,  the  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  for  Budget. 

I  think  it  might  be  worth  spending  just  a  moment  taking  a  look 
at  the  estimate  on  private  collections  or  third  party  collections. 

Senator  Reid.  The  473-percent  increase? 

Mr.  Williams.  If  you — the  third  party  collections  assumed  in  the 
budget  really  are  in  two  categories.  One  is  collections  from  Medi- 
care and  Medicaid.  And,  the  second  is  from  private  insurance. 

If  you  look  at  the  Indian  Health  Services'  achievements  with  re- 
spect to  collections  from  Medicare  and  Medicaid  over  the  last  num- 
bers of  years,  I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  that  they  started  out  at  a  very 
low  level  and  the  Indian  Health  Service  has  made  really  quite  as- 
tounding progress  in  their  ability  to  identify  Medicare  and  Medic- 
aid reimbursements  and  to  actually  collect  them.  In  1986,  for  ex- 
ample, Indian  Health  Service  collected  about  $51  million  in  Medi- 
care and  Medicaid  collections. 

And,  in  that  year,  that  represented  over  a  50-percent  increase 
over  1985.  Since  that  time,  their  collections  have  almost  tripled  so 
that  in  1993 

Senator  Reid.  Are  we  still  talking  about  Medicare  and  Medicaid? 

Mr.  Williams.  This  is  Medicare  and  Medicaid.  In  1993,  they  col- 
lected almost  $141  million. 

This  year,  it  is  projected  that  they  will  collect  $154  million. 
That's  about  a  9-percent  growth. 

And,  the  budget  projects  another  10-percent  growth  in  1995  to  a 
total  of  $169  million.  That,  to  me,  at  least  on  that  side  of  the  equa- 
tion, represents  tremendous  progress. 

And,  it  didn't  come  just  because  people  wished  it  to  happen  but 
because  the  Indian  Health  Service  has  devoted  a  great  deal  of  time 
and  effort  in  establishing  billing  and  collection  systems  in  their 
area  offices.  And,  they've  done  a  great  job  in  doing  that. 

In  fact,  this  whole  area  was  identified  as  a  material  weakness 
under  the  Federal  Manager  Fiscal  Integrity  Act.  And,  a  lot  of  at- 
tention has  been  paid  to  it. 

And,  as  a  result  of  their  progress  and  achievements,  that  mate- 
rial weakness  has  been  corrected. 

Senator  Reid.  But,  you  see,  we  are  not  questioning  the  estimate 
for  Medicare  and  Medicaid.  What  we  are  questioning  is  the  third 
party  collections,  which  is — it's  suggested  that  that  will  go  from 
$18.9  million  to  $106.8  million. 

Now,  try  that  one  on. 

Mr.  Williams.  Let  me  talk  for  a  moment  about  private  insur- 
ance. The  Indian  Health  Service  has  devoted  most  of  its  attention 
up  until  now,  admittedly,  to  Medicare  and  Medicaid. 

We  know,  from  general  statistics  and  health  expenditure  statis- 
tics, that  there  is  extensive  private  insurance  coverage  among  Indi- 
ans. It  is  true  that  we  have  not  been  very  successful  up  until  now 
in  tapping  into  that  private  insurance  market. 

And,  1989  was  the  first  year  that  they,  the  Indian  Health  Serv- 
ice, were  able  to  actually  collect  money  from  third  party,  from  pri- 
vate insurance.  And,  in  that  year,  they  collected  $733,000. 

From  1989  to  1993,  collections  have  increased  dramatically  to 
$18  million.  They  are  still  low  compared  to  Medicare  and  Medicaid. 
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But,  they  have  made  dramatic  improvements.  And,  again,  that  is 
related  to  their  efforts  in  setting  up  bilHng  and  collection  mecha- 
nisms in  their  area  offices. 

Senator  Reid.  But,  of  course,  between  1993  and  1994,  the  in- 
crease was  extremely  modest.  And,  that  modest  increase 

Mr.  Williams.  The  projection  for  this  year  is  very  modest.  We 
have  not  finished  the  year. 

And,  whether  that  will  actually — whether  we  will  achieve  only 
$18  or  $19  million  or  whether  we  will  achieve  more,  we  will  know 
later  on  in  the  year.  But,  that  is  still  very  much  a  projection  for 
this  year. 

Senator  Reid.  How  are  they  running  so  far? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  Mr.  Chairman,  over  the  first  quarter,  the  Indian 
Health  Service  has  collected  approximately  $4  million.  That  is  not 
unusual  during  the  first  quarter. 

The  first  quarter  is  generally  low.  We  are  projecting  we  will  col- 
lect somewhere  between  $20  and  $25  million  this  year. 

Senator  Reid.  Well,  that  would  be  an  improvement.  But,  to 
think — you  know,  we  need  not  belabor  the  point. 

No  one  believes  at  the  witness  table  that  we  are  going  to  collect 
over  $100  million.  Does  anyone  believe  that? 

Mr.  Williams.  The  point  that  I  want  to  make  is  that  the  struc- 
ture, the  mechanisms,  the  systems  are  now  in  place  to  do  this  job. 
We  have  not  done  the  job. 

There  is  a  big  challenge  out  there  in  front  of  us.  But,  the  sys- 
tems, at  least,  are  now  in  place  to  do  this  job. 

That,  at  least,  offers  the  possibility  that  growth  in  the  private  in- 
surance market  will  be  much  more  rapid  than  it  was  in  Medicare 
and  Medicaid.  We  have  both  a  lot  more  experience  behind  us  and 
we  have  much  better  systems  in  place  today  than  we  did  in  1986. 

We  also  know  that  there  is  a  big  insurance  pool  out  there.  So, 
the  key  is  to  link  those  systems,  get  those  systems  to  identify  that 
insurance  pool. 

Senator  Reid.  You  haven't  done  anything  to  change  the  way  the 
estimates  are  developed,  have  you,  with  third  party  collections? 

You  are  still  estimating?  You  indicated  they  are  down  the  first 
quarter. 

Your  estimates  today  are  as  they  were  last  year  at  this  time?  I'm 
not  complaining.  I  just  want  to  know. 

Mr.  Lincoln.  That's  correct. 

Senator  Reid.  Are  any  increased  funds  proposed  in  the  budget  to 
make  improvements  to  the  billing  and  collection  process  for  third 
party  claimants? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  Mr.  Chairman,  at  the  service  unit  level,  the  service 
unit  staff  continue  to  use  the  private  insurance  collections  them- 
selves, a  portion  of  those  to  be  invested  in  the  development  of  the 
business  offices  and  to  make  us  more  effective  in  the  way  that  we 
bill  and  collect.  And,  we  continue  to  use  other  resources  as  they 
could  be  freed  up  as  we  look  at  our  budget. 

There  is  not  a  specific  dollar  amount  identified  within  this  budg- 
et that  is  being  earmarked  and  targeted  toward  business  office  de- 
velopment. 

Senator  Reid.  Senator  Nickles. 
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Senator  Nickles.  Mr.  Lincoln,  I  appreciate  your  patience  and 
apologize  for  the  inconvenience  of  having  the  rollcall  votes  and  hav- 
ing Senators  run  back  and  forth.  I  regret  that  I  wasn't  able  to  catch 
a  lot  of  Senator  Reid's  comment  and  I  apologize  if  I  am  a  little  re- 
petitive. 

1995  BUDGET  AUTHORITY  REDUCTIONS 

In  looking  at  your  budget  proposal,  I  see  a  5-percent  reduction 
in  services,  $74  million  less  proposed  for  1995  compared  to  1994, 
is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  Senator  Nickles,  when  you  look  at  the  budget  au- 
thority and  you  compare  the  budget  authority  that  is  available  to 
the  Indian  Health  Service  this  fiscal  year  and  compare  the  budget 
authority  being  requested  in  fiscal  year  1995,  that  is  correct. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  That's  $74  million  less.  In  facilities,  I  see  $172 
million  less  in  1995  compared  to  1994. 

Mr.  Lincoln.  That's  correct. 

Senator  Nickles.  So,  it's  a  total  of  $246  million  less,  or  a  13-per- 
cent reduction,  in  comparing  1995  to  1994,  is  that  correct? 

HEALTH  INSURANCE  COLLECTIONS 

Mr.  Williams.  That's  in  terms  of  budget  authority,  whether  the 
actual — if  there  is  an  actual  shortfall,  it  would  depend  on  how  suc- 
cessful we  are  in  increasing  our  collections  from  private  insurance. 
We  have  projected  collections  of  $107  million. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  What  did  you  have  last  year  or  estimate  for 
1994? 

Mr.  Williams.  About  $19  million. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  So,  you  are  projecting  $107  million  for  next 
year,  but  this  year's  estimate  would  be  $19  million.  You  are  esti- 
mating a  little  over  five  times  as  much  for  1995  as  1994. 

What  changes  in  policy  are  you  going  to  implement  to  receive 
five  times  as  much  as  you  have  this  year?  That  doesn't  seem  realis- 
tic. 

I'm  looking  over  the  last  couple  of  years.  It  looks  like  a  numbers 
game  or  something. 

I  notice  that  in  1992,  it  was  estimated  that  you  were  going  to 
raise  $129  million,  but  you  only  raised  $12  million. 

Are  these  OMB's  estimates  or  is  this  IHS?  Is  there  a  policy 
change  that  is  going  to  be  made  that  you  reach  $107  million? 

Maybe  it's  the  right  thing  to  do.  I'm  not  condemning  it  if  it's  real. 
But,  it  doesn't  look  like  it  has  been  real  for  the  last  3  years. 

Mr.  Williams.  That's  true.  We  have  not  achieved  the  estimates 
that  we  have  laid  out  for  ourselves. 

I  think  what  is — we  do  know  from  health  expenditure  data  that 
there  is  a  pool  of  private  insurance  out  there.  Our  task  is  to  use 
the  systems  which  the  Indian  Health  Service  has  now  begun  to  put 
in  place  and  has  successfully  demonstrated  it  can  use  with  respect 
to  Medicare  and  Medicaid  collections. 

The  Indian  Health  Service  has  gained  a  lot  of  experience  over  the 
last  few  years.  It  has  demonstrated  a  tremendous  success  in  in- 
creasing the  volume  of  Medicare  and  Medicaid  collections. 
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Before  you  returned,  we  were  describing  that  progress  from 
about  $51  million  in  1986  to  $141  million  last  year  and  a  projection 
of  $169  million  in  1995.  So,  that  is  tremendous  progress. 

We  have  learned  a  lot  from  doing  that.  And,  we  have  also  put 
in  place  a  lot  of  billing  and  collection  systems  that  ought  to  help 
us  do  the  job  in  the  private  insurance  market  faster  than  we  did 
with  Medicare  and  Medicaid. 

Whether  we  can  do  this  as  fast  as  the  budget  projects,  I  guess 
we  would  admit  is  a  significant  challenge.  But,  I  think  there  is  a 
potential  there.  And,  we  are  going  to  work  hard  at  it. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  I'm  looking  at  the  last  3  years.  In  1991,  I  see 
that  you  projected  $40  million  and  you  raised  $8  million.  In  1992, 
you  projected  $129  million  and  you  raised  $12  million,  one-tenth. 
In  1993,  you  projected  $84  million  and  you  raised  $18  million.  This 
year,  you  said  you  were  estimating  $19  million.  I  just  don't  think 
it's  realistic. 

So,  let's  say  you  don't  raise  that  much.  Let's  say  that  instead  of 
$19  million,  you  raise  $20  or  $24  or  $25  million  or  something  like 
that,  but  you  had  estimated  $107  million.  What  happens  with  this 
shortfall  of  $75  or  $80  million? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  Senator  Nickles,  the  Indian  Health  Service  has 
looked  at  the  impact  that  might  result  from  not  collecting  the  pro- 
jected amount  of  collections  in  private  insurance.  And,  we  have  in- 
dicated to  the  chairman,  Senator  Reid,  that  we  would  provide  de- 
tailed information  for  the  record. 

I  do  have  some  information,  though,  that  I  will  share  with  the 
committee.  If  we  do  not  collect  the  projected  amount  of  money  and 
we  collect  in  the  neighborhood  of  $20  to  $30  million,  because  the 
collections  are  projected  at  the  service  unit  level,  what  you  have  to 
realize  about  private  insurance  is  that  we  attempt  to  return  100 
percent  of  the  private  insurance  collections  to  the  location  that  col- 
lected them.  That  would  make  good — just  good  business  sense,  a 
very  simple  business  principle  there. 

If  they  are  investing  money  at  the  local  service  unit  level,  the  fa- 
cility level,  the  clinic  level,  and  anticipating  increased  collections, 
it  would  be  a  disincentive  if  we  didn't  return  money  there. 

Senator  Nickles.  I  understand.  So,  you  will  have  less  money  for 
services? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  We  would  have  less  money  for  services.  We  are 
looking  at  a  possible  decrease  of  inpatient  days  of  about  160  inpa- 
tient days,  100,000  outpatient  visits. 

There  would  be  approximately  3,000  fewer  dental  patients  seen, 
33,000  fewer  oral  health  services  provided.  There  would  be  a  reduc- 
tion of  outpatient  alcohol  and  substance  abuse  services.  And,  there 
would  be  a  reduction  of  some  inpatient  services  associated  with  al- 
cohol and  substance  abuse. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  order  to  provide  more  detailed  information,  we 
would  have  to  go  out  to  our  individual  areas  and  have  them  cal- 
culate more  specific  information  on  a  site-by-site  basis. 

WORK  FORCE  REDUCTIONS 

Senator  NiCKLES.  I  appreciate  that. 

Let  me  ask  you  a  little  bit  about  your  work  force  reductions.  You 
have  proposed  how  big  of  a  reduction  as  far  as  FTE's  at  IHS? 
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Mr.  Lincoln.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  the  budget  document,  the  target 
for  fiscal  year  1995  for  FTE's  is  14,327.  Our  target  for  FTE's  in  this 
fiscal  year,  1994,  is  14,787. 

That  would  call  for  a  reduction  of  460  based  upon  those  targets. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  That  doesn't  seem  to  be  too  astronomical.  But, 
I  am  also  looking  at  your  attrition  rate  of  24  percent. 

Is  that  correct?  Or,  is  that  compared  to  other  agencies? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  not  aware  of  an  attrition  rate 
in  that  range.  The  attrition  rate  for  the  Indian  Health  Service  3 
years  ago,  based  upon  the  latest  figures  I've  seen — and  I  stand  to 
be  corrected  on  these  figures — 3  years  ago,  it  was  about  11  percent. 

And,  then  it  dropped,  if  I'm  not  mistaken,  to  about  6  percent. 
And,  now  it  has  gone  up  to  8  or  9  percent. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  OK.  I  will  come  back  to  that  in  just  a  second. 

Let  me  ask  you  a  question.  You  have  the  460  FTE  reduction, 
from  14,787  to  14,327. 

What  is  IHS's  portion  of  the  total  HHS  work  force  reduction? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  Mr.  Williams,  I  would  refer  it  to  you. 

Mr.  Williams.  It's — I  don't  have  the  exact  proportion  in  1995. 
But,  it  is  one  of  the  biggest  programs  that — it  is  one  of  the  biggest 
FTE  reductions  in  1995. 

Senator  Nickles.  Well,  correct  me  if  I'm  wrong,  but  I  have  a  note 
that  says  that  HHS  has  a  total  FTE  reduction  of  549;  460  of  those 
are  IHS,  which  would  be  about  80  percent. 

That  seems  to  be  totally  out  of  proportion  for  IHS  in  comparison 
to  HHS.  Correct  me  if  I'm  wrong,  but  it  seems  that  this  administra- 
tion is  hitting  IHS  extremely  hard. 

Mr.  Williams.  You  are  looking  at  bottom  line  numbers.  There 
are  a  lot  of  pluses  and  minuses  in  there. 

It  is  true  that  the  Secretary,  as  she  has  done  in  the  budget,  has 
made  priority  decisions  on  how  she  allocates  FTE  reductions,  as 
she  has  made  priority  decisions  and  the  President,  as  well,  in  the 
budgets  which  they  have  submitted  by  emphasizing  investment 
programs,  for  example,  in  the  budget  and  with  very  limited  dollars, 
trying  to  provide  significant  increases  to  those  programs  that  are 
their  highest  priority. 

In  the  same  way 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Let  me  just  make  a  couple  of  editorial  com- 
ments. 

Many  of  you,  Mr.  Pearson,  Mr.  Lincoln,  and  others,  have  been 
before  me  and  with  me  in  Oklahoma.  I  appreciate  that  very  much. 

I've  been  very  critical  at  times  about  IHS  not  doing  enough  or 
the  quality  of  service  not  being  good  enough.  I'm  bothered  when  I 
see  a  $246  million  reduction  compared  to  last  year  so  we  can  fund 
new  investments  for  the  administration  in  other  areas. 

We  had  a  witness  last  week,  or  a  few  days  ago,  talking  about 
how  happy  they  were  that  they  had  $288  million  in  new  money  for 
energy  conservation  that  was  going  to  go  around  for  lots  of  grants 
for  lots  of  people  and  universities,  and  yet  I  see  such  a  significant 
reduction  in  IHS.  I'm  bothered  by  that  fact  when  we  are  not  doing 
the  quality  job  that  I  think  that  you  all  want  to  do  as  professionals, 
and  that  I  would  like  to  provide  for  my  constituents.  Let  me  ask 
you  a  couple  of  other  questions. 
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FACILITY  STAFFING 

We  have  four  hospitals  and  two  dinics  nationwide  that  are 
scheduled  to  open  in  1994-95.  Correct  me  if  I'm  wrong,  but  I  be- 
lieve in  1994,  funds  were  provided  to  staff  these  new  facilities,  is 
not  that  correct? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  That's  correct. 

Senator  Nickles.  Do  you  have  funds  to  staff  those  facilities  in 
1995? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  The  1995  budget  does  not  contain  funding  that 
would  annualize  the  staff  for  those  facilities.  There  is  no  funding 
in  the  1995  budget  for  increased  staffing  at  those  facilities. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  We  build  these  facilities,  hospitals,  and  clinics, 
and  we  have  funded  them  in  1994  but  we  are  not  going  to  fund 
them  in  1995  for  staffing? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  No;  Senator  Nickles,  the  funding  that  is  available, 
that  was  made  available  in  fiscal  year  1995  would  remain  avail- 
able, in  1994  would  remain  available  in  1995. 

And,  so  those  funds  are  available.  But,  the  staff  come  aboard  at 
these  facilities  at  different  times  during  the  year.  So,  you  could 
have  a  certain  number  of  those  staff  that  have  only  been  aboard 
for  6  months  of  the  year. 

In  the  1994  budget,  the  Congress  provided  enough  funding  to 
carry  those  staff  for  6  months.  And,  so  in  the  1995  budget,  what 
would  be  available  would  be  6  months'  worth  of  funds  to  carry 
these  staff.  But,  it  would  be  missing  the  other  6  months  to  carry 
them  for  a  full  12  months. 

Senator  Nickles.  What  about  the  facilities  that  become  available 
in  1995? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  We  have  not  included  any  increased  funding  for 
staff  associated  with  the  two  facilities  that  are  scheduled  to  be 
opened  in  1995. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Which  two  are  those? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  The  Shiprock,  NM,  hospital  and  the  Kotzebue,  AK, 
hospital. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Are  we  talking  about  incremental  staff  or  are 
we  going  to  have  a  building  with  no  staff? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  No;  the  existing  staff,  both  at  Shiprock  and 
Kotzebue,  would  be  moving  into  the  new  facilities. 

And,  so  those — funding  for  those  staff  is  still  available. 

Senator  Nickles.  We  made  some  efforts,  both  in  Tulsa  and  in 
Oklahoma  City — and  I  want  to  again  thank  both  of  you  for  coming 
to  Oklahoma — to  make  some  improvements  on  two  very  sub- 
standard clinics.  Can  you  bring  me  up  to  date  on  where  we  stand 
with  both  those  facilities? 

OKLAHOMA  CITY-TULSA  FACILITIES 

Mr.  Pearson.  Senator  Nickles,  we  are  pleased  to  report  to  you 
that  with  the  $11.9  million  that  were  made  available  in  fiscal  year 
1994  to  bring  a  number  of  service  units  in  the  Indian  Health  Serv- 
ice up  to  a  60-percent  level  of  needed  funding,  funds  were  made 
available  to  both  the  Oklahoma  City  and  the  Tulsa  programs.  It's 
my  understanding  that  the  Oklahoma  City  program  is  proceeding 
full   speed  ahead  with   plans  to  occupy  the  new  building  at  the 
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South  Side  of  the  downtown  area  and  utilize  these  funds  that  were 
appropriated  by  the  committee 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Is  that  going  to  be  a  leased  facility? 

Mr.  Pearson.  I  think  they  are  intending  to  lease/purchase  it. 
They  were  originally  thinking  in  terms  of  leasing,  but  I  think  as 
a  result  of  this  additional  money  they  are  looking  into  a  lease/pur- 
chase option,  is  my  understanding. 

And,  it's  my  understanding  also  that  in  the  Tulsa  clinic  that  they 
are  looking  at  a  facility  somewhere  else,  not  too  far  away,  that  has 
significantly  more  space  and  better  quality  space  and  arranged  bet- 
ter for  them.  So,  they  are  both  looking  toward  major  expansions. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  I  appreciate  that.  And,  again,  I  thank  you  for 
your  cooperation. 

I  just  would  say  that  in  looking  at  those  two  facilities  that  were 
using  obsolete  or  very  inadequate  equipment  it  was,  I  think,  a 
black  eye  on  the  Indian  Health  Service  in  two  of  the  largest  Indian 
population  service  areas  in  the  country. 

BLOOD  QUANTUM  ELIGIBILITY 

When  I  asked  the  question  about  where  are  you  getting  the  out- 
side money,  I  am  not  opposed  to  making  some  changes.  I  don't 
know  if  you  are  looking  at  other  fundamental  changes.  I  don't  know 
if  you  are  considering  blood  quantum. 

But,  our  Indian  population  has  increased  substantially.  Some  of 
our  tribes  do  not  have  blood  quantum.  Some  do. 

Has  IHS  considered  proposing  some  kind  of  a  blood  quantum  re- 
quirement? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  Senator  Nickles,  a  number  of  years  ago,  4  or  5 
years  ago,  the  Indian  Health  Service,  as  it  was  looking  at  eligibility 
and  changing  its  eligibility  regulations,  had  proposed  a  number  of 
changes  of  eligibility.  One  of  those  areas  investigated  was  whether 
or  not  it  would  be  appropriate  for  the  Indian  Health  Service  to  in- 
clude the  blood  quantum  in  its  eligibility  regulations. 

The  Indian  nations  within  this  country  strongly  opposed  us  in- 
cluding blood  quantum  in  a  draft  set  of  regulations  for  eligibility, 
almost  without  exception.  The  Indian  Health  Service  did  go  for- 
ward and  publish  a  final  rule  for  eligibility  which  did  not  include 
blood  quantum. 

But,  the  Congress  has  asked  and  in  each  of  its  appropriations 
bills  has  required,  actually,  the  Indian  Health  Service  to  continue 
to  analyze  the  financial  implications  of  implementing  these  regula- 
tions. We  have  been  prohibited  specifically  in  appropriations  lan- 
guage from  implementing  the  proposed  eligibility  regulations. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  So,  if  the  individual  has  claims  of  one  one-hun- 
dred and  twenty-eighth  or  double  that,  what  would  that  be,  256  or 
something  like  that,  and  they  would  still  be  eligible  for  total,  com- 
plete access  to  IHS,  with  the  Federal  Government  picking  up  100 
percent  of  the  bill.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  In  general,  the  existing  regulations  include  a  provi- 
sion for  descendence.  And,  that  provision  allows  what  you  have  just 
described  to  occur.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Is  that  one  of  the  reasons  why  we  have  had 
such  an  increase  in  eligibility  and,  therefore,  in  demand  not  only 
in  my  State  but  in  other  States  as  well? 
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Mr.  Lincoln.  I  believe,  in  the — I  cannot  speak  for  other  States. 
I  believe  in  Oklahoma's  case  that  the  increased  number  of  individ- 
uals that  have  become  eligible  within  the  State  of  Oklahoma  have 
been  predominantly  in  the  eastern  side  of  that  State. 

I  do  not  have  the  data  available,  Senator,  to  verify  whether  that's 
the  reason  or  not.  It's  a  lot  of  discussion  in  that  regard,  though. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Some  tribes  have  blood  quantums,  but  many, 
like  the  Cherokees  and  others,  do  not. 

Some  tribes  do,  by  tribal  declaration,  declare  that  a  certain  blood 
quantum,  one-fourth  or  one-eighth,  or  something,  is  necessary  be- 
fore they  can  be  eligible  for  benefits.  Isn't  that  correct? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  Yes,  sir;  and  before  they  would  be  eligible  for  tribal 
membership  also. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  I  appreciate  that.  Mr.  Lincoln,  thank  you  very 
much,  Mr.  Pearson  and  others.  I  appreciate  your  coming  before  this 
committee. 

For  my  colleagues  that  didn't  hear  my  earlier  comments,  the  ad- 
ministration is  requesting  a  $246  million  reduction  in  IHS  in  1995 
compared  to  1994.  Two  days  ago,  Senator  Reid  and  I  were  in  here 
and  the  administration  was  requesting  a  $288  million  increase  in 
energy  conservation. 

In  looking  at  the  various  programs  that  are  coming  down,  Mr. 
Lincoln  or  someone  mentioned  the  fact  that  this  administration  is 
going  zero  sum  on  discretionary  spending.  IHS  really  came  out 
poorly  while  energy  conservation  and  some  new  investment  strate- 
gies came  out  very  much  the  winners. 

I  think  that's  to  the  detriment  of  the  Indian  population.  And,  I 
hope  to  work  with  Senator  Byrd,  Senator  Reid,  and  others,  to  try 
to  make  adjustments  to  see  that  we  don't  have  this  kind  of  reduc- 
tion. 

Thank  you. 

Senator  Reid.  Senator  Stevens.  Thank  you  very  much,  Senator 
Nickles. 

cancer  rate  among  ALASKA  NATIVES 

Senator  Stevens.  Thank  you  very  much.  I  was  delayed  getting 
back,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  do  appreciate  your  interest  and  particularly  your  comments 
earlier  about  our  hospital  in  Anchorage.  We  have  a  similar  problem 
in  Kotzebue. 

But,  let  me  say  to  the  gentlemen  at  the  table,  as  we  were  prepar- 
ing for  this  hearing  and  talked  to  many  of  our  native  constituents 
from  Alaska,  we  have  run  into  something  that  I  think  is  becoming 
alarming.  And,  that  is  the  rate  of  cancer  among  Alaska  Natives. 

I,  having  been  through  cancer  and  recovered  from  it,  really  feel 
that  this  is  a  subject  that  we  need  to  take  a  good  look  at,  particu- 
larly as  the  rates  are  increasing  in  these  Alaska  Native  people.  For 
instance,  in  Alaska  Native  men,  I  am  told  that  the  rates  are  very 
high  in  lung,  rectal,  and  stomach  cancer.  It  depends  on  the  year 
as  to  which  is  high. 

But,  for  Alaska  women,  the  conclusion  is  that  the  rates  now  are 
so  high  on  cervical  cancer  that  something  really  has  to  be  done. 
While  they  have  a  relatively  low  rate  of  breast  cancer  which,  inci- 
dentally, is  about  one-half  of  the  rate  of  the  women  in  the  United 
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States,  the  rate  of  invasive  cervical  cancer  in  Alaska  Native  women 
is  2Vi  times  now  that  of  the  general  population. 

More  critically,  the  death  rate  is  twice  that  of  the  general  popu- 
lation in  women  who  have  cervical  cancer.  And,  it  disturbs  me  that 
this  is  now — I'm  told  that  cervical  cancer  usually  is  seen  in  women 
of  later  age,  particularly  beyond  50  since  it  takes  10  or  12  years 
to  progress  to  the  point  of  really  causing  difficulty. 

In  Alaska,  however,  the  rates  indicate  that  evasive  cervical  can- 
cer is  seen  in  very  young  native  women.  And,  there  are  some  indi- 
cations that  my  staff  has  been  told,  we  believe,  that  that  comes 
from  the  strains  of  human  papillomavirus  which  occurs  frequently 
in  the  Alaska  Native  population. 

But,  it  may  also  be  due  to  the  cycle  of  abuse  that  combines  alco- 
hol and  child  abuse.  And,  there  is  a  great  deal  of  unprotected  sex 
in  that  population,  too  early  childbearing  and  a  very  high  birth 
rate,  a  birth  rate  which  incidentally  rivals  Mexico  and  Bangladesh, 
in  the  young  Alaska  Native  women  population. 

We  had  initially  believed  that  we  should  look  to  community 
health  aids,  maybe  try  to  upgrade  their  educational  level  to  that 
of  nurse  practitioners.  But,  now  I  believe  that  this  is  at  the  level 
almost  of  a  plague  and  that  we  should  have  some  real  basic 
changes,  particularly  in  educating  Alaska  Native  women  on  how 
critically  important  screening  for  cervical  cancer  is. 

So,  having  said  that,  let  me  ask  you  this:  Do  you  believe  that  you 
have  an  effective  enough  educational  program  for  the  Alaska  Na- 
tive young  women  to  bring  about  the  type  of  screening  that  is  nec- 
essary to  reverse  this  trend? 

What  really  can  we  offer  to  the  young  native  women  of  Alaska 
in  terms  of,  particularly  those  in  the  villages,  chances  to  improve 
their  prospects  of  survival  from  this  very  difficult  cancer  plague 
that  is  hitting  them? 

I  think  those  are  the  highest  statistics  I've  seen  with  regard  to 
cancer,  as  I've  studied  cancer. 

Mr.  Lincoln.  Senator  Stevens,  I  will  ask  Dr.  Smith  to  respond 
specifically  to  the  question  that  you  raised.  In  my  opening  state- 
ment, I  did  mention  that  Alaska  is  one  of  four  areas  that  have  age 
adjusted  mortality  rates  for  cancers  that  are  higher  than  the  na- 
tional average. 

You  just  pointed  out  the  deficiencies  in  just  saying  that,  that  it 
is  very  specific  cancers  that  affect  Indian  people  in  Alaska. 

Senator  Stevens.  But,  at  a  very  different  age.  The  problem  is 
that,  you  know,  normally  it  would  be  people  in  their  fifties  or  later, 
women,  with  that  type--Jane  tells  me  that  this  is  an  adolescent 
problem  in  Alaska  which  does  not  occur  elsewhere  at  all. 

Now,  I  think  we  ought  to  be  looking  at  that.  That's  really  a  stag- 
gering statistic  and  increasing  yearly. 

Dr.  Smith,  can  you  say  anything  about  that? 

CANCER  REGISTRY 

Dr.  Smith.  There  are  a  couple  of  things  that  I  would  like  to  say. 
First  of  all,  I  think  that  in  Alaska,  and  particularly  with  the  Indian 
Health  Service  in  the  State  and  the  Centers  for  Disease  Control, 
they  probably  have  the  best  collaborative  effort  going  with  respect 
to  collecting  information  on  cancer  morbidity  and  mortality. 
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The  State  and  IHS  and  CDC  have  a  cancer  registry,  which  we 
don't  have  in  many  of  our  other  States.  And,  so  the  first  point  I 
think  I  would  say  is  that  information  which  you  receive,  I  would 
have  to  say,  is  quite  accurate. 

GRANTS  FOR  CANCER  PROJECTS 

Second,  because  of  that,  CDC  has  initiated  some  efforts  in  work- 
ing with  States,  particularly  with  Alaska  Native  populations,  in 
providing  grants.  A  lot  of  these  grants  are  in  two  categories. 

One  of  them  is  in  terms  of  comprehensive  grants  that  deal  with 
education,  that  deal  with  provisions  where  networking  could  be 
done  with  the  National  Cancer  Institute,  the  American  Cancer  So- 
ciety, and  so  forth.  Alaska  does  not  have  one  of  those  comprehen- 
sive grants. 

But,  what  they  do  have  is  sort  of  a  second  tier  level  grant,  which 
is  a  capacity  building  grant.  A  lot  of  the  supplemental  funding  that 
goes  to  that  grant  comes  through  the  Indian  Health  Service. 

The  efforts  that  are  being  put  forth  comes  out  of  our  IHS  while 
we  have  a  cancer  project  officer  out  of  Albuquerque.  And,  the 
amount — and  that  effort  is  in  terms  of  prevention  and  control. 

We  spend  a  lot  of  time  in  terms  of  technical  assistance,  in  travel 
and  training.  And,  so  about  55  percent  of  that  budget  of  over,  you 
know,  $600,000  to  $700,000,  goes  to  that. 

The  other  thing  that  we  have  done,  in  addition  to  that,  is  in  co- 
operation with  the  American  College  of  Obstetricts  and  Gynecology, 
is  started  initiating  training  for  our  primary  care  providers  to  fol- 
low up  on  pap  smears  so  that  they  are  using  special  diagnostic 
techniques  called  colposcopy.  We  have  trained  over  150  of  our  pri- 
mary care  providers  into  providing  this  service. 

These  services  also  go  not  only  into  physicians  but  also  into 
nurse  practitioners. 

RADIATION  EXPOSURE  OF  ALASKA  NATIVES 

Senator  Stevens.  Doctor,  let  me  interrupt  you.  I  don't  have  all 
the  time  in  the  world  here. 

I  understand  what  you  are  saying  to  me,  but,  you  know,  I  would 
respectfully  tell  you  that  if  you  came  up  with  a  statistic  that  ado- 
lescent young  women  in  Chicago  were  dying  at  this  rate  and  had 
this  rate  of  cervical  cancer,  there  would  be  a  project  out  here  to 
deal  with  it.  Now,  we  had  the  NIH  and  NCI  study. 

It's  documented  on  the  cancer  research  needs  of  American  Indi- 
ans and  Alaska  Natives.  The  Alaska  Native  section  has  docu- 
mented it. 

But,  I,  very  respectfully,  tell  you  that  I  don't  see  that  there  has 
been  any  movement  at  all,  despite  the  fact  that  we've  had  this 
study  now  available  to  us  for  almost  1  year.  It  hasn't  been  any 
move  toward  setting  up  any  program  to  deal  with. 

I  understand  you  all  are  operating  under  budget  circumstances 
that  are  reductions  and  it's  hard  to  program  a  new  project  that 
costs  money.  But,  I'm  telling  you,  I  just  think  we  absolutely  must 
have  one  to  deal  with  this  cancer  problem. 

I  had  the  perception,  as  I  move  around  the  Alaska  Native  popu- 
lation, that  they  feel  that  cancer  is  an  enormous  problem  for  them 


181 

and  we  have  not  had  much  help  in  dealing  with  it.  We  have  very 
little  in  terms  of  health  promotion  and  disease  prevention. 

We  have  a  very  high  level  of  smoking,  a  high  level  of  drinking, 
a  high  level  of  very,  you  know,  early  age  sexual  activity  in  our  na- 
tive population.  But,  you  know,  take  the  gastric  cancers.  I  didn't 
know  that  they  were  as  high  as  they  are. 

And,  I'm  told — again,  I  have  some  problem  pronouncing  your 
medical  terms.  But,  there  is  a  virus  helicobacter  pylori.  Is  that 
clear? 

Dr.  Smith.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Stevens.  It's  close  anyway.  And,  if  they  are  associated 
with  that,  but  the  natives  believe  they  are  associated  with  radi- 
ation and  exposure  to  radiation. 

Is  that  true,  too? 

Dr.  Smith.  We  don't  know  that  for  certain.  That  is  being  inves- 
tigated. 

In  terms  of  the  level  of  investigation,  we  would  have  to  provide 
that  information  for  the  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Radiation  and  Stomach  Cancer  in  Alaska 

Ionizing  radiation  can  cause  cancer  in  almost  any  organ,  but  stomach  cancer  is 
not  among  the  cancers  frequently  seen  in  radiation-exposed  populations.  If  radio- 
active material  were  causing  stomach  cancers  among  Alaska  Natives,  we  would  ex- 
pect to  also  see  high  rates  of  leukemia,  thyroid  cancer,  and  breast  cancer,  but  all 
of  these  are  below  the  rates  seen  in  the  general  U.S.  population.  It  is  worth  noting 
that  Alaska  Native  stomach  cancer  rates  are  now  30  percent  lower  than  U.S.  rates 
were  in  1930,  before  the  advent  of  nuclear  fallout.  U.S.  rates  have  fallen  steadily 
since  then,  probably  because  of  improved  food  handling  technology. 

The  causes  of  stomach  cancer  are  unknown.  Genetic  influences  (heredity)  are 

grobably  of  minor  importance,  while  environmental  factors  are  more  important, 
liet,  particularly  smoked,  spoiled,  pickled,  and  fermented  foods  are  generally  con- 
sidered to  be  the  most  likely  suspects.  Many  investigators  have  associated  stomach 
cancer  with  lack  of  refrigeration  of  food.  A  recent  theory  connects  stomach  cancer 
with  a  bacterial  infection  by  helicobacter  pylori,  but  this  is  highly  speculative  at  this 
point. 

IHS  is  not  a  research  institution,  and  we  are  not  currently  investigating  a  pos- 
sible link  between  radiation  and  stomach  cancer.  Although  the  possibility  of  expo- 
sure to  radioactive  material  is  always  of  concern,  the  epidemiologic  evidence  does 
not  encourage  such  investigation  at  this  time. 

RUSSIAN  NUCLEAR  TESTING 

Senator  Stevens.  Well,  I  remember  the  days  when  we  had  to  get 
some  help  to  try  and  determine  how  much  of  the  population  was 
exposed  because  of  the  Russian  nuclear  testing  in  the  air.  We  did 
some  studies  on  the  reindeer  and  the  caribou  and  found  it  was  very 
high. 

But,  I  don't  think  we  have  done  much  to  track  down  that  chain. 
Our  people  still  believe  that  they  have  been  very  much  affected  by 
the  tests  that  took  place  in  Russia. 

Is  there  a  generational — is  that  a  disease  that  can  be  transferred 
within  the  family,  as  prostate  cancer  is?  Is  there  a  high  risk  in  off- 
spring of  people  that  have  had  gastric  cancer? 

Dr.  Smith.  For  most  cancers,  there  is  a  familial  pattern,  meaning 
that  if  you  have  ancestries  that  had  it  before  you  are  more  likely 
to  get  it. 

Senator  Stevens.  Well,  is  that  true  if  someone  was  exposed  to 
radiation  cancer  from  one  generation  to  the  next  generation 
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Dr.  Smith.  No. 

Senator  Stevens  [continuing].  That  the  next  generation  would 
automatically  have  that  pattern? 
Dr.  Smith.  Normally,  that  would  not  be  the  case. 

HEALTH  CARE  REFORM — HEALTH  SECURITY  ACT 

Senator  STEVENS.  Well,  unfortunately,  that  is  a  fear  in  the  native 
people.  I  think  we've  got  to  do  something  to  deal  with  these  fears. 

And,  I  wasn't  going  to  get  into  it,  Mr.  Chairman,  but,  you  know, 
the  strange  thing  is  that  the  Alaska  Native  people  come  to  me  and 
tell  me  not  to  take  away  from  them  your  support,  the  IHS  support. 
They  fear  that  whatever  the  outcome  of  the  health  care  reform  leg- 
islation before  us  that  the  services  of  IHS  will  diminish. 

Can  I  ask  you,  is  there  any  discussion  of  reducing  the  level  of 
IHS  depending  upon  the  outcome  of  the  health  care  reform  legisla- 
tion here?  Is  that  an  improper  question  to  ask  you,  Mr.  Lincoln? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  Senator  Stevens,  as  we  reviewed  the  Health  Secu- 
rity Act,  as  it's  currently  being  proposed  by  the  President,  there  is 
no  discussion  associated  with  reducing  health  services. 

Senator  Stevens.  But,  if  I'm  a  native  and  I  have  a  health  insur- 
ance policy,  where  do  I  take  it? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  To  the  Indian  Health  Service,  sir. 

Senator  Stevens.  How  do  I  get  there? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  Senator  Stevens,  essentially,  the  Health  Security 
Act  treats  the  Indian  Health  Service  outside  of  the  alliance  struc- 
ture. It  keeps  the  Indian  health  programs  as  a  separate  program 
within  the  Health  Security  Act. 

Senator  Stevens.  But,  they  would  still  have  insurance  policies, 
right? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  For  those  that  are  employed,  they  would  have  in- 
surance policies.  For  those  individuals  who  are  not,  the  Federal 
Government  would  continue  to  pay  for  their  care. 

Senator  Stevens.  Without  the  use  of  vouchers? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  We  have  not  talked  about  the  use  of  vouchers  in 
the  Health  Security  Act. 

ADMINISTRATIVE  COST  REDUCTIONS 

Senator  STEVENS.  I  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  real  problem  is 
that  there  is  such  uncertainty  out  there  that  they  are  coming  down 
to  see — at  least  our  delegation  and  I  don't  know  about  the  other 
Senators  who  are  from  States  that  have  high  Indian  populations, 
but  they  are  saying,  "Don't  let  our  service  go  away."  And,  they  look 
to  the  reduction  of  this  service,  this  appropriation  level  this  year 
to  provide  the  service,  as  being  an  indication  that  IHS  may  go 
away. 

I  hope  that  that's  not  the  case.  I  do  think  that  we've  got  to  find 
a  way  to  deal  with  the  fears  that  are  out  there  as  well  as  the  actual 
illnesses. 

We  have  been — you  know,  our  Executive  Director  of  the  Alaska 
Native  Health  Board  has  already  testified  over  in  the  House  side 
and  indicated  that — she  says. 

Analysis  reveals  that  the  administrative  cost  reductions  will  reach  below  the  ad- 
ministrative levels  to  reduce  funding  support  for  direct  patient  care  operations  such 
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as  field  hospital,  dietary  and  housekeeping  services,  biomedical  equipment  repair, 
patient  transportation,  and  intermittent  nursing  services. 

Were  you — and,  again,  this  who  struck  John  stuff  doesn't  go 
down  very  well.  But,  did  you  request  more  money  than  is  in  this 
budget? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  Yes,  we  did,  Senator  Stevens. 

Senator  Stevens.  I  would  assume  so.  And,  the  real  problem  is 
did  those  people  who  make  the  reductions  offer  suggestions  how 
you  could  keep  up  the  level  of  care  with  the  reductions  that  are  in- 
volved? 

Are  we  to  see  supplemental  funds  come  in  from  some  area  that 
I  don't  understand? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  Senator 

HEALTH  insurance  COLLECTIONS 

Mr.  Williams.  The  budget  doesn't — it  assumes  a  significant  in- 
crease in  third  party  collections  primarily  from  private  insurance. 
That  is  the  major  change  here. 

I  would  like  to 

Senator  Stevens.  Just  a  minute.  You  are  on  my  time,  as  I  un- 
derstand it.  I  think  the  chairman  has  been  very  patient  with  me 
so  far. 

I  don't  want  to  be  rude,  but  there  is  an  estimate  for  these  collec- 
tions. 

Senator  Reid.  We  have  been  through  that  twice. 

Senator  Stevens.  Before  I  came  back? 

Senator  Reid.  I  went  through  it  and  Senator  Nickles.  They  have 
estimated  the  increased  collections  of  473  percent  from  third  party 
collections.  And,  they  acknowledge  it  won't  happen. 

Senator  Stevens.  But,  all  I  was  going  to  point  out  is  that  the  dif- 
ference is  that  in  my  State,  the  collections  have  been  higher  than 
is  projected,  as  far  as  the  projection.  We — the  projection  in  1993 
was  that  it  would  be  $4.6  million.  We  collected  $2.5  million.  It's  al- 
most a  50-percent  collection  rate  as  compared  to  other  States,  as 
compared  to  the  estimate. 

Your  estimation  this  year,  as  I  understand  it,  is  $107  million. 
And,  I  think  the  problem  is  twofold. 

We — I  really  originally  worked  on  it.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  getting 
those  third  party,  the  insurance  revenues  into  various  regions. 

But,  our  proposal  at  the  time  was  they  stayed  in  the  region.  This 
money  comes  down  and  goes  to  the  general  Treasury  now,  doesn't 
it? 

Senator  Reid.  Yes;  it  doesn't  stay  in  Alaska. 

Senator  Stevens.  It  doesn't  stay  in  Alaska. 

Mr.  Lincoln.  No;  it 

Senator  Stevens.  Does  it  go  to  your  general  coffers  of  Indian 
health  now? 

Senator  Reid.  That's  what  the  proposal  is. 

Mr.  Lincoln.  Well,  the  collections  in  general,  the  way  the  collec- 
tions work  right  now,  the  collections  are — the  bills  are  generated 
at  the  service  unit.  The  collections  are  received. 

They  are  passed  back  through  an  apportionment  process  and 
given  back  to  the  service  unit  that  they  are  collected  in  or  back  to 
the  facility  that  they  are  collected  at. 
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Senator  Reid.  Oh,  is  that  right? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Stevens.  I  think  you  would  collect  a  lot  more  money  if 
it  would  stay  right  there  in  the  facility  where  it  was  collected  in- 
stead of  going  back  to  the  area,  because  the  area  has  got  a  way  of 
expending  money  for  other  things,  too.  But,  the  facility — we  origi- 
nally— Mr.  Chairman,  it  was  originally  done  for  the  first  time  in 
Bethel  Hospital  at  my  request. 

It  was  done  so  that  they  would  have  an  increased  cash  flow  to 
take  care  of  the  problem  of  having  non-Native  beneficiaries  and 
non-Native  doctors  use  those  facilities  in  emergencies.  And,  we  find 
now  that  the  money  doesn't  stay  there. 

I  think  we  would  be  much  better  off  not  just  to  keep  the  money 
in  the  area  but  keep  the  money  at  the  hospital  where  it  was 
earned.  That's  where  the  patient  load  was. 

I  don't  know  why  that  money  should  come  out  of  Bethel  if  Bethel 
serves  a  patient  that  has  insurance  coverage  and  the  money  comes 
in  from  that.  I  think  it  should  stay  right  there  at  Bethel.  They  are 
the  people  that  did  the  work  and  have  had  a  loss  in  terms  of  their 
general  budget  because  of  the  fact  that  they  did  do  work  for  people 
who  weren't  covered  by  the  appropriations  in  the  first  instance. 

I  know  I  am  getting  right  to  the  edge  here.  So,  let  me  just  cover 
the  hospitals. 

ALASKA  HOSPITALS 

Have  you  covered  the  hospitals  in  my  absence?  There  has  al- 
ready been  a  comment  about  the  $17  million  in  terms  of  the  Alaska 
Native  Medical  Center. 

But,  what  about  Kotzebue?  It's  my  understanding  that  there  is 
an  additional  $4.3  million  required  to  keep  that  hospital  on  sched- 
ule and  have  it  open  and  that  there  would  be  71  positions  required 
to  do  so. 

Those  are  not  in  this  budget  either,  are  they? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  That's  correct,  sir.  Those  figures  are  not  in  this 
budget. 

Senator  STEVENS.  I  assume  you  requested  those  to  complete  the 
hospital  and  they  have  been  deleted.  Am  I  wrong  in  the  assump- 
tion? 

I  would  like  to  know  first  whether  you  have  abandoned  complet- 
ing it.  That  would  give  me  a  different  problem. 

Mr.  Lincoln.  Senator  Stevens,  we  did  request  $4,265  million. 

Senator  STEVENS.  So  approximately  $4.3  million.  That's  fine. 

Now,  my  basic  problem  is,  what  are  we  going  to  do?  Are  you 
going  to  reprogram  money  or  are  you  looking  to  us  to  change 
money  up  here  in  order  that  those  hospitals  can  be  completed  on 
schedule? 

That's  a  dirty  question.  But,  you  know,  I  don't  think  the  hospital 
ought  to  stand  there  in  the  Arctic  and  not  be  completed.  It  has  got 
to  be  completed. 

So,  am  I  going  to  have  to  beseige  my  friends  here  to  take  money 
from  their  States  to  finish  this  hospital,  these  two  hospitals  or  do 
you  have  some  pool  of  money  that  I  don't  understand  that  might 
fill  in  this  gap? 
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Mr.  Lincoln.  Senator  Stevens,  we  do  not  have  a  pool  of  money 
that  might  fill  in  this  gap. 

Senator  Stevens.  So,  if  they  are  going  to  be  finished,  we  have 
got  to  do  it? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  That's  true,  sir. 

ALASKA  VISIT 

Senator  STEVENS.  Well,  that  makes  it  clear  to  my  friends  here, 
I  suppose. 

I  have  some  other  questions  I  would  like  to  submit,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. But,  I  would  like  to  make  one  statement. 

And,  that  is  that  I  have  been  asked  to  relay  to  you  an  invitation 
from  our  Alaska  Native  health  providers  that  Secretary  Shalala, 
Assistant  Secretary  Lee,  and  our  new  Director,  as  soon  as  he  is 
confirmed,  come  to  Alaska  so  that  they  can  have  an  understanding 
of  these  issues  that  we  tried  to  discuss,  particularly  the  lack  of  ac- 
cess, the  problem  of  transportation  to  health  care  providers,  before 
we  get  to  the  finalization  of  this  health  care  reform  bill.  This  may 
be  my  last  chance  to  talk  to  you  about  this  on  the  record. 

But,  I  do  hope  that  they  will  come  and  see  us  and  see  our  area 
and  take  some  short  trips,  at  least  through  the  rural  areas,  that 
you  gentlemen  and  your  people  see  everyday  before  they  come  to 
the  Congress  with  recommendations  of  how  to  deal  with  the  prob- 
lems of  health  care  reform  in  rural  America.  And,  let  me  tell  you, 
if  a  program  for  rural  America  will  work  in  Alaska,  it  will  work 
anywhere  else  in  the  United  States  that  has  rural  living. 

I  take  those  trips.  And,  when  I  took  the  trip  down  to  Kotzebue 
last  year,  I  literally  came  back  just  so  disturbed 

I  can't  tell  you. 

The  collapse  of  the  fish  run  brought  about  just  terrible  lifestyle 
changes.  But,  beyond  that,  the  health  and  sanitation — I  was  going 
to  get  in  the  fact  that  the  water  and  sewer  money  has  been  deleted 
in  this  bill,  too. 

Senator  Reid.  We  did  get  into  that.  Yeah,  $87  million. 

Senator  Stevens.  I  don't  think  people  can  make  recommenda- 
tions to  policy  as  to  how  to  deal  with  health  care  reform  for  Alaska 
unless  they  have  been  to  Alaska.  And,  that's  the  position  of  the 
Alaskan  Native  Health  Board. 

I  will  be  sending  a  letter  on  this.  But,  I  hope  you  all  will  help 
follow  up  on  the  request  they  have  made  that  these  people  on  a  pol- 
icy level  come  and  spend  some  time  in  Alaska. 

To  his  great  credit,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  came.  He  spent 
a  month.  He  had  personal  vacation  as  part  of  that,  very  small 

Senator  Reid.  You  almost  drowned  him,  though. 

Senator  Stevens.  But,  I  was  happy  that  we  saved  him,  because 
in  spite  of  the  fact  that  we  disagree  on  many  things,  no  one  can 
argue  the  fact  that  the  Secretary  came  and  looked  and  listened. 
Now,  that — if  your  people  don't  come  and  look  and  listen,  we  are 
going  to  have  real  hell  to  pay  when  it  comes  to  health  care  reform, 
because  the  Alaska  Native  movement  is  just  not  going  to  accept 
some  of  the  proposals  out  there  on  the  deck  right  now. 

Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 
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Senator  Reid.  Senator  Stevens,  before  you  leave,  a  couple  of  com- 
ments. One  is  that  I  know  that  Mrs.  Clinton  has  been  to  an  Indian 
Health  Service  facility  hospital. 

Has  Secretary  Shalala  been,  as  far  as  you  or  anybody  knows? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  Yes,  Senator  Reid. 

Senator  Reid.  She  has  been? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  Yes,  sir. 

BLOOD  QUANTUM  ELIGIBILITY 

Senator  Reid.  OK.  Senator  Stevens,  before  you  leave,  I  would 
just  like  to  throw  this  out  to  my  friends. 

I  was  just  doing  a  little  work  here  while  you  were  asking  your 
questions.  This  is  based  on  a  comment  that  Senator  Nickles  made 
to  me  when  he  left. 

Across  Indian  country  there  is  no  standard  as  to  who  is  entitled 
to  services  out  of  our  Indian  health  facilities.  There  are  people  that 
are  getting  services  that  are  one  twenty-eighth  Indian. 

Do  you  think — and  I'm  just  asking  this  to  form  the  question.  I 
don't  know. 

Don't  you  think  it  would  be  a  good  idea  that  we  set  a  minimum 
of  like  one  sixty-fourth,  that  you  have  to  be  one  sixty-fourth  Indian, 
to  get  these  services?  I  mean,  that  would  be  someone's  great-great- 
great-great  grandmother  or  grandfather.  That  doesn't  seem  too  out 
of  line  to  me. 

How  do  you  gentlemen  feel  about  that? 

Senator  STEVENS.  Well,  I  will  go  first  to  the  Alaska  Native  Land 
Claim  Settlement  Act.  It  used  a  figure  of  one-eighth  or  a  person 
who  had  been  totally  recognized  as  and  lived  in  villages  and  could 
not  totally  prove 

Senator  Reid.  But,  one-eighth  is  significantly  removed  from 
what 

Senator  Stevens.  I  think  most  of  the  people  that  we  deal  with 
now  are  on  the  basis  that  if  the  tribal  organization  recognizes  the 
person  as  being 

Senator  Reid.  That's  right. 

Senator  Stevens  [continuing].  A  member  of  their  organization 
that  that  is  sufficient  for  admission. 

Senator  Reid.  I  know.  But,  do  you  think  we  would  be  wrong  in 
setting  some  minimal  standard? 

I  mean,  one 

Senator  Stevens.  I  would  urge  you  to  go  back  and  look  at  the 
hearings  where  we  tried  that  twice  before. 

Senator  Reid.  It  didn't  work? 

FAREWELL  TO  MR.  PEARSON 

Senator  STEVENS.  Well,  it  just — it  was  the  problem  of  the  num- 
ber of  people  that  descended  upon  us  to  talk  about  the  inability  to 
prove  that  level  of  consanguinity,  I  think.  Before  I  go,  may  I  just 
say  to  Mr.  Pearson  that  I  understand  this  is  your  last  appearance 
before  us  at  these  hearings.  I  want  to  thank  you  for  your  help  over 
the  years  and  wish  you  the  best. 

I  think  that  your  service  is  probably  the  most  dedicated  service 
in  Government  today.  I  know  many  young  doctors  who  could  leave 


187 

your  service  and  go  just  to  earn  vast  amounts  of  money  that  con- 
tinue to  serve  in  Alaska. 

So,  you've  spent  a  lot  of  time  with  us.  And,  I  appreciate  what  you 
have  done  as  a  member  of  the  uniformed  corps  dealing  with  the  In- 
dian Health  Service. 

Mr.  Pearson.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Reid.  Your  comments  are  well  taken.  Senator  Stevens. 
And,  we  all  recognize  the  death  of  some  of  your  associates  in  North 
Dakota  last  week — was  it  last  month  now,  but  three  dedicated  peo- 
ple who,  like  Senator  Stevens  said,  could  have  made  money  some- 
place else,  a  lot  more,  doing  other  things.  But,  they  were  dedicated 
public  servants. 

Mr.  Pearson.  Thank  you. 

FACILITY  STAFFING 

Senator  Reid.  Senator  Stevens,  I  would  just  say  this  again  before 
you  leave:  I  realize  that  we  may  have  had  difficulty  in  the  hearings 
before,  and  I  will  certainly  go  back  and  look  at  those,  but  we 
have — for  example  here,  we  have  some  new  facilities,  one  in  North 
Dakota,  one  in  New  Mexico,  Oklahoma,  Montana,  two  in  New  Mex- 
ico, one  at  Kotzebue  in  Alaska. 

And,  they  currently  have  staffs.  But,  for  example,  in  New  Mexico 
at  Tohatchi,  they  have  eight  now  working  there.  This  facility  is 
going  to  open  in  May  of  this  year. 

They  are  going  to  need  an  increase  of  700  or  800  percent.  They 
are  getting  up  to  about  140  employees.  We  don't  have  money  to  do 
this. 

In  Alaska,  they  now  have  99  working  there.  We  expect  this  to 
open  in  less  than  1  year,  this  facility.  They  are  going  to  need  ap- 
proximately 240  employees. 

We've  got  to  do  something  to — if  we  are  going  to  continue  to  up- 
date, renovate,  and  build  new  facilities,  which  I  think  we  should 
do,  if  we  are  going  to — instead  of  covering,  it's  my  understanding, 
about  50  percent  of  the  native  population,  as  we  do  now,  we  should 
get  up  where  we  are  covering  significantly  more  than  that. 

We  are  going  to  have  to,  I  think,  do  something.  Now,  I  don't 
know  if  the  suggestion  of  one  sixty-fourth  is  a  good  idea.  But,  we 
are  going  to  have  to  do  something.  We  cannot  continue  as  we  are 
without  really  hurting  the  programs  we  know  need  to  be  helped. 

We  are  building  new  homes.  Now,  we  have  people  in  Nevada 
sleeping  in  cars.  But,  we  are  cutting  out  $87  million  for  building 
sewers  and  water  systems  for  the  few  little  homes  that  we  have  in 
Nevada. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Of  Indian  ones? 

Senator  Reid.  Yes;  we  have  a  lot  of  people  that  are  sleeping  in 
cars  that  aren't  Indians,  but  I  am  talking  about  the  Indian  country. 

Senator  Domenici.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  comment  on  your  sug- 
gestion? 

Senator  Reid.  Yes. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  I'm  not  trying  to  take  anybody  else's  time.  I 
have  plenty  of  time  to  wait  here  and  ask  my  questions. 

Frankly,  I  don't  think  in  the  delivery  of  Indian  Health  Services 
to  native  Americans  for  the  1995  budget  that  any  statement  of 
what  we  would  determine  to  be  sufficiency  of  Indian  blood 
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Senator  Reid.  And,  I  recognize  that  that's  only  tinkering  at  the 
edges.  You  know,  $250  million,  which  we  are  now  being  asked  to 
burden  here,  I  realize  that  this  consanguinity  number  that  I've 
thrown  out  wouldn't  touch  it. 

OTHER  DOMESTIC  PROGRAM  INCREASES 

Senator  DOMENICI.  No;  I  was  going  to  make  the  point  that  if 
Congress  is  serious  about  that,  I  submit  that  we  would  have  chaos 
in  Indian  country  if  we  just  decided  that  without  sufficient  infor- 
mation. 

I  think  if  somebody  is  serious  about  it,  we  ought  to  have  ample 
time  to  look  at  what  it  means.  There  is  a  lot  of  autonomy  that  we 
have  given  to  our  Indian  tribes  and  Indian  groupings  like  the  Nav- 
ajo Tribe  and  our  Pueblos.  I  don't  know  that  you  could  just  estab- 
lish, without  some  real  hearings,  what  that  consanguinity  is, 
whether  it's  one  sixty-fourth  or  what  it  should  be. 

I  might  also  say  with  reference  to  $250  million,  if  that's  the  num- 
ber that  we  need,  I  just  want  to  remind  everyone,  and  put  in  the 
record  here,  that  there  is  somewhere  between  $9  and  $11  billion 
in  increases  for  domestic  programs  in  the  President's  budget. 

So  that  while  he  said  he  cut,  he  did.  At  the  same  time,  however, 
there  are  numerous  programs  that  increase  and  increase  substan- 
tially. 

I  would  think  we  have  a  real  prioritization  problem.  Do  we  say 
that  we  can  cut  Indian  health  while  we  increase  all  of  those  pro- 
grams? Or,  should  we  say  some  of  those  increases  shouldn't  be  that 
big,  and  we  should  fund  Indian  health? 

I  think  that's  the  position  some  of  us  are  looking  for  as  we  move 
through  this  process. 

Senator  Stevens.  But,  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  just  respectfully  say 
this?  If  you  would  like  to  send  a  letter  to  the  authorization  commit- 
tee and  suggest  that  this  subject  be  reopened  again,  not  connected 
to  health  care  but  just  connect  it  to  the  general  problem  of  what 
is  the  level  of  constitutional  responsibility  imposed  on  Congress  be- 
cause of  the  provision  that  Congress  should  provide  for  the  Indian 
tribes,  I  would  join  you  in  such  a  letter. 

I  would  not  connect  it  with  health  care.  I  think  that  that  will 
send  the  wrong  message. 

But,  I  do  think  that,  as  a  nation,  we  ought  to  define  that.  We 
have  never  done  that  as  a  national  standard. 

We  should  define  it  because  of  the  costs  of  a  lot  of  entitlements. 
And,  this  is  an  entitlement  we  are  talking  about. 

I  would  be  happy  to  join  you  in  asking  the  authorization  commit- 
tee to  look  into  that.  I  would  urge  you  to  look  at  this  from  the  point 
of  view  of  having  a  standard  that  would  apply  to  everyone  rather 
than  look  at  it  from  the  point  of  view  of  how  do  we  deal  with  the 
issues  that  we  have  before  this  committee,  which  is  really  finding 
the  money  this  year. 

Senator  Reid.  I  think  your  suggestion  is  well  taken.  It's  not  what 
you  do  many  times;  it's  how  you  do  it. 

I  think  you  are  right  that  it  would  send  the  wrong  message  to 
try  to,  on  an  area  so  neglected  in  the  past  as  the  Indian  Health 
Service  and  obviously  not  getting  any  better  now,  suddenly  say. 
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"This  is  the  only  area  that  we  are  going  to  start  setting  a  pattern." 
So,  I  will  prepare  a  letter  and  send  it  to  you. 

Maybe  we  could  send  one  to  Senator  Inouye  and  have  him  take 
a  look  at  this. 

HEALTH  CARE  REFORM 

Senator  Stevens.  And,  under  any  program  that  we  have  that  is 
out  there  that  I  know  of  today,  there  is  a  voucher  system  or  some 
kind  of  system  that  deals  with  people  who  cannot  pay  for  health 
insurance.  And,  if  we  had  that  available  today  and  we  put  that 
money  in  Indian  Health  Service  to  administer  the  program,  those 
numbers  we  have  before  us  of  the  dollars  available  to  us  would 
change  very  meaningfully. 

So,  I  think  that  health  care  reform  will  assist  the  subcommittee 
in  terms  of  dealing  with  the  problems  of  Indian  health  care.  But, 
I  do  support  getting  it  done.  And,  I  think  most  of  us  at  this  table 
do. 

Senator  Reid.  I  want  to  get  to  the  two  Senators  that  are  here. 
I  hope  my  comments  cause  discussions  to  begin. 

This  is  a  zero  sum  budget  environment  for  the  next  several 
years.  It's  in  the  interests  of  all  beneficiaries  who  partake  of  these 
programs,  whether  they  be  health,  education,  welfare  or  even  natu- 
ral resources,  to  help  us  examine  a  full  range  of  programs  and  a 
full  range  of  options. 

So,  we  would  hope  that  you  would  take  this  information  not  only 
to  those  at  Indian  Health  Service  but  also  those  to  the  Bureau  of 
Indian  Affairs.  Maybe  they  can  help  us  prepare  to  be  more  respon- 
sive. 

Senator  Burns. 

PREPARED  STATEMENT  OF  SENATOR  BURNS 

Senator  Burns.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  appreciate  that  dis- 
cussion from  the  chairman  this  morning. 

And,  I  apologize  for  being  late.  I  also  apologize  for  such  a  bad 
voice  this  morning,  but  I  am  finally  getting  it  back. 

You  know,  for  a  politician  and  an  auctioneer,  losing  your  voice 
borders  on  a  catastrophe.  And,  so  I  will  just  cover  a  couple  of  is- 
sues. 

I  ask  permission,  or  unanimous  consent,  that  my  statement  be 
entered  in  the  record. 

Senator  Reid.  That  will  be  the  order. 

[The  statement  follows:] 

Statement  of  Senator  Conrad  Burns 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  holding  this  hearing  this  morning.  I  am  sorry  I  was 
unable  to  get  here  sooner  to  hear  Mr.  Lincoln's  testimony.  I  have  reviewed  the  writ- 
ten testimony  he  submitted  to  the  subcommittee  earlier  in  the  week. 

Health  care  providers  on  Montana's  seven  reservations  are  doing  the  best  they 
can  to  provide  quality  care  for  our  Native  Americans.  But,  in  far  too  many  instances 
their  hands  are  tied.  Too  much  control  is  coming  from  Washington,  and  not  allowing 
the  folks  at  the  local  level  to  act  on  plain,  common  sense. 

I  am  concerned  about  the  cut  in  the  Indian  Health  Service  budget.  Don't  get  me 
wrong,  I  think  government  is  too  big.  These  cuts  shouldn't  be  taking  place  in  the 
field,  they  should  be  taking  place  in  Washington — we  are  cutting  government  on  the 
wrong  end. 
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In  January,  I  received  a  letter  from  Sis  Horn  Murdock  who  lives  in  Harlem,  Mon- 
tana. I  want  to  read  a  few  sentences  from  Sis's  letter.  She  says,  "It  seems  to  be  the 
Indian  Health  Service  should  be  able  to  make  cuts  at  the  national  and  area  level 
rather  than  the  local  service  units.  Any  cuts  at  the  local  service  unit  level  will  affect 
the  quality  of  health  care  we  receive  ♦  ♦  *  i  wish  someone  would  remind  Indian 
Health  Service  that  they  are  here  to  provide  health  care  to  Native  Americans  not 
create  office  jobs."  I  think  Sis  is  right. 

Mr.  Chairman,  again,  thank  you  for  holding  this  hearing,  and  I  do  have  some 
questions  which  I  would  like  to  ask  of  Mr.  Lincoln. 

FORT  BELKNAP  RENOVATIONS 

Senator  Burns.  And,  we  have  some  real  serious  questions.  And, 
as  the  chairman  has  already  pointed  out  this  morning,  we  have  one 
of  those  new  facilities  that  is  coming  on  line  in  Montana  on  the 
Crow  Reservation  that  will  need  funding  to  staff  and  to  bring  it  up 
to  speed. 

I  think  that  is  probably  scheduled  for  this  fall.  I  am  not  real 
sure.  I  have  not  checked  on  that  area. 

Mr.  Lincoln,  before  I  get  to  that,  I'm  going  to  send  you  a  letter 
with  regard  to  the  Buy  Indian  Act.  And,  I  think  those  are  some- 
thing that  maybe  you  and  I  should  discuss  maybe  in  a  private  con- 
versation. That's  the  environment  in  which  to  take  care  of  some  of 
those  problems.  And,  if  there  is  a  problem,  we  should  try  to  get 
over  that. 

I  am  very  serious,  because  I  think  the  perception  that  the  major- 
ity of  our  people  have  in  our  seven  reservations  in  Montana  is  that 
they  see  these  cuts  and  they  see  the  cuts  being  made  at  the  deliv- 
ery point  rather  than  in  the  bureaucracy  here  in  Washington,  DC. 
And,  the  bureaucracy  continues  to  grow. 

They  see  those  cuts  as  coming  at  the  delivery  point  rather  than 
in  the  upper  structure  of  the  Indian  Health  Service.  We  got  zeroed 
out  on  a  renovation  at  Fort  Belknap,  a  renovation  that  actually  got 
started  1  year  ago.  Now,  it  has  been  zeroed  out  to  where  we  won't 
be  able  to  complete  that  renovation. 

And,  if  there  is  an  area  which  I  think  needs  real  help,  it  is  prob- 
ably that  facility  there  on  Fort  Belknap  at  Harlem,  MT.  And  that's 
the  concern  of  the  majority  of  our  people  that  are  on  the  health  de- 
livery system. 

I  also  want  to  make  a  statement  here  that  I  have  a  daughter  in 
medical  school.  I  am  trying  to  find  somebody  to  adopt  her  for  the 
next  3  years,  but  I'm  not  finding  that.  And,  then  I  will  take  her 
back  after  3  years  if  that's  all  right. 

But,  she  is  heading  your  way  as  far  as  public  health  service  is 
concerned.  She  wants  to  do  that.  She  wants  to  be  a  general  practi- 
tioner and  serve  in  that  area. 

ADMINISTRATIVE  COST  REDUCTIONS 

So,  I  would  ask  you  this  morning,  do  you  find  that  the  focus  has 
been  the  cuts  at  the  delivery  point?  In  other  words,  are  we  cutting 
at  the  reservation  level  rather  than  the  reduction  in  force  maybe 
at  the  higher  levels  of  the  Indian  Health  Service? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  Senator  Burns,  there  are  two  issues  in  terms  of  the 
way  these  cuts  have  come  down.  One  of  them  is  the  $9.4  million 
administrative  cost  reductions  that  the  Agency  absorbed  this  year, 
$10.4  million  planned  in  administrative  cost  reductions  for  1995. 
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The  Indian  Health  Service  has  tried  to  minimize  the  impact  of 
those  cuts  at  the  service  unit.  An  example  of  that  would  be  that 
about  $3  million  of  that  $9.4  million  in  administrative  cost  reduc- 
tion is  absorbed  directly  at  headquarters  where  we  basically  said: 

We  will  take  those  cuts  here  and  we  will  take  those  cuts  in  a  way  that  it  just 
isn't  a  paper  cut.  I  mean,  it  just  isn't  kind  of  hidden  in  the  flow  of  accounting  num- 
bers but  really  result  in  a  reduction  of  administrative  costs  here  in  headquarters 
and  not  passed  on  to  the  area  of  the  service  units. 

We  went  on  to  request  that  the  area  offices  absorb  most  of  the 
cuts  of  the  remaining  $6  million  at  the  area  office.  I  am  aware, 
however,  that  some  of  those  cuts  had  to  be  absorbed  at  the  service 
units. 

And,  we  can  provide  documentation  for  the  record  as  to  how  that 
$9.4  million  administrative  cost  reduction  was  taken. 

FTE  REDUCTIONS 

The  second  point.  Senator  Burns,  that  I  would  like  to  raise  has 
to  do  with  the  FTE  reductions.  We  are  monitoring  the  FTE  targets 
and  the  attrition  in  the  Indian  Health  Service  on  a  monthly  basis. 

We  have  been  doing  that  since  October.  And,  what  we  are  ob- 
serving in  the  FTE  reductions  or  the  FTE  attrition  that  is  occur- 
ring is  that  over  October  1993  through  January  1994,  the  actual 
FTE  at  the  service  unit  has  increased  by  35  throughout  the  Nation. 
And,  the  FTE  at  the  area  office  level  and  at  our  headquarters  level 
has  been  reduced  by  53. 

And,  it's  this  kind  of — this  isn't  overwhelming  evidence,  but  it's 
this  kind  of  oversight  and  monitoring  that  the  Indian  Health  Serv- 
ice is  doing  to  try  to  ensure  that  the  impact  at  the  delivery  level 
is  minimized. 

Now,  we  do  know  that  there  is  a  slowdown  in  hiring  at  the  facil- 
ity and  at  the  service  unit.  We  are  not  denying  that  that  is  occur- 
ring. 

But,  our  focus  really  is  upon  the  administration  area  office  and 
headquarters. 

ALTERNATE  FUNDING  SUPPORT 

Senator  Burns.  There  has  been  some  innovative  policy  that  has 
been  instituted  among  our  Indian  service  centers.  And,  I  would 
point  out  what  is  happening  with.the  dialysis  unit  up  at  Fort  Peck, 
that  they  are  trying  to  reach  out  and  seek  other  areas  for  funds 
in  order  to  support  the  entire  facility. 

Of  course,  that  is  a  form  of  cost  shifting  that  we  see  going  on  in 
health  care.  But,  nonetheless — and  I  congratulate  it. 

But,  there  is  nothing  that  disturbs  me  more  than  going  on  res- 
ervations and  seeing  young  people,  especially  young  people,  as  Sen- 
ator Stevens  from  Alaska  pointed  out,  who  are,  I  think,  in  a  system 
that  is  basically  locked  into  a  second  rate  deal  to  get  health  care. 
And,  I  will  be  honest  and  up  front  with  you,  I  am  going  to  fight 
very  hard  for  you  to  get  some  funds  restored  so  that  we  can.  No. 
1,  complete  the  renovations  that  have  gotten  started  on  the  plains 
of  Montana  and  to  complete  the  hospital  at  Crow  and  to  get  those 
things  out. 
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THUNDER  CHILD  FACILITY 


The  third  emphasis  I  am  going  to  make  is  with  the  abuses  in  al- 
coholism and  in  drugs  and  the  treatment.  I  am  very  supportive  of 
the  Thunder  Child  in  Wyoming.  Now,  that's  not  in  Montana,  but 
we  have — they  service  a  lot  of  our  people  in  Montana. 

I  just  want  to  make  note  of  your  attitude  toward  Thunder  Child, 
where  is  that  going  and  can  we  fully  fund  it  because  of  abuse  and 
the  role  that  it  plays  also  in  the  area  of  health  care,  mental  health 
care,  on  the  reservation. 

Senator  Domenici  has  been  just  an  absolute  champion  of  health 
care  and  especially  those  people  who  we  have  to  reach  out  to.  And, 
we  have  to  sort  of  get  them  into  the  system  in  order  to  deal  with 
some  of  those  very — those  abuses. 

So,  could  you  give  me — could  you  settle  my  nervousness  a  little 
bit  about  the  future  of  Thunder  Child  and  the  future  of  mental 
treatment  and  abusive  treatment  in  our  area? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  Senator  Burns,  I  will  ask  Admiral  Pearson  to  an- 
swer your  specific  question. 

The  1995  budget  contains  a  modest  but  a  very  important  in- 
crease for  alcohol  and  substance  abuse,  an  increase  of  $10.4  mil- 
lion. And,  I  do  know  in  the  writeup  of  that  modest  increase  that 
approximately  $1.2  million  of  that  increase  is  targeted  toward 
youth  regional  treatment  centers,  a  real  focus. 

We  would  like  to — to  be  quite  frank  with  you,  Senator,  we  would 
like  to  focus  more  on  prevention  and  after  care  in  addition  to  treat- 
ment. They  seem  to  be  key.  The  full  continuum  of  care  is  necessary 
to  make  a  major  impact. 

But,  Admiral  Pearson  will  respond  to  Thunder  Child  specifically. 

Mr.  Pearson.  Senator  Burns,  I  am  aware  that  Mr.  Duane 
Jeanotte,  the  area  director  for  the  Billings  area  of  Indian  Health 
Service,  has  high  regard  for  the  Thunder  Child  facility,  as  do  the 
tribal  leaders  in  Montana.  And,  we  have  gone  out,  in  accordance 
with  instructions  of  the  Senate,  and  have  participated  with  the 
tribes  and  looked  at  the  facility  at  Thunder  Child. 

It  is  occupying  older  quarters  on  the  Veterans  Administration 
hospital  there  at  Sheridan.  They  are  cramped  quarters.  They  are 
sort  of  in  a  leftover  space  situation. 

We  are  working  with  them  to  try  to  identify  resources  to  pur- 
chase services  from  them  at  their  proposed  new  alternative  loca- 
tion. 

The  tribes  in  the  area  seem  to  support  it.  The  language  from  the 
Senate  has  encouraged  us  to  cooperate  with  the  Thunder  Child. 
And,  as  I  recall,  funds  were  even  authorized  for  the  Thunder  Child 
facility  construction. 

And,  so  we  will  be  working  with  them  in  the  future  to  the  extent 
possible  to  assist  them  in  locating  not  only  an  alternate  facility 
but 

Senator  BURNS.  I  might  suggest  to  you  that  I  haven't  been  on 
site  yet  at  the  new  facility  that  is  being  built  at  Crow  and  how 
much  space  they  might  have  down  there.  We  know  that  that  will 
serve  both  the  Cheyenne  and  the  Crow. 

And,  what  might  happen  there,  I  have  not  taken  inventory  of 
that  at  all.  But,  I  would  suggest  that  maybe  that  might — it's  only 
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a  suggestion,  because  I  realize  that  the  quarters  in  Sheridan  are 
not  the  best. 

But,  we  have  to  continually — it  concerns  me  very  much — reach 
out  to  these  people,  because  the  problem  is  so  deep  and  so  tragic 
that  it  is — I  think  that  we,  who  have  the  responsibility  in  this  Con- 
gress, have  absolutely  put  that  on  the  back  burner  when  we 
shouldn't  have.  So,  I  appreciate  your  attitude  on  that. 

And,  just  like  I  say,  aging,  facilities  for  aging  for  our  elder  Amer- 
icans, native  Americans,  is  a  concern.  But,  I  don't  want  to  overdo 
my  time  here. 

But,  I  think  those  areas  which  I  am  concerned  about  more  than 
anything  else  is  that  these  renovation  programs  and  facilities  move 
ahead  and  the  staffing  move  ahead  and  also  in  the  areas  for  treat- 
ment of  drug  abuse  and  alcohol  abuse,  substance  and  in  mental 
health,  of  which  I  know  it  has  a  very  dear  spot  in  the  heart  of  my 
dear  friend  from  New  Mexico,  because  he  has  absolutely  been  a 
champion  on  this. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  appreciate  that  very  much. 

MENTAL  HEALTH 

Senator  Reid.  Senator  Domenici. 

Senator  Domenicl  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  wasn't  going  to 
raise  the  issue  of  what  kind  of  a  mental  health  program  we  have 
in  the  Indian  Health  Service,  but  since  the  Senator  raised  it,  let 
me  share  with  you,  as  witnesses,  and  with  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  an 
event  that  happened  to  me  in  the  city  of  Gallup  last  time  I  was 
there. 

In  anticipation  of  what  might  happen  in  the  Indian  health  budg- 
et, having  somewhat  of  a  suspicion  that  maybe  it  would  get  cut,  I 
had  a  meeting  at  the  IHS  facility  in  Gallup.  After  I  toured  it,  there 
was  a  reception  during  which  Indian  health  employees  could  ask 
questions. 

I  was  at  a  table  like  that  one,  on  this  side  of  it,  and  the  crowd 
began  to  form.  Over  on  the  left  side,  I  noticed  a  very,  very  hand- 
some woman,  perhaps  55  or  58  years  of  age.  As  she  looked  at  me, 
tears  were  coming  down  her  face,  and  I  didn't  have  any  idea  what 
it  was  all  about. 

I  made  a  few  remarks,  and,  then  I  said,  "Any  questions  or  com- 
ments?" She  put  up  her  hand. 

I  don't  tell  this  because  she  was  thanking  me.  I  tell  this  to  raise 
a  point  about  whether  we  have  an  adequate  assessment  of  the 
needs  of  the  severely  mentally  ill  Indian  people. 

As  she  stood  up,  she  said,  "Thank  you."  I  said,  "I  don't  know 
what  you  are  thanking  me  for." 

She  said,  "My  name  is ,  and  my  son  is Do  you  remem- 
ber us  now?"  I  said,  "Yes." 

She  said,  "You  have  given  me  my  son  back."  I  said,  "Well,  I 
didn't  do  anything.  What  are  you  talking  about?" 

She  said,  "He  is  a  schizophrenic  who  almost  reached  catatonic 
stages  at  various  episodes  in  his  life."  The  Indian  Health  Service 
would  not  give  him  the  one  new  drug  known  as  clozapine  that 
might  help  him.  It's  a  very  expensive  and  difficult  drug  to  admin- 
ister. 
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I  jumped  on  Indian  health,  and  Senator  Inouye  came  to  my  res- 
cue and  told  you  to  provide  that  medication,  or  he  would  find  the 
money  in  a  supplemental  appropriation  even  if  he  had  to  take  it 
away  from  you  somewhere  else. 

The  clozapine  worked  for  this  man  who  was  schizophrenic  for  15 
or  20  years.  Most  of  the  time,  schizophrenia  starts  when  you  are 
17  to  20.  In  that  age  bracket,  the  symptoms  of  schizophrenia  arise 
in  about  90  to  95  percent  of  cases. 

The  son  was  back  to  normalcy.  She  was  crying  because  she  was 
appreciative  and  thankful  and  worried,  worried  that  treatment 
might  stop. 

Now,  I  would  like  very  much,  if  the  chairman  concurs,  for  you 
to  give  us,  for  the  record,  and  it  might  not  help  us  with  our  appro- 
priation, but  it  might,  an  assessment  of  the  situation  with  ref- 
erence to  mental  health  facilities  and  severe  mental  health  treat- 
ment capabilities  of  the  Indian  Health  Service  at  its  facilities. 

Let  me  share  my  hope,  for  the  record — and  I  think  it's  incumbent 
upon  you  to  find  out — that  the  Indian  health  psychiatrists  are  in 
tune  with  modern  treatment  techniques.  I  hope  to  God  they  are. 

For  we  no  longer,  as  a  nation,  cure  schizophrenia,  manic  depres- 
sion, depression,  bipolar  disorders  and  a  few  of  the  others  with  con- 
sultations about  one's  ancestors,  or  about  who  did  something 
wrong,  or  what  do  they  have  to  hide.  The  treatment  today  is  medi- 
cine with  perhaps  some  therapy. 

There  are  very,  very  excellent  medicines  for  most  of  the  ailments 
I  just  described  with  the  exception  that  we  cry  out  for  some  kind 
of  better  treatment  for  schizophrenia. 

Senator  Reid.  Senator  Domenici,  we  will  make  part  of  the  record 
the  information  that  has  been  supplied  to  us  by  the  Indian  Health 
Service  that  indicates  that  the  program  level  in  1993  was  45  per- 
cent. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Mental  Health  Facilities 

With  regard  to  mental  health  facilities  and  the  treatment  capabilities  of  IHS  (or 
tribes)  at  its  facilities,  IHS  has  only  one  inpatient  unit  specifically  for  persons  with 
mental  disorders.  It  is  a  nine-bed  unit  at  the  Rapid  City  PHS  Hospital.  The  unit 
accepts  voluntary  patients  only.  A  few  other  facilities  will  admit  psychiatric  patients 
in  general  medical  wards  if  the  patient  does  not  present  a  risk  of  danger  to  self  or 
others  and  if  mental  health  staff  are  available  to  provide  active  treatment.  Most  in- 
patient mental  health  treatment  for  American  Indian/Alaska  Native  patients  is  pro- 
vided by  state  or  private  hospitals  and  is  paid  for  by  CHS  funds. 

Pursuant  to  the  direction  of  the  Congress  in  its  fiscal  year  1990  Appropriations 
Report,  the  IHS  mental  health  program  funds  two  demonstration  day  treatment 
programs  for  seriously  mentally  ill  persons.  These  are  currently  programs  in  their 
first  year  of  funding  at  White  River  and  Tohono  O'odham  Tribes  in  Arizona.  Three 
tribes  previously  awarded  3-year  grants  were  the  Puyallup  Tribe  of  Washington, 
Salt  River  Tribe  of  Arizona,  and  Cherokee  Tribe  of  North  Carolina.  Funds  were  not 
available  to  convert  these  programs  to  ongoing  status. 

IHS  believes  that  its  full-time  psychiatrists  (30  as  of  July  1,  1993)  all  are  well 
trained  and  up-to-date  on  the  use  of  medications  to  treat  serious  mental  illness.  IHS 
and  tribes  do  provide  outpatient  care  for  the  seriously  mentally  ill.  IHS  does  not 
carry  all  available  medications,  such  as  clozapine  and  prozac;  these  usually  require 
special  approval  which  can  be  given  after  trials  with  other  medications  have  been 
unsuccessful.  This  was  the  situation  with  the  patient  mentioned  by  you  who  eventu- 
ally received  and  benefited  from  clozapine. 

Section  209  of  the  Indian  Health  Care  Improvement  Act  (Public  Law  102-2573) 
authorizes  many  services  which  would  be  useful  for  treating  the  seriously  mentally 
ill.  However,  the  programs  authorized  in  this  legislation  have  yet  to  be  funded. 
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MENTAL  HEALTH  FUNDING 

Senator  Reid.  Now,  is  that  not  according  to  the  figures  we  have 
been  given,  that  last  year  45  percent  and  this  year  projected  going 
down  by  2  percent? 

Senator  Domenicl  That's  right. 

Senator  Reid.  That's  because  of  the  decrease  in  the  overall 
spending. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  I  think  the  committee  would  clearly  like  to 
know  what  your  own  assessment  is,  because  I  think  your  own  as- 
sessment may  be  that  you  really  can't  do  the  job  for  the  severely 
mentally  ill.  I  was  talking  to  the  doctors  there  in  Gallup,  and  it 
was  amazing  how  they  go  about  it,  Mr.  Chairman.  They  find  out 
how  much  money  there  is,  and  it's  not  a  very  big  pot  of  money  for 
mental  health  in  the  Indian  Health  Service. 

They  then  determine  what  they  are  not  going  to  be  able  to  give 
even  if  it's  the  most  modem  of  drugs.  They  make  a  determination 
for  the  year. 

Maybe  that's  the  only  way  to  do  it.  But,  I  tell  you,  it's  pretty  bad 
for  the  parents  of  people  who  have  to  wait  around  that  year  and 
then  try  again  to  see  if  you  are  going  to  have  that  kind  of  medicine. 
If  you  would  provide  that  assessment,  I  would  greatly  appreciate 
it. 

LETTER  FROM  PRESIDENT  CLINTON 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  January  14,  I  wrote  to  the  President.  I  guess 
I  was  the  first  one  to  put  him  on  notice  that  something  was  going 
wrong  in  the  BIA,  and  in  the  Indian  Health  Service.  I  was  very 
honest  and  frank  with  him  and  told  him  that  I  really  hoped  he 
would  take  a  look,  because  I  thought  maybe  somebody  was  giving 
him  wrong  information  about  what  was  going  to  happen  to  Indian 
health  under  his  budget  request. 

I  based  that  letter  on  an  HHS  press  release  that  said  it  would 
seek  1,100  full-time  equivalents  [FTE's]  reduced  during  the  years 
of  1994-95  out  of  IHS.  Whether  that's  the  right  number  or  not,  it's 
a  huge  number. 

I  remain  very  concerned,  even  though  the  President  wrote  me  a 
nice  letter.  With  the  chairman's  permission,  I  will  put  it  in  the 
record. 

Senator  Reid.  That  will  be  the  order. 

[The  letter  follows:] 

Letter  From  President  Bill  Clinton 

Washington,  DC,  March  2,  1994. 
Hon.  Pete  V.  Domenici, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Domenici:  Thank  you  for  your  letter  regarding  staffing  levels  in 
the  Indian  Health  Service. 

As  you  know,  improving  agency  management  and  staffing  is  an  important  part 
of  our  reinventing  government  initiative.  Part  of  this  strategy  involves  letting  agen- 
cies manage  their  own  staffing  resources,  since  each  front-line  agency  knows  best 
how  to  do  its  job  most  efficiently.  I  hope  that  the  Department  of  Health  and  Human 
Services  (HHS)  and  the  Indian  Health  Service  (IHS)  will  lead  in  this  effort. 

Within  HHS,  the  National  Institutes  of  Health,  the  Centers  for  Disease  Control 
and  Prevention,  and  the  Agency  for  Health  Care  Policy  and  Research  received  full 
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time  emplo3nnent  reductions  of  two  percent,  the  Indian  Health  Service  and  Health 
Resources  and  Services  Administration  received  three  percent  reductions,  and  the 
Substance  Abuse  and  Mental  Health  Administration  received  a  six  percent  reduc- 
tion. The  IHS  staffing  reductions  contemplated  for  fiscal  year  1995  will  not,  how- 
ever, jeopardize  the  health  services  delivery  to  American  Indians  and  Alaska  Na- 
tives. Proposed  federal  staffing  reductions  would  occur  only  as  health  services  deliv- 
ery actually  shifts  from  federal  to  tribal  staff,  or  from  federal  to  private  health  pro- 
viders. 

We  think  the  IHS  can  achieve  greater  efficiency  in  the  delivery  of  health  care 
services,  a  goal  I  know  you  share.  The  nation  can  no  longer  aff"ord  to  maintain 
underutilized  health  care  facilities.  All  health  facilities  must  better  integrate  their 
resources  with  the  health  requirements  of  the  local  community.  Some  common  sense 
and  good  management  practices  must  be  brought  to  the  health  care  industry.  This 
is  important  for  the  IHS  as  well,  in  order  to  assure  quality  of  care  and  efficient  use 
of  community  resources. 

We  must  also  maintain  our  special  treaty  obligations  to  American  Indians  and 
Alaska  Natives.  I  am  committed  to  continuing  and  strengthening  the  special  rela- 
tionships between  the  federal  government  and  American  Indian  and  Alaska  Native 
peoples.  The  Health  Security  Act  I  have  introduced  includes  a  separate  section  ad- 
dressing Indian  health  issues  exclusively.  No  other  health  reform  proposal  currently 
before  the  Congress  addresses  this  issue. 

My  proposal  would  assure  that  all  American  Indian  and  Alaska  Natives  receive 
the  same  guarantee  of  quality,  affordable  health  care  as  every  other  American  citi- 
zen, while  also  recognizing  the  special  historical  relationships  and  unique  health  re- 
quirements of  the  American  Indian  and  Alaska  Native  population.  Further,  my  pro- 
posal provides  the  maximum  degree  of  tribal  sovereignty  and  self-determination,  let- 
ting each  tribe  decide  how  best  to  tailor  health  delivery  to  their  member's  health 
needs. 

Again,  thank  you  for  your  letter.  I  look  forward  to  working  with  you  during  this 
session  of  Congress. 

With  best  wishes, 
Sincerely, 

Bill  Clinton. 

COMMENTS  TO  PRESIDENT'S  LETTER 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Actually,  I  think  he  has  been  misinformed 
again.  I  would  ask  the  witnesses  where  he  might  have  gotten  this 
information  if  it's  wrong. 

I  am  going  to  read  his  conclusion  as  to  why  Indian  health  is  not 
going  to  get  harmed.  There  is  much  more,  but  the  operative  sen- 
tence, two  sentences,  are: 

The  IHS  staffing  reductions  contemplated  for  fiscal  year  1995  will  not,  however, 
jeopardize  the  health  services  delivery  to  American  Indians  and  Alaska  Natives. 
Proposed  Federal  staffing  reductions  would  occur  only  as  health  services  delivery  ac- 
tually shifts  from  Federal  to  tribal  staff",  or  from  Federal  to  private  health  providers. 

Now,  frankly,  I  am  missing  something,  or  the  President  is  mis- 
informed, or  I  don't  understand  his  words.  I'm  not  aware  of  any 
major  shift  from  Federal  to  tribal  staff  for  Indian  health  delivery 
that  would  save  us  money,  nor  am  I  aware  of  any  shift  to  Federal 
health — excuse  me,  to  private  health  providers  that  might  save  the 
Federal  Government  money. 

Now,  if  your  answer  is  going  to  be,  "Well,  we  are  going  to  raise 
more  money  from  third-party  payers,"  I  am  fully  aware  of  that,  and 
the  chairman  has  exposed  that  in  terms  of  its  adequacy,  as  to 
whether  we  raise  that  much. 

These  words  don't  talk  about  money.  They  talk  about  staff,  shifts 
from  Federal  to  private  programs  and  shifts  from  Federal  to  tribal 
staffing. 

Can  you  tell  me  where  he  might  have  gotten  that  information  to 
send  me  this  letter? 
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Mr.  Williams.  I  just  saw  the  letter  2  minutes  before  the  hearing 
began,  so  I  can't  respond  authoritatively.  I  don't  know  whether — 
I  assume  it  came  from  either  0MB  or  the  White  House. 

But,  I  can't  comment  on  it. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Is  it  fair  to  say  that  we  have  two  new  pro- 
grams that  are  going  to  save  money,  one  is  private  health  care  and 
the  other  is  shifting  to  tribal  staff? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  Mr.  Chairman  and  Senator  Domenici,  the  first 
time  we  saw  the  letter  was  when  a  delegation  from  the  Navajo  Na- 
tion visited  our  headquarters  office  on  Wednesday.  I  was  in  the  of- 
fice yesterday  and  they  brought  me  a  copy  of  the  letter.  So,  I  have 
a  copy  of  the  letter  here  in  front  of  me. 

I  believe,  in  the  fiscal  year  1994  budget  that  was  submitted, 
there  was  some  discussion  in  that  budget  that  there  would  be  the 
possibility  of  some  FTE  savings  associated  with  increased  tribal 
contracting.  That  was  the  major  theme  in  that  budget. 

We  have  experienced,  over  the  last  5  years,  approximately  a  3- 
percent  increases  per  year  in  tribal  contracting.  We  have  approxi- 
mately $500  million  now  under  what  is  called  Indian  self-deter- 
mination contracting. 

So  the  slope  of  the  line  is  not  dramatic,  but  it  is  significant.  It 
was — I  believe  that  that's  what  might  be  being  referred  to  in  this 
letter. 

However,  the  Indian  Health  Service,  to  my  knowledge,  has  never 
been  asked  to  provide  any  information  regarding  this  letter  whatso- 
ever. 

Senator  Domenici.  Now,  I  don't  want  to  belabor  the  point  of  how 
many  FTE's — yes,  sir? 

Mr.  Williams.  I  would  just  make  one  comment.  I  think  if  service 
operations  were  converted  to  tribal  contract,  it  is  quite  possible 
that  the  FTE  counts,  as  they  are  counted  here,  would  go  down. 

But,  the  FTE  reductions  in  the  budget  are  not  contingent  on  that 
happening. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  That's  right.  Frankly,  it's  a  long  way  from 
having  a  contract — it's  easy  to  say  to  contract  more  care  out,  but 
it's  much  more  difficult  to  say  when  the  Indian  groups  will  be 
ready  to  assume  that  task  with  professional  people  that  can  deliver 
the  care  and  do  it  cheaper  than  we  are. 

I  mean,  those  are  all  kind  of  assumptions  that  would  have  to  be 
made,  if  I  understand  what  this  means.  They  aren't  going  to  do  it 
free,  right?  It's  going  to  cost  them  something. 

Mr.  Williams.  Right;  and  the  FTE  reductions  are  not  related  to 
the  dollars. 

We  have  separate  FTE  reduction  targets  and  strategies  are  being 
developed  to  try  to  achieve  those. 

Contracting,  in  some  cases,  can  be  cheaper.  But,  it  may  not  be 
in  all  cases. 

Senator  Domenici.  I  will  insert  in  the  record  my  assessment  of 
the  further  explanations  that  I  think  were  given  to  the  President 
that  are  false  because  of  the  combination  of  1994  and  1995  reduc- 
tions. When  you  put  them  together,  there  are  assumptions  in  this 
letter  from  somebody,  perhaps  0MB,  that  1994  was  different  than 
it  is  in  reality,  because  Congress  forced  additional  funding  on  IHS 
in  1994. 


198 

If  you  have  to  get  all  of  the  cuts  that  were  contemplated  in  1994 
and  1995,  they  are  all  going  to  come  in  1995  because  we  aren't  cut- 
ting any  positions  in  1994.  I  have  an  explanation  that  will  just 
make  sure  that  the  President  understands  that  somebody  gave  him 
some  pretty  bad  information. 

WATER  FACILITIES 

My  last  point  has  to  do  with  water,  safe  water,  water  wells,  and 
the  like.  Admiral,  you  have  been  one  standing  alone  trying  to  be 
helpful  to  us  as  you  visited  the  Zuni  and  other  of  our  tribes  to  work 
on  water  facilities. 

I  have  to  tell  you,  however,  that  if  a  city  has  a  shortage  of  water 
or  water  that  is  not  totally  healthy,  it  becomes  a  major  social  prob- 
lem. We  would  do  anything. 

We  would  declare  it  a  disaster,  an  emergency,  and  we  would  try 
to  get  help  to  the  problem.  People  throw  their  mayors  out  for  this 
problem. 

In  this  budget,  however,  we  don't  even  have  startup  money  for 
a  number  of  Indian  health  problems  that  stem  from  inadequate 
water  supply.  In  my  own  State,  I  think  you  all  know  that  there  are 
a  number  of  them. 

There  is  the  Acoma  Pueblo,  and  their  governor  is  here.  They 
need  to  finish  a  water  well  and  a  pipeline  system  to  have  safe 
water.  Somehow  or  other  we  keep  looking  it  over  and  not  putting 
any  money  in  for  the  project. 

Can  you  tell  me,  any  of  you,  what  your  assessment  is  if  we  don't 
do  any  construction  of  water  and  sanitation  systems  for  which  $85 
million  is  being  provided  this  year? 

Senator  Reid.  Eighty-seven,  I  think. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Eighty-seven?  How  are  these  situations  sup- 
posed to  be  addressed? 

What  are  these  people  supposed  to  do? 

Mr.  Pearson.  Senator  Domenici,  we  are  very  much  appreciative 
of  your  interest  in  the  sanitation  facilities  construction  program  all 
over  the  country,  and  we  regret  that  we  have  to  come  to  you  with 
a  budget  this  year  that  has  zero  in  it  for  sanitation  facilities  con- 
struction. 

The  explanation  is  that  a  priority  decision  was  made  to  help  re- 
duce the  increasing  Federal  deficit.  We  are  assured  that  this  is  a 
1-year  deferral  of  this  construction  program. 

We  are  assured  that  the  construction  program  will  be  back  in  the 
budget  this  next  fiscal  year.  In  the  meantime,  we  will  continue  full 
speed  ahead  with  all  the  projects  that  we  have  going  from  prior- 
year  appropriations. 

That's  about  the  best  I  can  say  on  that. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman  and  I 
want  to,  for  the  record,  also  thank  Admiral  Pearson.  You  have  done 
a  marvelous  job. 

I  wish  you  were  going  to  be  with  us  for  a  while  longer  as  we  go 
through  what  I  think  is  a  big  transition,  especially  in  Indian 
health.  I  fully  understand  that  with  reform  being  in  the  wind  in 
terms  of  health  care  for  America  that  Indian  health  care,  which 
was  tough  and  perhaps  not  adequate  even  before  that  reform,  is 
really  being  looked  at. 
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I  can  tell  you  that  most  of  us  are  going  to  be  darn  sure  that  re- 
form doesn't  mean  we  are  going  to  leave  the  Indian  people  with 
less.  They  don't  have  enough  now  in  terms  of  decent  health  care, 
and  I  know  you  are  going  through  a  struggle  with  budgets. 

Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  appreciate  the  time. 

Senator  Reid.  Senator  Domenici,  these  five  gentlemen  did  a  good 
job  with  what  they  had  to  work  with,  didn't  they? 

Senator  DOMENICI.  You've  got  it.  That's  a  very  good  way  to  say 
it. 

Senator  Reid.  We  have — Senator  Cochran,  who  was  here,  has 
some  questions  that  have  been  given  to  you.  What  we  would  like 
you  to  do,  in  answering  these  questions,  we  want  them  to  come 
back  to  the  committee. 

But,  if  an  individual  Senator  submits  questions,  make  sure  he 
gets  copies  of  the  questions  directly,  because  sometimes  I've  sub- 
mitted these  questions  and  I  never  see  the  answers.  They  go  right 
back  to  the  committee  or  the  subcommittee.  So,  if  you  would  do 
that,  that  would  be  a  help. 

I  think  Senator  Stevens  said  he  had  some  questions.  I  am  sure 
Senator  Domenici  has  some  questions. 

Did  you  make  that  letter  part  of  the  record? 

Senator  Domenici.  Yes,  sir. 

TRIBAL  CONTRACTING 

Senator  Reid.  OK.  I  think  it  would  be  important  to  do  that. 

In  health  care,  I  think  that  we've  talked  about  conceptually  the 
idea  is  to  leave  the  Indian  Health  Service  as  it  is.  You've  stated 
that,  Mr.  Lincoln. 

But,  saying  that  and  accomplishing  that  are  two  different  things, 
and  this  is  something  we  are  all  going  to  have  to  be  very  vigilant 
about  to  see  if  we  can  protect  what  little  we  have. 

How  many  employees  provide  health  care  to  Indians  through  the 
mechanism  of  self-determination  contracts? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  latest  estimate  that  we  received 
from  the  areas  is  somewhere  in  the  general  neighborhood  of  8,500. 

Senator  Reid.  If  tribes  are  to  assume  a  greater  share  of  Indian 
Health  Service  health  care  responsibilities,  won't  this  require  an 
expansion  of  existing  contracts  or  even  maybe  new  contracts? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  Yes,  it  would,  sir.- 

Senator  Reid.  How  do  you  propose  to  pay  for  these? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  The  1995  budget  contains  $136  million  in  what  we 
would  call  contract  support  costs,  which  is  the  same  amount  of 
money  that  was  available  this  fiscal  year,  1994.  If  there  are  new 
contracts  that  are  entered  into  or  existing  contracts  are  expanded 
to  cover  more  services,  then  really  the  only  mechanism  we  have 
available  to  facilitate  that  contracting  is  to  have  those  contract  sup- 
port costs  be  taken  from  the  program  dollars  that  are  generally 
available  to  be  contracted  for. 

That  is  not  without  significant  problems,  Mr.  Chairman.  We  un- 
derstand that — I  certainly  understand  that  when  I  say  that  to  the 
committee  what  I  am  really  saying  to  the  committee  is  that  there 
would  be  a  reduced  program  level  associated  with  that  policy. 
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Senator  Reid.  What  is  to  stop  a  tribe  from  saying  to  you,  the  In- 
dian Health  Service,  "Sorry,  we  don't  want  to  do  this  program  any- 
more?" 

Mr.  Lincoln.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Indian  Self- 
Determination  and  Education  Assistance  Act  in  title  1,  which  is 
where  our  contracting  occurs  of  that  act,  the  tribes  have  an  abso- 
lute right,  as  a  matter  of  law,  to  do  that  very  thing. 

Senator  Reid.  And,  then  who  is  stuck  with  the  responsibility? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  In  that  instance,  the  Indian  Health  Service  would 
be  responsible. 

Senator  Reid.  I  am  asking  some  questions  that  are  pretty  basic, 
but  I  think  it  brings  us  back  to  the  reality  of  some  of  the  problems 
that  we  have  with  not  only  a  shortage  of  money  but,  a  real  tremen- 
dous shortfall.  I  have  been  around  here  a  few  years,  and  I've  never 
seen  a  budget,  that  I  can  recall,  cut  like  this. 

Of  course,  there  are  certain  programs  that  we  want  to  eliminate 
all  through  the  Government.  But,  Indian  Health  Service  has  been 
hit  with  this  about  as — I  don't  remember  anything  like  this.  Do 
you? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  Mr.  Chairman,  I've  been  now  in  Washington,  DC, 
for  3  years.  And,  I  was  8  years  the  area  director  in  Navajo.  And, 
previous  to  that,  I  spent  a  number  of  years  as  the  director  of  the 
Navajo  Health  Authority. 

In  my  experience,  there  is  only  one  time  when  I  can  recall  in  that 
entire  period  where  there  were  these  kinds  of  reductions  or  the 
possibility  of  these  kinds  of  reductions  being  proposed. 

Senator  Reid.  When  was  that? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  Interestingly  enough,  at  one  point  we  had  projected 
very  high  Medicare  and  Medicaid  collections  as  part  of  our  budget 
proposal  3  or  4  years  ago. 

Senator  Reid.  I  was  here.  I  remember  that. 

Mr.  Lincoln.  I  remember  when  we  projected  that  we  would  col- 
lect $200  million  in  Medicare  and  Medicaid  when  the  previous  year 
we  had  only  collected  $88  million.  And,  I  do  remember  going 
through  a  very  similar  experience,  or  watching  Dr.  Rhodes  at  that 
time  anyway  go  through  a  very  similar  experience,  as  to  this  hear- 
ing, like  this  hearing. 

WASHOE  TRIBE  SEXUAL  ABUSE  FUNDING 

Senator  Reid.  We  have  lots  and  lots  of  general  questions  that  we 
are  going  to  submit  to  you.  And,  we  would  like  you  to  get  the  an- 
swers back  to  us  as  quickly  as  possible. 

But,  I  have  a  number  of  Nevada-related  questions  that  I  would 
like  to  ask  you.  Tell  me  about  the — in  1995,  the  budget  continues 
funding  for  the  Washoe  Tribe's  sexual  abuse  program.  This  is  a  rel- 
atively small  amount  of  money  that  has  been  appropriated  between 
1993  and  1994  for  this  effort. 

Do  you  have  anyone  there  at  the  table  that  can  tell  us  the  status 
of  these  funds  and  have  they  been  allocated  to  the  tribe? 

Mr.  Lincoln.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  the  amount  of  money  that 
we  have  going  to  the  Washoe  Tribe  is  approximately  $150,000  in 
that  range.  Those  funds  have  been  provided  to  the  Phoenix  area, 
and  it's  my  understanding  they  are  modifying  the  contract  literally 
as  we  speak. 
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We  treat  funding  for  the  Washoe  project  as  recurring,  and  to  be 
quite  frank  with  you,  last  year  at  this  time  we  had  a  problem  with 
having  not  placed  those  funds  into  the  Washoe  sexual  abuse 
project.  This  year,  we  do  not  anticipate  the  same  problem. 

FALLON  SATELLITE  FACILITY 

Senator  Reid.  What  about  the  Fallon  satellite  treatment  facility, 
which  we  have  been  working  on  also  for  a  number  of  years? 

What  is  the  proposed  timetable  for  completion  of  this  facility? 

Mr.  Pearson.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  pleased  to  report  to  you  this 
year  that  a  program  justification  document,  an  approvable  program 
justification  document,  is  being  finalized  as  we  speak  this  week. 

Senator  Reid.  Great. 

Mr.  Pearson.  And  we  hope  to  have  it  up  to  the  Office  of  the  As- 
sistant Secretary  for  approval.  And,  it  will  then  be  available  to  go 
into  the  design  stage. 

We  do  have  design  funds  that  were  provided  by  the  committee, 
$515,000  several  years  ago  for  design  purposes.  We  expect  that  we 
can,  with  the  tribe,  design  the  facility  and  the  necessary  changes 
and  everything  within  the  next  6  months  or  so. 

And,  at  that  point,  it  would  be  ready  for  construction. 

OWYHEE  INVESTIGATION 

Senator  Reid.  Last  fall,  the  committee  directed  IHS  in  report 
language  to  investigate  allegations  of  mismanagement  and  even 
possible  fraud  at  the  Owyhee  service  unit  as  well  as  the  steps 
taken  to  ensure  orderly  implementation  of  self-governance  at 
Owyhee.  I  have  received  a  copy  of  the  draft  report  to  the  Congress 
and  find  it  troubling  that  the  investigation  was  conducted  solely  by 
the  Phoenix  area  office  of  the  Indian  Health  Service. 

It's  like  we  had  Mrs.  Ames  investigating  Mr.  Ames.  It  has  been 
alleged  that  the  area  office  may  be  part  of  the  problem  and  may 
not  be  inclined  to  offer  any  objective  solution  to  possible  mis- 
management or  to  the  orderly  implementation  of  self-governance. 

I  would  suggest  in  the  future — and  I  would  like  another  look  at 
this — when  there  is  a  review  that  needs  to  take  place,  I  think  we 
should  bring  in  another  region  to  do  it.  It  just  is  not  good  Grovem- 
ment  to  have  someone  investigating  themselves.  And,  that's  really 
what  has  happened  here. 

I  am  committed  to  preventing  the  IHS  hospital  facility  from 
being  closed  in  Nevada.  It's  the  only  one  we  have  left,  and,  it's  a 
new,  nice  facility.  The  majority  of  Indian  people  in  eastern  Nevada 
have  little  or  no  alternative  resources  and  must  already  travel  hun- 
dreds of  miles  to  access  quality  care  at  this  Owyhee  service  unit. 

So,  it's  vitally  important  that  an  objective  investigation  be  con- 
ducted so  that  the  tribes  who  are  served  by  the  Owyhee  Hospital 
can  be  assured  of  the  ongoing  operation  of  the  facility. 

Since  last  year,  I  have  been  to  Owyhee.  I  am  the  first  Senator 
to  have  been  there  since  they  don't  know  when.  They  think  that 
somebody  came  within  10  miles,  a  Senator  in  1954,  when  a  res- 
ervoir was  dedicated  there. 

It  was  really  a  fine  trip.  And,  I  have  great  feelings  not  only  for 
the  area  there,  which  is  a  beautiful  part  of  Nevada,  but  also  for  the 
people. 
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So,  I  am  requesting  a  commitment  from  your  good  offices  and  the 
assistance  of  headquarters  staff  that  there  be  a  thorough  investiga- 
tion of  the  management  of  the  Owyhee  service  unit  by  someone 
other  than  the  people  who  are  blamed  by  many,  that  is,  the  people 
from  the  Phoenix  region.  It's  essential  that,  in  conjunction  with  the 
investigation  of  Owyhee  service  unit  that  the  IHS  develop  a  com- 
prehensive plan  for  the  transition  and  orderly  implementation  of 
self-governance. 

Finally,  I  would  also  ask  the  staff  assigned  to  undertake  this 
study  have,  I  repeat,  as  little  direct  affiliation  with  the  Phoenix 
area  office  so  that  everyone,  when  it's  finished,  no  matter  how  it 
turns  out,  will  feel  better  about  the  assessment  that  was  given. 
And,  I  don't  think  that  should  be  other  than  maybe  a  plane  ride 
here  and  there  or  an3rmore  expensive  than  coming  from  Phoenix. 

There  are  many  remote  areas  in  Indian  country  throughout 
America.  But,  I  will  bet  you  won't  find  one  anymore  remote  than 
Owyhee. 

I  repeat  now,  for  the  third  time,  I  have  lots  of  questions  we  need 
to  ask.  I  am  kind  of  worn  out. 

I  don't  know  about  you.  So,  I  think  we  will  stop  now.  I  appre- 
ciate, Mr.  Lincoln,  your  testimony  here  today  and  those  that  came 
with  you  to  give  you  assistance. 

It's  unfortunate,  I  think,  that  the  administration  has  chosen  to 
really  take  a  whack  at  your  budget.  The  subcommittee  is  going  to 
do  what  it  can  to  try  to  rearrange  priorities.  That's  what  we  will 
have  to  do. 

I  just  don't  think,  in  good  conscience,  we  can  have  Indian  Health 
Service  take  this  huge  cut.  And,  I  know  that  it's  going  to  make 
some  unhappy  by  rearranging.  But,  I  see  that  we  have  no  choice. 

ADDITIONAL  COMMITTEE  QUESTIONS 

There  will  be  some  additional  questions  which  will  be  submitted 
for  your  response  in  the  record. 

[The  following  questions  were  not  asked  at  the  hearing,  but  were 
submitted  to  the  Department  for  response  subsequent  to  the  hear- 
ing:] 
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QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE 

Overall  IHS  Budget 

On  Monday  of  this  week,  an  article  appeared  on  the  Federal  page  of 
the  Washington  Post  which  discussed  Secretary  Shalala's  marching 
orders  to  the  troops  about  defense  of  this  year's  budget  proposals. 
The  Secretary  is  quoted  has  having  directed  everyone  to  answer 
questions"...  in  a  truthful  and  forthright  manner." 

The  IHS  operational  budget  decreases  in  total  by  $74.6  million. 
Hospitals  and  clinics  are  proposed  to  decrease  by  $87.8  million, 
which  is  11  percent  below  the  1994  enacted  level.   The  only 
discussion  provided  in  the  budget  as  to  the  effect  of  this  reduction 
is  that"...  the  level  of  services  provided  may  not  attain  the  level 
provided  in  FY  1994."   (page  IHS-35) 

Question:   Do  you  consider  this  explanation  as  to  the  likely  effect 
of  an  11  percent  reduction  to  be  "truthful  and  forthright"? 

Answer:  In  retrospect,  while  it  is  a  truthful  statement,  we  could 
have  provided  an  expanded  description  of  the  effects  of  the  FY  1995 
budget  on  the  FY  1994  level  of  services.   However,  we  wanted  to 
ensure  the  Congress  that  programs  were  being  continued  and  therefore 
more  emphasis  was  placed  on  this  fact. 

Question:  With  specificity,  how  does  IHS  intend  to  operate  its 
program  at  the  level  of  budget  authority  as  is  requested  for  FY 
1995? 

Answer:   The  IHS  will  develop  an  annual  spending  and  operating  plan 
that  assumes  that  $86  million  in  budget  authority.  Currently 
supporting  activities  in  the  Hospitals  and  Clinics  budget  category 
will  be  offset  by  collections  from  private  insurance  in  FY  1995. 
These  third  party  collections  are  not  available  until  they  are 
actually  collected,  and  they  are  actually  collected  on  a  weekly  and 
monthly  basis  throughout  the  year.   Since  these  funds  would  be 
supporting  a  portion  of  the  ongoing  IHS  base  operations,  most  likely 
preselected,  the  IHS  plan  must  allow  for  the  accumulation  of  these 
funds  to  permit  their  allocation  in  accordance  with  the  planning 
decisions. 

This  would  require  IHS  to  plan  for  the  use  of  budget  authority  to 
support  the  operations  throughout  most  of  the  year  while  planning  or 
using  collections  to  support  the  operations  at  the  end  of  the  year, 
when  the  maximum  amount  of  collections  would  be  available.   The  IHS 
would  use  the  apportionment  process  to  accomplish  this. 

Collection  Assumptions 

The  budget  assumes  that  collections  from  third  party  insurers  will 
increase  in  FY  1995  by  463  percent.. 

Question:   What  level  of  third  party  collections  did  IHS  assume  in 
its  budget  request  to  the  PHS,  and  to  the  Department? 

Answer:   The  IHS  Budget  to  PHS  and  the  Department  included  an 
estimate  of  $18  million  from  private  insurance.   The  PHS  Budget 
submitted  to  OMB  by  the  Department  also  included  an  estimate  of  $18 
million  from  private  insurance. 

Question:   What  changed  in  the  estimating  process  between  IHS' 
submission  of  the  budget  and  OMB's  passback? 

Answer:   The  OMB  proposed  that  private  insurance  collections  would 
total  $106  million  based  upon  data  from  the  1987  National  Medical 
Expenditure  Survey  (NMES)  component  Survey  of  American  Indians  and 
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Alaska  Natives.   Using  this  data  and  assuming  similar  IHS  usage 
patterns  and  case  mixes  (Medicare/Medicaid) ,  the  OMB  projected  a 
higher  collection  figure.   However,  with  the  submission  of  the  FY 
1995  Budget  Amendment  for  the  IHS,  the  estimated  collections  has 
been  revised  to  $28  million.   It  was  also  noted  that  DHHS  will 
conduct  a  study  on  this  issue  so  that  future  years  projections  would 
reflect  the  findings  of  the  study. 

To  put  this  year's  collection  proposal  into  some  perspective,  we 
should  review  the  recent  record  on  this  issue. 

Question:  What  was  the  estimate  for  third  party  collections  in  FY 
1993?   What  was  the  actual  level  of  collections? 

Answer:  The  estimate  of  collections  from  private  insurance,  as 
contained  in  the  FY  1993  President's  budget,  was  $84  million  and  the 
actual  collections  for  FY  1993  was  $18,183,688. 

Question:  So,  the  estimate  was  off  by  how  much? 

Answer:  The  difference  between  the  estimate  of  $84  million  and  the 
actual  collections  of  $18,183,688  is  $65,816,312.  i 

Question:  Let's  go  back  another  year.   In  FY  1992,  the  estimate  and 
then  the  actual  amount  collected  for  third  party  collections  was  how 
much? 

Answer:  The  estimate  of  collections  from  private  insurance,  as 
contained  in  the  FY  1992  President's  budget,  was  $129  million  and 
the  actual  collections  from  this  source  in  FY  1992  was  $12,350,104. 

Question:  And  this  time  the  estimate  was  off  by  how  much? 

Answer:  The  difference  between  the  estimated  collections  and  the 
actual  collections  from  private  insurance  is  $116,649,896. 

Question:  Now,  going  back  to  FY  1991,  what  was  the  difference 
between  estimate  and  actual? 

Answer:  The  estimate  of  private  insurance  collections  in  the  FY  1991 
President's  budget  was  $40,000,000  while  the  FY  1991  actual 
collections  from  this  source  was  $8,326,339. 

Question:  And  this  time  the  estimate  was  off  by  how  much? 

Answer:  The  difference  between  the  estimate  and  the  actual 
collections  was  $31,673,661. 

Question:  Based  on  this  record,  why  should  the  Committee  or  the 
Indian  community  have  any  degree  of  confidence  in  this  year's 
projections? 

Answer:  The  FY  1995  Budget  Amendment  for  IHS  changes  the  estimate 
and  we  believe  that  the  current  estimate  of  $28  million  is  an 
achievable  goal  and  will  continue  to  work  to  enhance  our 
capabilities  to  identify  and  collect  private  insurance. 


In  providing  the  authority  for  these  collections,  the  law  provides 
that  the  funds  are  to  be  used  to  address  health  care  requirements 
(unmet  need)  and  not  to  offset  appropriated  funds.   In  addition,  the 
law  requires  that  the  funds  be  kept  for  use  at  the  location  where 
they  are  collected. 

Question:  Are  we  to  infer  from  this  proposal  that  the  Administration 
believes  all  health  care  needs  have  been  met  within  the  IHS? 
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Answer:  The  IHS  is  certainly  aware  that  there  are  continuing  health 
care  needs  for  the  AI/AN.   (The  overall  level  of  need  funded  (LNF) 
for  IHS  in  FY    1992  was  71.7%).   Private  insurance  collections  will 
continue  to  be  used  to  help  raise  the  LNF. 

Question:  What  are  the  unmet  needs  remaining  in  some  of  the  programs 
of  the  Indian  Health  Service? 

Answer:  The  following  is  a  listing  of  the  level  of  need  funded  (LNF) 
for  line  item  programs. 


Unmet 


Activity 

Total  Need 

Request 

LNF 

Need 

(Doll 

ars  in  Thou 

sands) 

Hospitals 

&  Clinics 

$1 

,299,196 

$987,798 

76% 

$311,398 

Dental 

124,359 

52,815 

42% 

71,544 

Mental  Health 

82,029 

35,163 

43% 

46,866 

Alcohol  & 

Sub  Abuse 

202,671 

102,074 

50% 

100,597 

Contract 

Health  Service 

487,659 

349,848 

72% 

137,811 

Public  Health 

Nursing 

68,304 

22,097 

32% 

46,207 

Health 

Education 

15,827 

7,870 

50% 

7,957 

Comm.  Health 

Reps 

104,428 

42,990 

41% 

61,438 

Urban  Health 

103,439 

22,823 

22% 

80,616 

TOTAL 

$2, 

,487,912 

SI 

,623,478 

$864,434 

Question:  Does  your  budget  propose  to  allocate  the  funds  to  the  same 
location  as  from  where  they  are  collected? 

Answer:  Since  $86  million  of  these  estimated  collections  are  planned 
to  offset  the  proposed  reduction  of  $86  million  in  budget  authority, 
the  IHS  must  develop  an  operating  plan  that  will  accommodate  this 
factor  while  recognizing  the  high  probability  that  the  total  $86 
million  may  not  be  collected.   Since  this  presents  a  risk  that  would 
lead  to  reductions  in  the  level  of  available  funds,  the  IHS  spending 
plan  and  allocation  policy  must  consider  this  fact  which  may  result 
in  these  collections  not  being  allocated  bac)t  to  the  same  location 
where  they  were  earned. 

Question:  Why  haven't  you  requested  bill  language  to  give  you  the 
necessary  authority  to  override  current  law? 

Answer:  The  President's  Budget  request  for  IHS  does  not  require 
current  law  to  be  overridden. 


In  addition  to  the  li)tely  fact  that  the  estimated  collections  will 
not  be  forthcoming,  there  are  some  practical  problems  associated 
with  relying  on  collections  to  run  ongoing  programs. 

Question:  Will  the  collections  from  private  insurance  be  available 
at  the  start  of  the  fiscal  year,  or  will  they  be  collected  during 
the  course  of  the  year? 

Answer:  The  collections  will  become  available  throughout  the  course 
of  the  fiscal  year  but  remain  available  until  expended.  In  all  IHS 
facilities,  claims  are  generated  after  discharged  from  an  inpatient 
stay,  outpatient  visit  or  ancillary  services  provided.   The  usual 
turnaround  time  to  receive  payment  on  claims  submitted  for  payment 
varies  by  payor  (e.g.  Private  Insurance,  Medicare,  Medicaid...).   As 
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a  result,  the  collections  will  be  available  throughout  the  course  of 
the  fiscal  year. 

Question:  How  can  clinics  be  expected  to  manage  their  operations 
effectively  if  they  won't  know  from  month-to-month  how  much  money 
will  be  available? 

Answer:  With  the  submission  of  the  FY  1995  Budget  Amendment  that 
restores  most  of  the  budget  authority  for  the  Hospital  and  Clnics 
sub-Bubactivity,  service  units  will  be  able  to  manage  effectively  as 
they  will  be  assured  of  a  base  amount  of  resources  for  continuing 
operations.   In  addition,  reimbursements  from  private  insurance  is 
also  used  by  service  units  for  part  of  their  operations. 

Question:  How  will  IHS  address  operational  needs  during  the  fiscal 
year  if  the  collections  are  not  forthcoming?   Will  the  base  just  get 
further  eroded-  -  -  and  won't  this  just  contribute  to  a  greater 
decrease  in  the  level  of  need  funded? 

Answer:  As  has  been  previously  stated,  the  amendment  revised  private 
insurance  estimates  and  restored  budget  authority.   by  this  action 
the  IHS  can  address  its  operational  needs  at  approximately  the  FY 
1994  level  of  effort. 

Question:  If  you  cut  it  too  close,  isn't  it  possible  that  you  would 
flat  out  have  to  shut  down? 

Answer:  The  IHS  does  not  anticipate  this  will  happen  due  to  the 
amendment.   If  the  amendment  is  not  passed,  then  IHS  will  possibly 
have  to  reduce  hours  at  clinical  facilities. 

Staffing 

Nothing  is  more  critical  to  the  delivery  of  a  health  care  programs 
than  the  staffing  needed  to  provide  the  services. 

Question:  What  was  IHS'  on-board  staffing  level  at  the  end  of  FY 
1993? 

Answer:  We  had  13,278  full  time  permanent  and  2,423  other  than  full 
time  staff  on  board  or  a  grand  total  of  15,701  employees  at  the  end 
of  FY  1993. 

Question:  Were  there  new  positions  added  late  in  FY  1993  as  a  result 
of  the  opening  of  new  facilities? 

Answer:  Yes.  We  added  143  FTEs  to  new  facilities  in  Taos,  Belcourt, 
Pine  Ridge,  Wagner,  Warm  Springs,  and  Poteau. 

Question:  These  positions  didn't  count  for  a  full  year  in  1993,  did 
they? 

Answer:  No.   In  terms  of  FTEs,  we  require  217  in  FY  1994  for  the 
full  year  utilization  of  these  positions. 

Question:  Would  it  be  correct  to  say  that  even  without  a  change  in 
your  program  level,  you  would  need  more  FTEs  in  1994  to  cover  the 
full  year  presence  of  the  staffing  at  these  facilities? 

Answer:  Yes,  that  would  be  correct. 

Question:  Based  on  your  1993  staffing  level  and  the  $121  million 
operational  increase  provided  by  the  Congress  for  FY  1994,  what 
staffing  level  has  IHS  projected  as  its  need  for  FY  1994? 

Answer:  If  there  were  no  Government-wide  efforts  to  reduce  Federal 
staffing,  IHS  would  have  used  around  16,000  FTEs. 

Question:  Which  is  how  many  more  than  available  in  1993? 
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Answer:  IHS  used  15,441  FTEs  in  FY    1993,  roughly  600  FTEs  less  than 
the  16,000  figure. 

Question:  But  instead,  you  will  have  to  reduce  from  your  actual  on- 
board level? 

Answer:  In  order  to  meet  the  FY  1994  target,  IHS  will  have  to  reduce 
its  actual  on-board  staff. 

Question:  How  many  positions  must  IHS  reduce  to  get  to  the  target 
which  has  been  imposed  for  FY  1994? 

Answer:  IHS  used  15,441  FTEs  and  will  therefore  have  to  reduce  by 
654  FTEs  to  meet  its  target.   The  number  of  staff  affected  would  be 
higher  because  approximately  15  percent  of  the  staff  work  less  than 
40  hours  per  week  and  therefore  count  for  less  than  a  full  FTE. 

Question:  How  many  FTE  reductions  is  the  Department  taking  from  1993 
to  1994? 

Answer:  The  Department  is  reducing  its  FTEs  from  129,953  in  FY  1993 
to  127,705  in  FY  1994. 

Question:  So  IHS  is  carrying  what  percentage  of  the  Department's 
total  FTE  reductions  from  1993  to  1994? 

Answer:  IHS  will  carry  20%  of  the  Department's  FTE  reduction  in  FY 
1994.   A  subsequent  decision  to  add  FTEs  to  SSA  and  FDA  produce  a 
larger  share  for  IHS  of  the  Department's  net  FTE  reduction. 

Question:  And  how  much  of  HHS '  workforce  is  represented  by  IHS? 

Answer:  IHS  was  12  percent  of  the  DHHS  workforce  in  FY  1993. 

Question:  How  many  FTE  reductions  are  proposed  in  the  HHS  budget 
for  FY  1995? 

Answer:  The  proposed  FY  1995  FTE  reduction  in  DHHS  is  549. 

Question:  How  many  of  these  are  proposed  for  IHS? 

Answer:  The  proposed  FY  1995  FTE  reduction  in  IHS  is  460. 

Question:  What  are  the  percentages? 

Answer:  IHS  is  ab?orbing  81  percent  of  the  FTE  reduction  in  DHHS  in 
FY  1995. 


So,  twelve  percent  of  HHS'  workforce  is  carrying  49  percent  of  the 
Department's  FTE  reductions  in  FY  1994  and  84  percent  of  the 
Department's  total  FTE  reductions  for  FY  1995. 

Question:  Do  you  consider  this  to  Be  equitable? 

Answer:  These  reductions  appear  more  inequitable  because  the  Social 
Security  Administration  and  the  Food  and  Drug  Administration  were 
granted  relief  for  FTE  decreases.   IHS  was  not  granted  a  waiver  and 
therefore,  its  share  of  the  net  reduction  increased. 

Question:  On  what  grounds  does  IHS  have  to  bear  so  much  of  the 
Department's  reductions? 

Answer:  HHS  calculated  FTE  reduction  targets  so  that  all  agencies 
(except  for  the  Social  Security  Administration  and  the  Agency  for 
Children  and  Families)  would  be  able  to  hire  one  new  employee  for 
every  two  who  left.   Since  IHS'  rate  of  attrition  is  the  highest  in 
the  Department  (6.6%  versus  an  average  of  4.0%)  it  was  assigned 
larger  percentage  FTE  reductions  than  most  other  Agencies. 
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Question:  How  are  the  FTE  reductions  being  applied  within  HHS? 

Answer:  The  initial  FTE  reduction  to  HHS  of  4%  over  a  3-year  period 
represented  a  general  government-wide  reduction.   For  HHS  this 
translated  into  a  total  reduction  of  5,198  FTEs  or  4%.   The  initial 
reduction  considered  (1)  high  priority  programs  (Head  Start  in  ACF 
and  Disability  Claims  processing  in  SSA)  and  (2)  application  of  the 
reduction  throughout  HHS  on  the  basis  of  attrition. 

In  addition,  the  Secretary  requested  additional  FTEs  for  FDA  and 
SSA.  OMB  granted  an  FTE  waiver  request  as  follows: 

1994  1995 

FDA                         +500  +1,000 

SSA                           +500  +1,400 

IHS                            -0-  -0- 

Increase                  +1,000  +2,400 

The  initial  IHS  waiver  was  denied.   However,  on  March  23,  1994  the 
Secretary  requested  OMB  to  reconsider  their  decision  and  provide 
15,441  FTEs  for  both  FY  1994  and  FY  1995. 

Question:   What  is  the  attrition  rate  for  the  Office  of  the 
Secretary? 

Answer;   In  FY  1992,  the  attrition  rate  in  the  Office  of  the 
Secretary  was  4.7  percent. 

Question:   Is  this  higher  or  lower  that  IHS'  rate? 

Answer:   This  was  lower  than  the  IHS  attrition  rate.   In  FY  1992, 
the  attrition  rate  in  IHS  over  an  eighteen  month  period  was  6.6 
percent  based  upon  loss  of  full-time  staff. 

Question:  The  numbers  presented  about  the  distribution  of  the  FTE 
reductions  suggest  that  bureaucrats  here  in  Washington  (represented 
by  the  FTEs  assigned  to  the  Office  of  the  Secretary)  are  to  be 
protected  to  the  detriment  of  dedicated  medical  professionals  in  the 
IHS.   Why  haven't  more  efforts  been  made  to  more  equitably 
distribute  the  FTE  reductions  within  HHS? 

Answer:   Reductions  were  distributed  in  accordance  with 
Administration  priorities  (i.e.,  less  for  the  Social  Security 
Administration  and  the  Agency  for  Children  and  Families)  and  on 
Agency  attrition  rates.   Since  waivers  were  later  approved  for  some 
Agencies,  the  others  endup  taking  a  larger  share  of  the  Department's 
total  reductions. 

Question:   How  do  you  propose  to  achieve  the  reductions  which  have 
been  assigned  to  IHS? 

Answer:   A  plan  is  currently  under  development  which  will  assume  an 
increase  in  contracting  of  Federal  functions  by  tribes  and  private 
providers  as  well  as  streamline  management  and  administrative 
functions.   In  keeping  with  IHS  policy,  the  tribes  will  be  consulted 
on  this  plan.  In  the  interim,  a  hiring  freeze  on  Headquarters  and 
Area  Office  positions  has  been  implemented.   This  freeze  does  not 
apply  to  filling  essential  health  care  positions  in  the  Service 
Units  within  IHS. 

Question:   Will  any  of  your  facilities  be  exempted  from  the 
reductions  that  may  be  necessary  in  1994? 

Answer:   IHS  is  planning  to  allow  FTE  increases  for  new  facilities 
which  are  opening  in  FY  1994.   We  are  not  freezing  the  hiring  of 
essential  health  care  providers  in  order  to  continue  existing  levels 
of  care. 

Question:   Does  this  mean  that  some  facilities  may  have  added  staff 
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in  1993  and  will  have  to  turn  around  and  dismiss  staff  in  19947 

Answer:   We  will  not  reduce  staff  at  new  facilities  if  there  are 
sufficient  funds  to  support  them. 

Question:  How  many  of  the  1994  reductions  will  be  in  health  care 
professional  positions? 

Answer:  FY  1994  reduction  plans  have  not  been  finalized  at  this 
time. 

Question:  To  what  extent  have  your  staffing  needs  been  reviewed  by 
the  Department  in  light  of  the  dollars  provided  by  the  Congress 
subsequent  to  the  initial  spread  of  the  FTE  reductions  within  HHS? 

Answer:  On  behalf  of  IHS,  the  Office  of  The  Assistant  Secretary  for 
Health  appealed  to  the  Department  for  an  increase  in  the  FTE  ceiling 
based  on  the  level  of  funds  provided  by  the  Congress  in  FY  1994.  The 
Department  then  appealed  to  0MB  in  making  it's  FY  1995  budget 
request. 

The  President  has  indicated  that  he  prefers  to  see  most  of  the 
government-wide  reductions  occur  by  attrition,   which  most  of  us 
would  agree  with.   But  I  think  the  President  would  not  want  to  see 
fairness  trampled  in  the  process. 

Question:   Is  there  anything  precluding  the  Department  from 
considering  factors  other  than  attrition? 

Answer:   No.   Other  factors  were  included  in  determining  FTE 
targets,  including  the  need  to  provide  higher  staff  levels  for  Food 
and  Drug  Safety  at  the  Food  and  Drug  Administration  and  disability 
determination  at  the  Social  Security  Administration. 

Question:   Why  does  the  Department  believe  it  inappropriate  to 
consider  factors  other  than  attrition  or  turnover  when  distributing 
the  reductions? 

Answer:   The  Department  has  considered  other  factors  in  distributing 
the  reductions  and  the  new  buy-out  legislation  offers  an  additional 
means  to  achieve  staffing  reductions. 

Question:   What  steps  has  the  Administration  taken  to  make  it  easier 
to  conduct  programs  under  contract? 

Answer:    The  Health  Security  Act,  specifically  reafirms  the  right 
of  tribes  to  operate  programs  under  Self-Determination  and  provide 
additional  authority  to  IHS  for  personal  services  contracting. 
IHS  has  established  quality  management  task  forces  which  are 
implementing  improvements  within  IHS.   Other  changes  to  the 
procurement  process  are  recommended  to  the  Congress  under  S.1587, 
consistent  with  recommendations  under  National  Performance  Review. 

It  has  been  argued  that  IHS  has  one  of  the  highest  attrition  rates 
in  the  Department. 

Question:   To  what  do  you  attribute  this? 

Answer:   Lack  of  adequate  support  staff  contributes  to  the  level  of 
attrition.   Other  factors  which  may  also  weigh  heavily  in  a 
professional's  decision  to  leave  the  IHS  include,  in  no  particular 
order: 

•  Personal,  cultural,  and  professional  isolation; 

•  Lack  of  paid  employment  for  spouse  in  his/her  profession; 

•  Offer  from  another  employer  of  position  with  less  work, 

better  pay,  and  better  benefits; 
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•  Perceived  need  for  better  schools  for  their  children; 

•  Decision  made  before  coming  to  the  IHS  to  serve  a  specific 

time,  then  move  on; 

•  End  of  scholarship  obligation; 

•  Loans  incurred  while  in  professional  school  paid  off  by  IHS 

Loan  Repayment  Program; 

•  Unable  to  become  a  participant  in  the  IHS  Loan  Repayment 

Program 

Question:   Is  part  of  the  problem  the  lack  of  adequate  support  staff 
at  the  service  unit  level? 

Answer:   Yes,  lack  of  adequate  support  staff  contributes  to  the 
level  of  attrition. 

Question:   If  non-health  professional  positions  will  be  taking  the 
majority  of  the  cuts,  how  will  the  work  they  are  presently  doing  be 
accomplished?   Won't  medical  records  still  need  to  be  filed? 
Won't  basic  dietary  and  sanitary  services  in  the  hospitals  and 
clinics  still  need  to  be  met? 

Answer:   With  the  exception  of  the  effect  on  employment  by  expansion 
of  tribal  contracts,  the  IHS  intends  to  protect  the  staff  at  the 
Service  Units  for  the  reasons  presented  in  the  question.  The 
principal  cuts  will  be  made  at  the  administrative  levels   of  the 
IHS,  in  Area  and  Headquarters  offices,  i.e.,  among  individuals  who 
will  have  the  least  effect  on  patient  care. 

This  decision  will  still  affect  patient  care  to  some  degree. 
Specifically,  reduced  staff  in  Area  Offices  will  result  in  delays  in 
processing  of  requests  for  supplies,  personnel,  contracts,  etc. 
Reduced  Headquarters  staff  will  require  that  many  of  the  functions 
performed  at  Headquarters  will  be  delegated  to  the  Area  Office. 
This  will  affect  their  total  workload  and  may  result  in  a  slowdown 
in  the  provision  of  services  to  the  Service  Units.   Such  slowdowns 
can  affect  retention  of  staff. 

Question:   Will  a  policy  that  requires  the  medical  professionals  to 
do  more  and  more  of  these  types  of  support  jobs  contribute  to 
growth,  rather  than  a  decrease,  in  IHS'  attrition  rate? 

Answer:   If  professionals  are  required  to  increase  the  proportion  of 
their  time  spent  in  performing  support  tasks,  they  will  be  inclined 
to  consider  leaving  sooner  than  they  would  were  this  not  the  case. 

The  resulting  reduction  in  professional  staff  could  also  result  in 
a  decreased  recruitment  rate,  (i.e.,  "Why  should  I  go  to  a  place 
which  requires  its  professional  staff  to  do  so  much  support  work, 
especially  when  I  have  no  assurance  that  there  will  be  more 
professional  staff  to  support  me?") 

Question:   Doesn't  it  make  more  sense  to  treat  medical  care  as  a 
"team  concept"  and  that  all  parts  of  the  team  must  be  in  place  in 
order  to  continue  providing  care? 

Answer:   Medical  care  is  best  delivered  as  a  team.   This  means 
different  medical  disciplines  working  together  as  well  as  needed 
support  staff  working  with  them  providing  needed  support  services. 
This  team  consists  not  only  of  those  who  have  direct  patient  contact 
but  also  of  those  who  provide  the  services  needed  to  enable  the 
direct  care  providers  to  function.    While  the  number  of  support 
services  needed  to  provide  medical  care  are  many  (e.g.,  maintenance 
staff,  janitorial  staff,  supply  management  staff,  and  personnel  to 
manage  administrative  functions),  the  importance  of  maintaining 
specific  numbers  of  support  people  varies  significantly  by  the  type 
of  support  provided. 

Last  year,  the  Administration  asked  the  Committee  to  remove  the 
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prohibition  on  FTE  ceilings  for  IHS  from  the  Interior  bill.   In 
exchange  for  this  flexibility,  however,  the  Administration  committed 
to  providing  the  necessary  resources  to  conduct  the  programs 
commensurate  with  the  funding  provided.   It  appears  that  this 
assurance  wasn't  worth  much. 

Question:   Based  on  the  experience  to  date,  why  should  the  Committee 
even  consider  providing  similar  flexibility  in  FY  1995? 

Answer:  The  Secretary  is  working  with  OMB  to  provide  FTE  relief  for 
IHS  in  FY  1994  and  FY  1995.   Both  the  President  and  the  Secretary 
are  committed  to  ensuring  that  FTE  reductions  within  the  IHS  do  not 
significantly  affect  health  care  delivery. 

Complicating  the  staffing  picture  is  that  the  IHS  hospital  and 
clinic  base  is  not  remaining  stagnant  in  1994  and  1995. 

Question:   Are  there  new  facilities  opening  in  FY  1994?   FY  1995? 

Answer:   The  IHS  received  funds  in  the  FY  1994  appropriation  to 
support  the  additional  staffing  and  operating  cost  associated  with 
newly  constructed  facilities  that  were  schedules  for  completion 
during  FY  1994.   These  facilities  included  the  Belcourt,  N.D. 
Hospital;  Crow  Agency,  MT.  Hospital;  Tohatchi,  N.M.  Health  center; 
and  Stilwell,  Okla.  Health  Center.   With  regard  to  FY  1995,  newly 
constructed  replacement  hospitals  are  scheduled  for  completion  at 
Shiprock,  N.M.,  and  Kotzebue,  Alaska. 

Question:   How  do  the  size  and  staffing  requirements  of  these 
replacement  facilities  compare  to  the  current  facilities  at  each 
location?   Are  they  generally  larger? 

Answer:   The  IHS  Health  Facilities  Construction  Priority  System 
(HFCPS)  ranks  facility  replacement  needs  using  such  factors  as  total 
amount  of  space  needed,  age  and  condition  of  existing  facilities, 
degree  of  isolation  of  the  facility  and  availability  of  alternate 
health  care  resources. 

Replacement  health  care  facilities  are  designed  to  address  the 
requirement  to  enhance  IHS  health  care  delivery  capacity  recognizing 
a  growth  in  the  annual  population  eligible  for  IHS  services  of 
approximately  2.35  percent  per  year.   As  a  result,  replacement 
facilities  are  typically  larger  than  the  existing  facilities  they 
replace. 

Question:  Were  funds  provided  in  FY  1994  to  begin  to  bring  onboard 
the  necessary  personnel  to  staff  the  new  facilities  at  85  percent  of 
capacity? 

Answer:  Yes.   The  funds  provided  in  the  FY  1994  appropriation  will 
support  the  staff  at  the  new  facilities  at  an  85  percent  level  of 
need  based  on  the  projected  opening  dates. 

Question:  Will  these  persons  actually  be  hired  given  the  FTE  targets 
presently  assigned? 

Answer:  We  have  implemented  a  hiring  freeze  on  positions  located  at 
the  Area  Office  and  Headquarters.   The  Service  Units  are  permitted 
to  hire  essential  health  care  staff  in  order  to  maintain  services. 
We  are  developing  a  plan  to  reduce  Federal  staff  by  contracting  with 
tribes  and  the  commercial  sector  in  order  to  implement  Executive 
Order  #12839. 

Question:  Are  the  full  year  costs  of  the  persons  to  be  added  this 
year  provided  for  in  your  FY  1995  budget? 

Answer:  No.  The  full  year  costs  of  the  persons  to  be  added  this  year 
is  not  provided  in  the  FY  1995  budget. 
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Question:  Is  there  any  money  in  your  FY  1995  budget  for  the  costs 
associated  with  the  facilities  that  will  open  in  1995? 

Answer:  There  is  no  increase  in  funds  included  in  the  FY  1995  budget 
to  staff  and  operate  the  new  Shiprock,  NM  Hospital  or  the  Kotzebue, 
AK  Hospital  which  are  scheduled  for  completion  in  FY  1995. 

Question:  What  is  the  level  of  staffing  and  funding  necessary  to 
bring  these  facilities  to  designed  capacity? 

Answer:  The  total  level  of  staffing  and  funding  necessary  to  bring 
the  Shiprock,  NM  Hospital  and  Kotzebue,  AK  Hospital  to  an  adequate 
staffing  level  of  85  percent  in  FY  1995  would  be  $9,362,000  and  170 
FTEs  for  Shiprock,  NM  Hospital  and  $4,265,000  and  71  FTEs  for  the 
Kotzebue,  AK  Hospital.   Federal  FTEs  are  not  required  at  Kotzebue 
because  it  is  a  tribal  facility. 

Question:  If  additional  resources  are  not  provided,  what  will  happen 
with  these  new  facilities? 

Answer:  The  IHS  intends  to  operate  any  new  or  expanded  facilities 
with  the  existing  staff. 

Contract  Support  Costs 

Question:  What  is  the  experience  with  contract  vis-a-vis  Federal 
health  employees?   Are  contractual  arrangements  cheaper  in  the  long 
run  than  direct  employment? 

Answer:  Contractual  health  care  employees  are  almost  always  more 
expensive  for  IHS  than  direct  employment  since  the  overhead  of 
benefits  such  as  health  and  life  insurance,  loan  repayment, 
retirement,  etc.,  are  built  into  the  contract  as  well  as  the  profit 
margin  for  the  contractor. 

Question:  Setting  aside  the  issue  of  expanded  responsibilities  or 
new  contracts,  are  there  any  allowances  provided  in  your  budget  for 
the  effect  of  medical  inflation  and  population  growth  on  existing 
contracts? 

Answer:  No  provisions  within  the  FY  1995  budget  were  made  for  the 
effect  of  medical  inflation  and  population  growth  on  existing 
contracts.  Every  effort  to  absorb  the  increased  costs  of  doing 
business  through  prudent  management  which  will  reduce  costs 
associated  with  medical  and  non-medical  items.   However,  in  some 
cases,  the  amount  of  projected  cost  increases  may  be  such  that  the 
level  of  services  provided  may  not  attain  the  level  provided  in  FY 
1994. 

Question:  The  budget  appears  to  run  the  risk  of  the  tribes  turning 
some  of  the  program  back  to  the  Federal  government  because  of  the 
funding  shortfalls  in  trying  to  maintain  current  services  for 
existing  contracts  —  would  you  agree? 

Answer:  While  there  is  always  the  possibility  that  tribes  may 
retrocede  a  contract  to  the  Indian  Health  Service  (IHS)  at  any  time, 
using  the  provisions  of  the  Indian  Self-Determination  and  Education 
Assistance  Act,  P.L.  93-638,  as  amended.   The  IHS  agrees  that  there 
is  a  greater  probability  that  retrocession  will  happen  if  there  are 
not  options  made  available  to  tribes  to  pay  for  their  increased 
costs  of  contracting. 

Question:  The  Administration  proposes  that  tribes  assume  greater 
responsibilities  without  any  additional  resources.  Where  is  the 
incentive  in  that  logic? 

Answer:  Tribes  who  assume  greater  levels  of  responsibility  will 
receive  the  resources  for  their  direct  costs.   Contracting  tribes 
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will  not,  on  average  receive  an  increase  to  their  indirect  or 
support  costs.   One  of  the  tribes  incentives  for  contracting  with 
IHS  is  to  increase  their  control  over  the  provision  of  their  own 
health  care. 

Question:  The  budget  then  goes  on  to  suggest  that  IHS  will  discuss 
options  with  the  tribes  for  how  to  deal  with  the  contrary 
assumptions  of  enhanced  responsibility  and  level  funding.   What 
options  exist  absent  any  additional  dollars? 

Answer:  IHS  is  still  in  the  process  of  determining  how  the  $7.5 
million  requested  for  new  and  expanded  contracts  may  be  financed. 

From  the  Committee's  perspective,  it  appears  that  the  options 
presented  by  the  Administration  are  to  reduce  existing  contracts  or 
prohibit  new  contracts  from  being  entered  into. 

Question:  Do  you  consider  this  to  be  a  position  that  advocates  self- 
determination  for  our  Indian  tribes? 

Answer:  The  proposed  amendment  provides  $7.5  million  for  the  Self- 
Determination  funds,  thus  allowing  for  some  new  or  expanded  tribal 
contracts. 

Question:  If  the  tribes  don't  take  over  the  programs  and  IHS  has  to 
live  within  the  proposed  staffing  limitation,  what  are  you  going  to 
do? 

Answer:  IHS  is  developing  contingency  plans  for  various  scenarios 
which  would  include  reductions-in-force  (RIFs) . 

Spending  Cuts 

Discretionary  spending  is  held  frozen  for  the  next  several  years, 
which  creates  a  "zero  sum"  situation  in  which  increases  are  going  to 
have  to  be  accommodated  by  decreases  elsewhere  in  the  budget.   Some 
Members  of  Congress  have  been  advocating  further  cuts  in 
discretionary  spending.   Some  of  these  cuts  are  proposed  for 
specific  programs,  while  many  are  proposed  against  broadly  defined 
budget  categories.   The  perception  is  that  these  are 
"administrative"  reductions,  and  that  the  delivery  of  programs  will 
not  be  affected. 

Most  recently,  during  Senate  consideration  of  the  supplementals  and 
rescissions  in  February,  an  amendment  was  offered  that  would  have 
reduced  some  budget  categories  by  an  estimated  12  percent. 

Question:  Travel  reductions  were  proposed.  When  IHS  pulls  together 
its  budget,  how  are  costs  associated  with  the  transportation  of 
patients  treated  —  are  these  considered  a  travel  expense? 

Answer:  Yes,  the  transportation  of  patients  treated  are  considered 
to  be  a  travel  expense. 

Question:  Are  the  costs  associated  with  ambulances  considered  to  be 
transportation  or  travel  related? 

Answer:  The  costs  associated  with  ambulances  are  considered  to  be  a 
travel  expense. 

Supplies  are  another  so-called  administrative  expense  that  was 
proposed  to  be  reduced  further  by  the  amendment. 

Question:   Is  insulin  for  diabetics  considered  to  be  a  supply? 
What  about  surgical  bandages?   How  about  oxygen? 

Answer:  All  three  of  these  items  are  considered  medical  supplies. 
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Question:  Would  you  consider  these  types  of  effects  to  be 
administrative  or  programmatic? 

Answer:  Medical  supplies,  patient  travel,  etc.  affect  the 
programmatic  side  of  operations  while  non-patient  travel,  non- 
medical supplies  are  administrative. 

Question:  What  budget  category  do  the  funds  for  the  contracts  under 
which  the  tribes  conduct  approximately  one-third  of  the  IHS  program 
fall  into? 

Answer:  The  category  of  funds  used  to  support  programs  managed  by 
tribes  depends  on  the  parts  of  the  health  care  program  they  have 
contracted  to  administer.   Most  health  care  services  are  funded  with 
Hospital  and  Clinic  funds;  however,  other  line  item  funds  such  as 
Mental  Health,  Public  Health  Nursing,  Dental,  and  Contract  Health 
Services  are  also  used.  Contracts  with  tribes  are  not  considered 
administrative  and  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed  $10.4 
million  administrative  reduction. 

Question:  How  would  these  tribes  have  to  deal  with  this  type  of 
reduction  in  mid-year? 

Answer:   In  FY  1994,  the  administrative  reduction  was  absorbed  as 
follows:   One-third  within  Headquaters  operations,  with  the  balance 
split  between  Area  Offices  (44%);  Service  Units  and  tribal 
contractors  (22%).   Therefore,  the  amount  of  reductions  at  the 
lowest  level  would  be  minimal  and  have  virtually  no  effect  on 
medical  care.   It  is  anticipated  at  this  time  that  FY  1995  would  be 
handled  in  a  similar  manner. 


It  is  my  understanding  that  more  than  50  percent  of  the  service 
program  is  operated  under  Self-Determination  contracts  in  the 
following  areas: 

Portland  (56  percent) 

Alaska  (60  percent) 

Nashville  (70  percent) 

California  (90  percent) 

Question:  For  those  areas,  any  spending  cuts  that  affect  contracts 
will  really  mean  a  reduction  in  funding  available  for  health 
services,  is  that  correct? 

Answer:  The  IHS  program  provides  direct  health  care  either  through 
Public  Law  93-638  (P.L.  93-638)  contracts  with  tribes  or  in  IHS 
health  care  facilities.   Across  the  board  reductions  to  the  IHS 
budget  affects  every  phase  of  the  IHS  program  including  tribal  P.L. 
93-638  contracts  and  Self -Government  compacts. 

Mr.  Lincoln,  I  ask  these  questions,  because  there  are  a  number  of 
Senators,  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle,  who  think  that  spending  cuts 
can  be  made  without  affecting  program  delivery.   Well,  it  just  isn't 
so. 

Across-the-board  cuts  may  be  the  least  politically  painful  road  to 
travel,  but  they  lead  to  real  program  reductions.   I  think  the 
record  here  today  shows  what  is  happening  to  the  IHS  base.   It  is 
eroding,  and  eroding  fast,  despite  our  efforts  to  put  more  money  in 
to  maintain  the  base. 

Nevada  Issues 
Washoe  Child  Sexual  Abuse  Program 

The  1995  budget  continues  the  funding  for  the  Washoe  Tribe's  Child 
Sexual  Abuse  Program.   A  total  of  $300,000  has  been  appropriated 
between  1993  and  1994  for  this  effort. 
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Question:  What  is  the  status  of  these  funds? 

Answer:  On  September  30,  1993,  the  Washoe  Clinic  contract  was 
modified  to  include  $150,000  for  FY  1993.   This  amount  was  included 
in  the  total  Washoe  Clinic  contract  (bringing  the  total  to 
$1,258,315) . 

Question:  Have  they  been  allocated  to  the  Tribe? 

Answer:  A  portion  of  these  total  funds  is  advanced  to  the  Tribe  on  a 
monthly  basis.   (If  more  funds  than  these  are  needed  in  any  given 
month,  then  the  Contracting  Officer  is  to  be  notified. )   Thus,  the 
$150,000  is  part  of  the  total  contract  and  accessible  to  the  Tribe. 

Question:  Are  there  administrative  reasons  why  the  Tribe  can't  spend 
these  funds? 

Answer:  There  are  no  administrative  reasons  why  the  Tribe  cannot 
spend  these  funds,  other  than  $18,000  for  leasing  purposes.   Thus, 
$132,000  is  available.   Except  for  the  $18,000  for  leasing  purposes, 
all  other  budget  line  items  are  approved  for  program  use. 

The  Project  Officer  has  been  providing  assistance  to  the  Tribe  since 
the  contract  modification  in  September  of  1993.   In  addition.  Area 
staff  have  also  been  available.   The  Area  Mental  Health  Program 
Director  has  offered  to  make  a  site  visit  to  provide  any  assistance 
if  needed. 

Question:  What  steps  are  necessary  if  the  Tribe  wishes  to  use  a 
portion  of  these  funds  on  a  one-time  basis  to  address  its  space 
needs  before  it  can  provide  the  expanded  services? 

Answer:   The  IHS  has  issued  draft  guidelines  that  address  how  health 
services  carryover  funds  may  be  used  to  add  space.   Funds  may  be 
used  for  the  purchase  or  renovation  of  modular  buildings  or  to 
renovate  existing  space.   The  guidelines  require  preparation  and 
approval  of  a  Project  Summary  Document  (PSD)  describing  the  need  and 
the  proposed  scope  of  work.   The  PSD  is  prepared  by  the  Area  staff 
in  cooperation  with  the  Tribe.   The  approval  authority,  for  tribally 
owned  buildings,  is  the  Area  Director. 

Fallon  Satellite  Treatment  Facility 

Question:  What  is  the  status  of  the  revised  program  justification 
document  (PJD)  that  congress  specified  in  last  year's  appropriations 
action? 

Answer:  IHS  Headquarters  review  of  the  PJD  amendment  submitted  by 
the  Area  has  been  completed.   We  expect  that  the  final  document  will 
be  approved  by  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Health  by  May  1,  1994. 

Question:  What  is  the  proposed  timetable  for  completion  of  this 
facility? 

Answer:  The  following  timetable  indicates  the  major  mileposts  for 
the  completion  of  this  project: 

PJD  Amendment  Approval     May  1,  1994 

A/E  Selection  September  1,  1994 

Complete  Design  April  1,  1995 

Construction  can  start  within  3-6  months  following  completion  of  the 
design,  if  funds  are  available. 

Approximately  $466,000  in  unobligated  prior  year  balances  for  this 
facility  remain  available  to  begin  work  with  once  the  PJD  is 
approved . 

Question:  Is  this  amount  sufficient  to  complete  the  planning  and 
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engineering  phase  of  this  project? 

Answer:   The  actual  remaining  balance  is  $443,000.   That  amount  will 
be  sufficient  to  complete  the  planning  and  design  phase  of  this 
project . 

Question:   If  not,  what  is  your  current  cost  estimate  for  these 
activities? 

Answer:  The  current  cost  estimate  for  planning  and  design  is 
$96,000.  This  amount  will  be  taken  from  the  $443,000  balance 
currently  available. 

Question:   What  is  your  current  revised  cost  estimate  for  the 
construction  of  this  facility? 

Answer:  The  current  revised  project  cost  estimate  is  shown  below: 

Design  $    96,000 

Construction  1,368,000 

P.L.  93-638  Administration  Fees  101,000 

Movable  Equipment  169.000 

TOTAL  $1,734,000 

Prior  year  unobligated  appropriations  443.000 

Additional  reguir.ed  to  complete  project        $1,291,000 

Question:  Do  you  expect  that  this  project  will  be  ready  for 
construction  in  FY  1995? 

Answer:  The  current  schedule  anticipates  that  Project  design  will  be 
complete  by  April  1,  1995.   If  funding  is  available,  a  construction 
contract  could  be  awarded  during  the  fourth  quarter  of  fiscal  year 
1995. 

Question:  If  so,  why  are  funds  not  requested? 

Answer:  The  IHS  budget  for  FY  1995  was  constrained  by  overall 
spending  limits  in  discretionary  spending  under  the  Budget 
Enforcement  Act.   In  order  to  provide  as  much  of  the  available 
funding  as  possible  for  health  services,  the  FY  1995  budget  proposes 
a  1-year  deferral  of  new  funds  for  the  construction  of  IHS  health 
care  and  sanitation  facilities,  similar  to  other  Federal  agencies. 

Question:  If  the  necessary  construction  funds  were  to  be  provided  in 
FY  1995,  could  construction  begin  before  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year? 

Answer:  If  funding  is  available,  a  construction  contract  could  be 
awarded  during  the  fourth  quarter  of  FY  1995. 

Funding  For  Ongoing  Programs  —  Erosion  Of  The  Base 

Setting  aside  all  of  the  complications  discussed  previously,  there  are 
some  basics  that  we  haven't  talked  about  yet. 

Question:  What  assumptions  have  been  made  in  the  budget  for  medical 
inflation? 

Answer:  While  the  FY  1995  request  does  not  contain  increases  for 
inflation,  except  for  the  Alcohol  and  Substance  Abuse  Program,  the  IHS 
used  5.2  percent  as  the  medical  inflation  rate  in  calculating  the 
additional  cost  of  inflation  on  the  programs. 

Question:  Is  any  funding  (using  budget  authority)  included  in  your 
request? 

Answer:  No.  In  accordance  with  the  current  budget  directives, 
mandatories  such  as  cost  of  inflation  are  included  in  the  absorption 
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of  built-in  increases  and,  therefore,  are  displayed  in  the  budget,  but 
are  not  funded  in  the  FY  1995  Budget  Justification  request. 

Question:  In  developing  your  base  budget,  what  assumption  was  used 
about  a  medical  inflation  rate? 

Answer:  The  IHS  used  5.2  percent  as  the  medical  inflation  rate. 

Question:  If  the  Committee  were  to  attempt  to  provide  funding  for 
medical  inflation  at  the  rate  used  by  IHS,  how  much  would  be  necessary? 

Answer:  The  Indian  Health  Service  would  need  $45,831,000  in  the 
services  account  and  $724,000  in  the  facilities  account  to  cover 
medical  inflation. 

In  addition  to  the  effect  of  medical  inflation  on  program  delivery,  you 
must  also  contend  with  a  growing  service  population. 

Question:  What  is  the  current  estimate  of  average  annual  growth  in  the 
Indian  population? 

Answer:  The  IHS  service  population,  which  is  basically  the  same  as  the 
user  population,  is  currently  growing  at  an  average  annual  rate  of  2.2 
percent  per  year,  excluding  the  effect  of  newly  recognized  tribes. 
Therefore,  any  growth  would  require  a  like  growth  in  resource 
requirements. 

Question:  What  funds  are  necessary  in  FY  1995  to  maintain  current 
services,  but  factoring  in  population  growth? 

Answer:  The  funds  necessary  in  FY  1995  to  maintain  current  services 
including  population  growth  is  $123,631,000. 

Inflation  cost  $  86,989,000 

Annualization  of  Staffing  11,642,000 

Population  Growth  25.000.000 

Total  $123,631,000 

Question:  Does  your  budget  include  these  funds? 

Answer:  The  budget  includes  a  $29  million  increase  for  health  services. 
Additionally,  $4,159,000  for  inflationary  costs  is  included  in  the 
Alcohol  and  Substance  Abuse  Program. 

Question:  What  is  the  estimated  cost  for  increased  pay  in  1995? 

Answer:  For  the  IHS  appropriation,  the  net  cost  of  pay  increases  in 
FY  1995  is  $18,865,000.   This  includes  the  FY  1995  annualization  of 
the  FY  1994  locality  pay;  FY  1995  pay  increase  based  on  1.6%;  FY 
1995  annualization  of  the  FY  1994  Commissioned  Officers  pay  raise; 
and  amounts  required  for  within-grade  increases.   These  were  offset 
by  a  reduction  resulting  from  there  being  one  less  paid  day  in  FY 
1995  compared  to  the  number  of  paid  days  in  FY  1994. 

For  the  Indian  Health  Facilities  appropriation,  these  same  pay 
increases  total  $2,009,000  in  FY  1995. 

Question:  Are  these  funds  in  your  budget? 

Answer:  The  budget  includes  a  $29  million  increase  to  health 
services,  in  addition  $254,000  in  the  Indian  Health  Services 
Appropriation  is  included  for  the  Alcohol  and  Substance  Abuse 
Program. 

Facility  Construction 

As  mentioned  earlier,  the  Administration  has  requested  no  funding  in 
the  FY  1995  budget  request  for  medical  or  sanitation  facility 
construction. 
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Question:  What  facilities  are  currently  in  the  construction  process? 

Answer:  Currently,  there  are  4  hospitals,  6  health  centers,  50  units 
of  personnel  quarters,  and  a  youth  regional  treatment  center  under 
construction.   These  facilities  are: 

Hospitals;   Kotzebue,  AK;  Crow  Agency,  MT;  Shiprock,  NM; 
Anchorage,  AK 

Health  Centers;  Belcourt,  ND;  Tohatchi,  NM;   Poteau,  OK, 

Stilwell,  OK;  Ft.  Belknap,  MT;   and  White  Earth, 
MN. 

Personnel  Quarters:   Kotzebue,  AK 

Youth  Regional  Treatment  Center;   Alaska-Mt.  Edgecumbe 

Question:  Has  all  of  the  funding  necessary  to  complete  and  equip 
these  projects  been  appropriated? 

Answer;  Of  12  projects  currently  under  construction,  nine  are  fully 
funded.   The  Alaska  Native  Medical  Center  will  require  an  additional 
$17,000,000;  the  Ft.  Belknap  and  Hays,  MT,  health  centers  will 
require  an  additional  $15,888,000;  and  the  White  Earth,  MN,  health 
center  will  require  an  additional  $11,998,000. 

Question:  What  will  happen  to  the  cost  estimates  for  these  various 
facilities  if  the  proposed  one-year  delay  is  agreed  to?  Will  they 
go  up? 

Answer;  A  one-year  delay  in  funding  for  the  Alaska  Native  Medical 
Center  would  add  approximately  $2  million  to  the  overall  project 
cost.   Cost  estimates  for  other  delayed  projects  will  be  increased 
by  varying  amounts  to  reflect  inflation,  the  need  to  contract  for 
segmented  rather  than  total  construction  (for  partially  funded 
projects),  and  the  need  to  rebuild  some  portions  of  completed  work 
to  correct  damage  caused  by  weather,  vandalism,  etc. ,  occurring 
while  the  work  lay  dormant  during  unfunded  periods. 

Question;  Did  you  ask  for  any  construction  funding  in  the  budget 
formulation  process?   For  what  projects? 

Answer;  In  our  initial  request  to  PHS,  the  IHS  proposed  new  and 
replacement  health  care  facilities  construction  funding  totaling 
$28,180,000  and,  in  an  appeal  effort,  we  requested  an  additional 
$10,699,000  for  that  purpose.   For  Indian  sanitation  facilities 
construction,  IHS  retained,  in  its  base  request,  the  funding  level 
appropriated  for  the  past  2  years  ($85,051,000).   The  preliminary 
PHS  mark  precluded  funding  the  additional  requests  included  in  the 
IHS  appeal.   The  PHS  request  to  the  Department  duplicated  the 
initial  IHS  request  for  new/replacement  health  care  facilities  and 
sanitation  facilities  construction  funding.   The  Department's 
request  to  OMB  included  $17,000,000  to  complete  the  Alaska  Native 
Medical  Center  and  $85,051,000  for  sanitation  facilities 
construction. 

Question:   How  can  the  Administration  boast  of  its  investment 
spending  and  then  fail  to  provide  funding  to  complete  ongoing 
construction  projects,   including  projects  which  have  been  requested 
in  the  budget  in  the  past? 

Answer:   The  IHS  budget  for  FY  1995  was  constrained  by  overall 
spending  limits  in  discretionary  spending  under  the  Budget 
Enforcement  Act.   In  order  to  provide  as  much  of  the  available 
funding  as  possible  for  health  services,  the  FY  1995  budget  proposes 
a  one-year  deferral  of  new  funds  for  the  construction  of  IHS  health 

care  and  sanitation  facilitiea. 
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Question:   Using  the  current  five-year  plan,  what  funding  is 
necessary  in  FY  1995  to  complete  facilities  for  which  the 
construction  process  has  already  begun? 

Answer:   Currently,  one  hospital,  and  two  health  centers  under 
construction  are  not  fully  funded.   The  Alaska  Native  Medical  Center 
in  Anchorage,  AK,  will  require  an  additional  $17,000,000;  the 
Ft.  Belknap,  MT,  health  centers  will  require  an  additional 
$15,888,000;  and  the  White  Earth,  MN,  health  center  will  require  an 
additional  $11,998,000. 

Question:  Are  there  facilities  for  which  planning  and  design  is 
expected  to  be  completed  in  time  that  construction  funds  could 
realistically  be  obligated  in  FY  19957   If  so,  which  are  they,  and 
what  are  the  amounts  that  could  be  obligated  in  FY  19957 

Answer:  Below  is  the  IHS  Health  Facilities  FY  1996  Planned 
Construction  Budget,  which  contains  the  information  requested. 
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Question;    What    is   the   current   estimate   of    funding   necessary   to 
complete    the   existing    facility   priority    list? 

Answer:    Currently,    the    amount    needed    for   projects    on   the    IHS   Health 
Facilities    and    Staff   Quarters   Construction    Priority   Lists   plus 
funding    needs    for   Youth   Regional    Substance   Abuse   Treatment   Centers, 
Joint   Venture   Demonstration    Projects,    Small    Ambulatory   Care 
Facilities,    Health   Care   Delivery   Demonstration   Projects,    Non-IHS 
Funds   Renovation   Projects,    and   Modular   Dental    Units   totals 
$549,448,000. 

Question:       Please   provide   a   copy   of   the    five-year    facility   plan    for 
the   record. 

Answer:       Below    is    the    IHS    Health    Facilities    FY    1996    Planned 
Construction    Budget. 
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Sanitation  Facilities 

In  FY  1994,  Congress  appropriated  roughly  $85  million  for  the 
construction  of  sanitation  facilities  —  safe  water  supplies  and 
adequate  waste  disposal  systems.   This  funding  was  distributed 
between  sanitation  facilities  for  new  homes  being  constructed  and 
funding  for  the  backlog  to  get  these  facilities  into  existing  homes. 

Question:  What  is  the  status  of  obligations  of  funds  provided  prior 
to  FY  1994?   Are  these  funds  committed  to  specific  projects? 

Answer:  All  funds  appropriated  prior  to  FY  1994  are  obligated  for 
specific  sanitation  facilities  construction  projects.   For  each 
project,  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  has  been  executed  between  the 
tribe  and  IHS.   Obligated  unexpended  balances  for  these  projects 
total  $164  million. 

Question:  What  is  the  status  of  the  funds  appropriated  in  FY  1994 
for  sanitation  projects?   When  do  you  estimate  that  these  funds  will 
be  allocated  to  specific  projects? 

Answer:  As  of  mid-March  1994,  approximately  $35  million  of  the  $85 
million  appropriation  has  been  apportioned  to  IHS  and  allocated  to 
the  Area  Offices  for  funding  of  projects.   By  the  end  of  FY  1994, 
all  1994  funds  will  be  committed  to  specific  projects. 

Question:  Please  explain  why  a  large  unexpended  balance  may  exist 
for  funds  previously  appropriated  —  Is  there  a  time  lag  between 
when  the  MOA  is  signed  and  the  actual  initiation  of  construction 
work  on  the  project?   If  so,  what  accounts  for  this? 

Answer:  There  are  several  factors  that  contribute  to  the  lag  between 
the  time  an  MOA  is  signed  and  construction  work  is  initiated.   Among 
these  factors  are  the  need  to  coordinate  with  tribes  and  other 
agencies,  to  secure  land,  to  obtain  legal  rights-of-way  for  new 
facilities,  to  secure  environmental  and  archeological  clearances,  to 
design  the  project  and  obtain  approval  from  appropriate  entities, 
and  to  advertise  and  award  contracts.   A  typical  project  takes  2  to 
4  years  to  complete  depending  on  these  factors  and  construction 
complexities.   Therefore,  it  is  not  unusual  to  have  a  large 
unexpended  balance  in  many  project  accounts  until  construction  is 
underway  or  completed. 

Question:  How  many  projects  are  on  the  backlog  list  for  sanitation 
facilities? 

Answer:  At  the  end  of  FY  1993,  IHS  identified,  in  its  funding  plan, 
1,565  economically  feasible  and  justifiable  projects  intended  to 
provide  sanitation  facilities  to  existing  homes.   The  IHS  estimates 
that,  with  the  FY  1994  appropriation,  146  of  these  projects  will  be 
funded. 

A  total  of  2,160  projects  (both  economically  feasible  and  currently 
infeasible)  were  identified  at  the  end  of  FY  1993.   Completion  of 
these  projects,  regardless  of  economic  feasibility,  would  ensure 
that  nearly  every  American  Indian  and  Alaska  Native  home  has  piped 
indoor  water  and  wastewater  facilities  and  solid  waste  facilities 
(the  generally  accepted  standard  in  the  United  States) . 

Question:  What  is  the  estimated  cost  of  the  backlog  at  present? 

Answer:  At  the  end  of  FY  1993,  IHS  identified,  in  its  funding  plan, 
an  estimated  $609  million  of  economically  feasible  and  justifiable 
projects  intended  to  provide  sanitation  facilities  to  existing 
homes.   The  IHS  estimates  that,  with  the  $44  million  appropriated  in 
FY  1994,  146  of  those  projects  will  be  funded. 

At  the  end  of  FY  1993,  $1,641  billion  was  identified  as  the 
estimated  cost  for  2,160  projects  which  would  ensure  that, 
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regardless  of  economic  feasibility,  nearly  every  American  Indian  and 
Alaska  Native  home  has  piped  indoor  water  and  wastewater  facilities 
and  solid  waste  facilities. 


Administrative  Cost  Reductions 

The  IHS  budget  for  FY  1995  includes  a  3  percent  administrative  cost 
reduction  of  $9.3  million.  Similar  reductions  were  included  in  the 
FY  1994  budget. 

Question:  How  was  the  administrative  cost  reduction  determined? 

Answer:  The  FY  1995  administrative  reduction  was  based  on  the  FY 
1994  House  allowance  and  calculated  against  object  classes  21-26, 
excluding  GSA  rental  payments,  health  care  contracts,  and  tribal 
contracts.   This  includes  costs  incurred  for  non-patient  travel, 
transportation,  rent,  communications,  utilities,  printing, 
contractual  services,  and  supplies.  Once  the  base  was  determined,  a 
three  percent  reduction  was  taken. 

Question:  Where  you  able  to  target  specific  areas  where  you  think 
efficiencies  can  be  attained? 

Answer:  The  IHS  is  currently  identifying  areas  that  can  be  targeted 
that  will  minimize  the  impact  on  health  care  delivery. 

Question:  How  much  of  IHS'  total  budget  is  spent  at  the  service  unit 
level? 

Answer;  Based  on  an  analysis  of  the  FY  1993  actual  obligations 
approximately  88  percent  of  IHS  total  budget  is  spent  directly  at 
the  Service  Unit  level  or  in  direct  support  of  the  Service  Unit 
programs.   Example  of  "costs  in  direct  support"  are  those  costs  paid 
at  Area  Office  or  Headquarters  such  as  utilities,  FTS  charges, 
printing,  GSA  supplies,  etc.,  that  benefit  the  Service  Units. 

Question:  Has  any  attempt  been  made  to  differentiate  between  the 
costs  in  these  budget  categories  associated  with  administrative 
functions  and  medical  care  purposes? 

Answer:  No,  the  IHS  views  the  current  budget  activity  structure  as  a 
budgetary  arrangement  that  permits  IHS  to  plan,  budget,  expend  and 
to  report  the  expenditure  of  funds  in  budget  categories  that 
differentiate  the  cost  of  delivering  health  care  by  the  type  of 
services  or  program  that  is  being  supported  by  the  funds.   This 
concept  is  recognized  and  accepted  as  meeting  the  principles 
embodied  in  cost  accounting  and  is  consistent  with  the  kind  of 
differentiation  of  cost  that  is  utilized  and  accepted  by  the  medical 
profession  and  other  medical  related  establishments. 

Question:  If  not,  why  not?   How  do  you  expect  to  get  any  relief 
within  the  Administration  if  the  Department  doesn't  try  to  enlighten 
people  about  the  nature  of  your  program? 

Answer:  The  IHS  believes  that  a  differentiation  of  cost  between 
administrative  and  program  would  not  adequately  and  properly  serve 
management's  needs  by  not  allowing  IHS  to  budget,  expend,  account, 
and  report  on  the  utilization  of  its  resources  in  a  manner  that  is 
consistent  with  generally  accepted  management  concepts  and 
principles.   It  would  distort  the  reality  that  the  various  costs 
that  are  incurred  at  the  Service  Units  are  an  integral  element  in 
the  cost  of  providing  care  to  patients  and  in  meeting  the  mission  of 
IHS. 

The  IHS  views  the  Service  Units  as  the  component  of  the 
organizational  structure  that  is  responsible  for  carrying  out  the 
primary  mission  of  IHS.   This  involves  the  delivery  of  health  care 
services  at  the  community  level  through  a  delivery  system  that 
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includes  a  combination  of  direct  care  provided  by  health  care 
professional  staff  and  their  supporting  staff  along  with  contract 
referrals  to  private  vendors  of  health  care  services. 
The  IHS,  based  on  many  years  of  experience,  recognizes  that  all  of 
the  various  functional  responsibilities  assigned  to  the  Service 
Units,  including  both  program  and  administrative  support  staff,  are 
important  to  ensure  that  the  delivery  of  health  care  to  American 
Indians  and  Alaska  Natives  is  at  a  level  of  quality  that  they  need 
and  deserve.   These  responsibilities  are  being  carried  out  by  a  team 
of  individuals  to  which  any  reduction  or  limitation  therefrom  would 
have  a  negative  impact  on  the  level  and  quality  of  health  care  being 
delivered  by  this  Service  Unit  team. 

Question:  How  are  the  reductions  applied  to  the  Veterans 
Administration? 

Answer:  It  is  our  understanding  that  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget  (OMB)  in  developing  the  government  wide  reductions  by 
Department  followed  the  same  rationale  for  VA  as  for  DHHS.   That 
supposedly  excluded  contracts  for  medical  services  when  bases  were 
identified. 

Question:  Is  IHS  being  treated  the  same? 

Answer:  Yes,  we  believe  we  are. 

Question:  For  the  record,  please  provide  a  split  of  your  budget  by 
object  class  between  service-unit  costs  associated  with  health  care 
delivery  and  the  balance  provided  for  agency-wide  support? 

Answer:  The  following  table  reflects  a  split  of  IHS  budget  by  object 
class  between  service-unit  costs  associated  with  health  care 
delivery  and  the  balance  for  agency-wide  support. 

Indian  Health  Service 
FY  1993  Actual  Obligations 
Indian  Health  Service 
($000) 


Personnel  Compensation 
Personnel  Benefits 
Travel  &   Trans,  of  Persons 
Transportation  of  Things 
Comm. ,  Utilities,  Rents 
Printing  &  Reproduction 
Other  Services 
Supplies  &  Materials 
Equipment 
Land  &  Structures 
Grants 

Insurance  Claims  &  Indem. 
Total 


Service 

Unit 

Agency  Wide 

Cost  " 

Support  ^ 
$73,570 

Total 

$318,808 

$392,378 

88,105 

20,331 

108,436 

24,975 

8,643 

33,618 

4,601 

6,113 

10,714 

18,667 

13,097 

31,764 

1,369 

634 

2,003 

744,625 

19,211 

763,836 

88,764 

6,731 

95,495 

6,204 

16,056 

22,260 

83 

0 

83 

27,418 

36,709 

64,127 

0 

276 

276 

1,323,619 

201  371 

1,524,990 

1/   Includes  costs  of  Tribal  Contractors. 


2/   Includes  costs  associated  with  Area  Offices  and  Headquarters 
Operations. 
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QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  REID 

WASHOE  TRIBE 
Child  Sexual  Abuse  Program 

While  I  am  pleased  to  note  that  the  FY  1995  Indian  Health  Service 
budget  calls  for  a  continuation  of  funding  for  the  Washoe  Tribe's 
Child-Sexual  Abuse  Program,  I  am  very  concerned  by  reports  from  the 
Washoe  Tribe  that  they  have  been  informed  by  the  Phoenix  Area  Office 
of  yet  another  obstacle  to  the  receipt  of  these  much  needed  funds. 
Despite  the  fact  that  the  Congress  has  appropriated  a  total  of 
$300,000  in  FY  1993  and  FY  1994,  none  of  these  funds  have  been 
distributed  to  the  Washoe  Tribe.   For  a  year  and  a  half  the  IHS  has 
placed  a  series  of  bureaucratic  obstacles  in  the  path  of  innocent 
Washoe  children  who  so  desperately  need  and  deserve  our  very  best 
efforts. 

Question:   What  is  the  status  of  the  funding  appropriated  by  the 
Congress  in  FY  1993  and  FY  1994  for  the  Washoe  Child-Sexual  Abuse 
Program? 

Answer:   On  September  30,  1993,  the  Washoe  Clinic  contract  was 
modified  to  include  $150,000  for  FY  1993.  This  amount  was  included 
in  the  total  Washoe  Contract  (bringing  the  total  to  $1,258,315). 

A  portion  of  these  total  funds  is  advanced  to  the  tribe  on  a  monthly 
basis.   (if  more  funds  than  these  are  needed  in  any  given  month, 
then  the  Contracting  Officer  is  to  be  notified.)  Thus,  the  $150,000 
is  part  of  the  total  contract  and  accessible  to  the  tribe. 

The  $150,000  for  FY  1994  was  received  in  the  Phoenix  Area  Office  on 
February  28,1994.   The  Phoenix  Area  Office  of  Tribal  Activities  will 
issue  a  requisition  in  March  to  modify  the  existing  contract  for  FY 
1994. 

Question:   Is  it  true  that  the  delay  in  releasing  these  funds  is 
predicated  on  a  previous  IHS  policy  requiring  an  Act  of  Congress  to 
approve  the  use  of  even  a  small  portion  of  services  funds  for 
facility  renovation  purposes? 

It  almost  seems  as  if  there  is  a  reluctance  in  the  Central  Office 
and/or  the  Phoenix  Area  Office  to  releasing  these  funds  to  the 
Washoe  Tribe?   If  so,  I'd  certainly  appreciate  your  explanation. 

Answer:   Funds  for  leasing  space  must  be  approved  through  the  Lease 
Priority  System  Application  Process.   This  application  was  hand- 
delivered  to  IHS  Headquarters  on  January  20,  1994.   It  now  must  be 
reviewed  by  the  House  and  Senate  Subcommittees  on  Appropriations  as 
required  by  Senate  Report  101-534  and  the  Indian  Health 
Appropriations  Act  of  1991. 

Phoenix  Regional  -Treatment  Center 

Phoenix  Area  Regional  Treatment  Center  Satellite  Facility  for 
Indian  Youth  to  be  located  on  the  Fallon  Indian  Reservation 

An  issue  of  great  concern  to  Nevada  Indian  tribes  is  the  status  of 
the  Phoenix  Area  Regional  Treatment  Center  satellite  facility  for 
Indian  youth  to  be  located  on  the  Fallon  Indian  Reservation  in 
Fallon,  Nevada. 

Question:   What  is  the  status  of  the  revised  PJD  that  the  Congress 
has  directed  the  IHS  to  complete  and  what  is  the  proposed  timetable 
for  completion  of  the  facility? 
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Answer:   IHS  Headquarters  review  of  the  PJD  amendment  submitted  by 
the  Area  has  been  completed.   We  expect  that  the  final  document  will 
be  approved  by  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Health  by  May  1,  1994. 

The  following  lists  major  mileposts  for  this  project: 

PJD  Amendment  Approval    May  1,  1994 

A/E  Selection  September  1,  1994 

Complete  Design  April  1,  1995 

Construction  can  start  within  3-6  months  following  the  completion  of 
the  design,  if  funds  are  available. 


Approximately  $466,000  in  funding  remains  from  prior  year 
appropriations  for  the  Phoenix  Area  Regional  Treatment  Center 
satellite  facility  to  be  located  in  Nevada. 

Question:   Is  this  amount  sufficient  to  complete  the  planning  and 
engineering  phase  of  the  project  in  FY  1994  or  early  FY  1995? 

Answer:   The  actual  remaining  balance  is  $443,000.   That  amount  will 
be  sufficient  to  complete  the  planning  and  design  phase  of  this 
project. 

Question:   If  so,  why  didn't  the  Indian  Health  Service  request  funds 
for  this  project  in  FY  1995? 

Answer:   The  IHS  budget  for  FY  1995  was  constrained  by  overall 
spending  limits  in  discretionary  spending  under  the  Budget 
Enforcement  Act.   In  order  to  provide  as  much  of  the  available 
funding  as  possible  for  health  services,  the  FY  1995  budget  proposes 
a  one-year  deferral  of  new  funds  for  the  construction  of  IHS  health 
care  and  sanitation  facilities. 

Question:   Assuming  additional  funding  is  provided,  is  there  any 
reason  why  construction  could  not  begin  during  FY  1995? 

Answer:   If  funding  is  available,  a  construction  contract  could  be 
awarded  during  the  fourth  quarter  of  FY  1995. 

Indian  Health  Facilities 

Personnel  Compensation  $38,955 

Personnel  Benefits  8,753 

Travel  &  Trans,  of  Persons  2,117 

Transportation  of  Things  2,475 

Comm.,  Utilities,  Rents  6,497 

Printing  &  Reproduction  106 

Other  Services  126,375 

Supplies  &  Materials  9,919 

Equipment  6,890 

Land  &  Structures  113,845 

Total  315,932 

GRAND  TOTAL  $1,639,551 


$8,990 

$47,945 

2,020 

10,773 

855 

2,972 

670 

3,145 

328 

6,825 

21 

127 

1,292 

127,667 

634 

10,553 

612 

7,502 

0 

,   113,845 

15,422 

331,354 

216,793 

$1,856,344 
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QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  DON  NICKLES 

Private  Insurance  Collections 

Question:  Is  IHS  planning  to  hire  additional  people  to  accomplish 
the  FY  1995  private  insurance  collection  goal? 

Answer:  IHS  has  already  established  business  offices  in  each  Service 
Unit,  and  has  been  automating  the  billing  process.   Further  gains  in 
private  collections  will  come  as  additional  offices  install,  and 
become  more  efficient  in  the  use  of  the  automated  billing  package. 

Question:  By  the  end  of  FY  1995,  IHS  is  proposed  for  a  reduction  of 
460  FTEs.  The  Budget  Justification  states  FTE  reductions  will  be 
done  through  streamlining  the  management  and  administration  of  the 
Agency.  How  do  the  private  insurance  collection  activities  fit  into 
the  Agency  streamlining  objective? 

Answer:  There  is  no  direct  correlation  between  the  increase  in 
private  insurance  collections  and  efforts  to  reduce  FTEs  through  the 
streamlining  of  Agency  functions.   However,  there  may  be  some 
streamlining  that  could  be  accomplished  within  the  functions 
involved  in  private  insurance  collections  as  noted  above. 


Workforce  Reductions 

Between  FY  1993  and  FY  1994,  IHS'  operational  budget  grew  by  $121 
million  (+8  percent)  while  the  FTEs  are  anticipated  to  decrease  by 
660  (-40  percent).   To  add  to  the  IHS  budget  difficulties,  in  FY 
1995  another  reduction  of  460  FTEs  (-3  percent)  is  proposed.   The 
FTE  reduction  targets  within  the  Department  of  Health  and  Human 
Services  (HHS)  were  based  on  agency  attrition  rates. 

Question:  Why  was  IHS  targeted  to  take  on  a  greater  share  than  other 
HHS  agencies? 

Answer:  HHS  calculated  FTE  reduction  targets  so  that  all  agencies 
(except  for  the  Social  Security  Administration  and  the  Agency  for 
Children  and  Families)  would  be  able  to  hire  one  new  employee  for 
every  two  who  left.   Since  IHS'  rate  of  attrition  is  the  highest  in 
the  Department  (6.6%  versus  an  average  of  4.0%)  it  was  assigned 
larger  percentage  FTE  reductions  than  most  other  Agencies. 

Question:  What  were  the  IHS  attrition  rates  during  the  past  5  years? 
How  does  that  compare  with  other  HHS  agencies? 

Answer:  We  estimate  that  our  attrition  rate  for  the  past  3  years  has 
been  approximately  23%.  We  are  working  on  obtaining  actual  data  for 
each  of  the  last  five  years. 

Question:  What  effect  does  the  remoteness  of  location  have  on 
attrition? 

Answer:  Remoteness  of  location  can  influence  attrition.   Even  though 
a  person  may  have  visited  a  facility  before  entering  on  duty  there, 
he/she  will  not  actually  experience  the  facility,  community,  and 
area  until  actually  have  lived  there  for  awhile.   What  seemed  an 
easy  2,3,  or  4  hour  drive  at  the  time  of  the  visit  (usually  spring, 
summer,  or  early  fall)  can  become  impossible  in  the  winter.   When  it 
is  necessary  to  fiy  in  order  to  get  "outside"  (for  example,  from 
most  Alaska  facilities),  the  cost  becomes  a  major  limiting  factor  in 
the  determination  of  the  frequency  of  time  away  from  the  facility. 

Question:  What  about  budgetary  effects?   Are  professionals  expected 
to  take  on  additional  responsibilities  due  to  lack  of  support  staff? 
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Answer:   Budgetary  issues  can  affect  attrition,  as  well.   When  a 
facility  is  well  funded,  supplies,  equipment,  and  staff  are 
relatively  easy  to  obtain.   As  the  budget  is  reduced,  each  of  these 
groups  becomes  more  difficult  to  obtain.   The  more  difficult  it  is 
to  obtain  necessary  staff  and  supplies,  the  more  likely  it  becomes 
that  professional  staff  may  leave. 

Question:   How  does  this  affect  the  attrition  rate? 

Answer:   In  some  instances,  it  is  necessary  for  professionals  to 
accept  support  staff  duties.   If  they  perceive  this  as  a  short-term 
situation,  they  will  probably  accept  it  in  the  spirit  of  doing  what 
is  necessary  to  get  the  job  done.   The  longer  it  lasts,  the  more 
likely  it  is  that  some  may  leave. 

Question:  Based  on  your  budget  levels  in  FY  1993  and  FY  1994,  what 
were  your  real  FTE  needs  for  each  year? 

Answer:  The  IHS  did  not  operate  under  an  FTE  ceiling  in  FY  1993 
because  of  a  Congressional  exemption.   It  hired  staff  within 
recruitment,  budgetary  and  facility  constraints.   IHS  used  15,441 
FTEs  in  FY  1993.   We  are  developing  data  for  determining  the 
fundable  FTEs  for  FY  1994,  and  it  will  be  available  for  the 
Committee  by  May  6,  1994. 

Question:  What  kind  of  positions  will  be  targeted  for  FY  1995 
reductions? 

Answer:  A  plan  is  under  development  that  assumes  that  the  tribes 
will  expand  the  contracting  of  Federal  functions.   Once  they  assume 
these  functions  under  P.L.  93-638,  there  will  be  a  reduction  in 
Federal  positions.   This  continues  a  trend  which  has  approximately 
$580  million  in  the  FY  1994  appropriation  allocated  for  tribal 
contracts.   IHS  will  also  examine  ways  to  streamline  its  management 
and  administration  and   contract  with  the  private  sector  for  support 
functions. 

Question:  Will  health  care  professional  positions  be  reduced? 

Answer:   There  is  no  intention  to  target  health  care  professional 
positions  for  reductions  except  as  workload  or  budgetary 
considerations  would  require. 

Question:  Why? 

Answer:  We  consider  health  care  professionals  to  be  essential  to 
maintain  the  quality  of  health  care  services. 

Question:   Which  categories  of  positions  are  generally  believed  to 
be  in  greatest  shortage  and  why? 

Answer:   Current  vacancy  rates  for  several  key  professions  in  the 
IHS  are  as  follows: 

Profession  Vacancy  Rate 

Podiatrist  33% 

Health  Education  33% 

Physical  Therapy  23% 

Health  Records  Librarian  23% 

Physician  16% 

Dietitian/Nutritionist  15% 

Physician  Assistant  13% 

Dentist  12% 

Optometrist  11% 

Nurse  10% 

Pharmacist  7% 

Sanitarian  7% 

Medical  Technologist  7% 
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expected  to  decrease  $74.8  million  in  FY  1995.   New  facilities  are 
expected  to  open  on  schedule  which  would  seemingly  require 
additional  resources.   No  closures  or  consolidations  are  proposed  in 
this  budget. 

Question:  How  does  IHS  intend  to  meet  its  on-going  program 
requirements? 

Answer:  The  IHS  is  planning  to  look  at  all  discretionary  costs 
within  its  system  to  evaluate  the  priority  of  need.  Once  completed, 
then  if  necessary,  all  programs  will  be  evaluated  for  effectiveness 
and  possible  adjustments  made  to  enable  the  continuation  of  medical 
delivery. 

The  IHS  will  evaluate  its  programs,  projects,  activities,  functions, 
and  services  as  to  their  relative  priority  of  need,  the  recurring  or 
non-recurring  nature  of  their  supporting  funds,  and  consider  other 
factors  such  as  the  impact  on  patient  care  to  assist  and  aid  in  the 
process  of  determining  how  to  meet  the  on-going  program 
requirements . 

Question:  What  were  IHS'  assumptions  for  medical  inflation?   Is 
funding  requested  to  cover  medical  inflation? 

Answer:  The  IHS  used  5.2  percent  as  the  medical  inflation  rate.   In 
accordance  with  the  current  budget  directives,  mandatory  cost 
increases  such  as  the  effect  of  inflation  are  being  absorbed  and 
therefore,  are  not  included  in  the  FY  1995  budget  request. 

Question:  What  was  the  medical  inflation  assumption  in  the  base 
calculations? 

Answer:  The  IHS  used  5.2  percent  as  the  medical  inflation  rate. 

Question:  How  much  would  be  needed  in  the  services  account  and  in 
the  facilities  account  to  cover  medical  inflation? 

Answer:  The  IHS  would  need  $45,831,000  in  the  services  account  and 
$724,000  in  the  facilities  account  to  cover  medical  inflation- 
Question:  What  is  the  current  population  growth  rate? 

Answer:  The  IHS  service  population  is  currently  growing  at  an 
average  annual  rate  of  2.2  percent  per  year,  excluding  the  effect  of 
newly  recognized  tribes. 

Question:   Please  provide  an  updated  population  growth  rate  table  by 
area  for  the  record. 

Answer:    The  following  table  lists  the  rate  of  population 
growth  for  each  area: . 

IHS  Service  Population  Growth  Rates 

Area  -.    Rate 

Aberdeen  2.5 

Alaska  2.8 

Albuquerque  2.2 

Bemidji  2.3 

Billings  2.4 

California  1.9 

Nashville  1.8 

Navajo  2.6 

Oklahoma  City  1.7 

Phoenix  2.4 

Portland  2.2 

Tucson  1.6 

Question:  How  do  these  rates  compare  with  the  general  population? 
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profession  Vacancy  Rate 

Dental  Hygienist  6% 

Substance  Abuse  Counseling  4% 

Engineer  2% 

Reasons  for  some  of  these  shortages  include  the  remoteness  of  IHS 
facilities,  which  results  in  personal,  professional,  and  cultural 
isolation;  lack  of  paid  employment  for  the  professional's  spouse; 
substantially  better  pay  offered  by  private  employers;  and  the 
perceived  poor  quality  of  reservation  schools. 

Question:  Based  on  your  FY  1995  funding  request  in  order  to  provide 
the  minimum  level  of  expected  services,  what  FTE  levels  does  IHS 
need  for  FY  1995? 

Answer:  Since  IHS  will  absorb  mandatory  costs  and  administrative 
reductions  in  FY  1995,  the  level  of  funds  requested  in  FY  1995  will 
support  approximately  600  fewer  FTEs  from  the  number  that  could  be 
supported  by  the  funds  available  in  FY  1994.  We  are  collecting 
information  related  to  FTE  requirements  in  FY  1994  based  on 
available  funds.  This  information  will  be  submitted  to  the  Committee 
by  May  6,  1994. 

Contract  Support 

Page  IHS-15  of  your  budget  justification  contains  an  explanation  of 
the  460  FTE  reduction.   In  addition  to  a  hiring  freeze,  the  IHS 
indicates  that  "increased  contracting,  and  specifically  increased 
contracting  with  tribes  or  tribal  organizations,  offers  a 
significant  opportunity  to  reduce  large  or  significant  numbers  of 
FTEs  in  the  long  term." 

Question:  What  does  this  statement  mean?   Does  it  mean  that  more 
program  responsibilities  will  be  contracted  with  tribes? 

Answer:  The  statement  refers  to  the  fact  that  a  tribe  or  tribal 
organization  has  the  authority  to  contract  for  programs  currently 
being  operated  by  IHS,  and  if  they  decide  to  do  so,  the  FTEs 
associated  with  the  programs  would  become  tribal  employees  and, 
would  reduce  Federal  employment. 

Question:  If  so,  what  funding  level  has  been  requested  to  support 
the  increased  contract  support  needs? 

Answer:  The  funding  request  for  Contract  Supports  Costs  is  the  same 
for  FY  1995  as  in  FY  1994,  $136.2  million. 

Question:  How  much  above  the  FY  1994  level  is  the  FY  1995  request 
for  contract  support? 

Answer:  The  FY  1995  request  continues  the  FY  1994  appropriated 
level. 

Question:  Did  IHS  request  funds  during  budget  formulation  to  meet 
increased  contract  support?   If  so,  how  much  was  requested? 

Answer:  Yes.  The  IHS,  the  Public  Health  Service  and  Departmental 
budget  requests  included  an  increase  of  $8,000,000  to  meet  contract 
support  cost  needs. 

Question:  How  will  IHS  meet  the  increased  contract  support  needs? 

Answer:  The  IHS  will  evaluate  options  in  consultation  with  the 
tribes  to  determine  how  to  meet  this  need. 


Operating  Programs 
Setting  aside  the  fictitious  collections,  the  IHS  operations  are 
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Answer:  The  U.S.  general  population  is  currently  growing  at  an 
average  annual  rate  of  1.1  percent  per  year. 

Question:  Are  any  funds  requested  in  your  budget  justification  for 
population  growth?   If  not,  why? 

Answer:   No.   Population  Growth  was  not  requested  in  the  FY  1995 
Budget  because  of  current  budgetary  constraints. 

Question:  Did  IHS  request  any  funds  for  population  growth  during 
your  FY  1995  budget  formulation  to  the  Public  Health  Service,  to  the 
Department,  and  to  OMB? 

Answer:  The  IHS  request  to  the  Public  Health  Service  (PHS)  included 
an  increase  of  $25,000,000;  the  PHS  request  to  the  Department 
included  an  increase  of  $15,619,000  and  neither  the  Departmental 
budget  to  OMB  nor  the  PHS  request  to  the  OMB  budget  request  to 
Congress  included  a  request  for  population  growth  funding. 

Question:  How  much  additional  funding  would  be  needed  for  population 
growth  while  continuing  with  the  current  services? 

Answer:  The  Indian  Health  Service  estimates  that  $25,000,000  would 
meet  population  growth  needs  in  FY  1995. 

Sanitation  and  Health  Facilities 

No  funds  have  been  requested  for  sanitation  facilities,   which 
required  an  appropriation  of  $85  million  in  both  FY  1993  and  FY 
1994.   The  same  holds  true  for  hospital  and  clinic  construction;  no 
funds  are  sought.   Hospital  and  clinic  construction  received  $134 
million  in  FY  1993  and  $80  million  in  FY  1994  plus  an  additional  $6 
million  for  FY  1994  facility  space  expansion. 

Question:  Were  funds  requested  for  facilities  from  the  Public  Health 
Service?    From  the  Department?   From  OMB?   If  so  how  much? 

Answer:  In  our  initial  request  to  PHS,  the  IHS  proposed  new  and 
replacement  health  care  facilities  construction  funding  totaling 
$28,180,000  and,  in  an  appeal  effort,  we  requested  an  additional 
$10,699,000  for  that  purpose.   For  Indian  sanitation  facilities 
construction,  IHS  retained,  in  its  base  request,  the  funding  level 
appropriated  for  the  past  2  years  ($85,051,000).   The  preliminary 
PHS  mark  precluded  funding  the  additional  requests  included  in  the 
IHS  appeal.   The  PHS  request  to  the  Department  duplicated  the 
initial  IHS  request  for  new/replacement  health  care  facilities  and 
sanitation  facilities  construction  funding.   The  Department's 
request  to  OMB  included  $17,000,000  to  complete  the  Alaska  Native 
Medical  Center  and  $85,051,000  for  sanitation  facilities 
construction.  The  OMB  and  NEC,  in  consultation  with  Cabinet 
Departments,  set  Department  totals  for  construction. 

Question:  Are  some  of  the  health  care  facilities  currently  under 
construction?   If  so,  which  ones  would  require  additional  funds  to 
complete  construction  and  how  much  would  be  needed? 

Answer:  Yes,  of  12  projects  currently  under  construction,  nine  are 
fully  funded.   The  Alaska  Native  Medical  Center  at  Anchorage,  AK, 
will  require  an  additional  $17,000,000;   the  Ft.  Belknap  and  Hays, 
MT,  health  centers  will  require  an  additional  $15,888,000;  and  the 
White  Earth,  MN,  health  center  will  require  an  additional 
$11,998,000  to  complete. 

Question:  In  the  FY  1994  Interior  Bill,  $58  million  was  provided  for 
the  hospital  in  Anchorage,  AK.   The  Senate  had  report  language  which 
specifically  stated  that  the  balance  of  $17  million  should  be 
included  in  the  FY  1995  IHS  budget  request.   Why  wasn't  funding  for 
this  project  included  in  your  request? 
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Answer:  In  order  to  provide  as  much  of  the  available  funding  as 
possible  for  health  services,  the  FY  1995  budget  proposes  a  1-year 
deferral  of  new  funds  for  the  construction  of  IHS  health  care  and 
sanitation  facilities. 

Question:  Last  year  we  were  told  $17  million  would  be  needed  to 
complete  the  Alaska  hospital.   If  funding  were  provided  in  FY  1995, 
is  $17  million  still  a  good  figure? 

Answer:  Yes,  if  $17,000,000  are  appropriated  for  the  Alaska  Native 
Medical  Center  in  FY  1995,  the  IHS  could  equip  the  facility  in  time 
for  the  projected  opening  date  (September  1996.) 

Question:  How  much  would  be  required  due  to  the  1-year  delay? 

Answer:  The  estimated  additional  cost  associated  with  a  1-year 
funding  delay  will  be  approximately  $2  million. 

Question:  What  are  the  consequences  of  delaying  the  hospital  for  1 
year? 

Answer:  Without  any  FY  1995  funding,  procurement  of  major  items  of 
movable  medical  equipment  could  not  be  initiated.   These  major, 
long-lead-time  items  are  needed  to  complete  the  laboratory,  clinics, 
emergency  room,  surgery  suites,  and  offices  (including  modular 
furniture  and  computer  systems).  If  funding  is  available,  there  will 
be  no  delay  in  occupancy,  otherwise  there  may  be  a  10-month  delay  in 
occupancy.   Building  construction  is  expected  to  be  complete  by 
August  1996  (including  finishes  and  installation  of  major  fixed 
equipment  such  as  mechanical  systems,  MRI ,  radiology,  sterilizers, 
telecommunication  systems)  but  the  hospital  cannot  be  opened  until 
all  the  movable  equipment  and  systems  are  in  place.   Some  likely 
effects  of  a  funding  delay,  on  construction  project  and  service  unit 
costs,  are  described  below: 

1.  Movable  equipment,  computer,  and  furniture  costs  may 
escalate. 

2.  Employment  terms  of  Project/Resident  Engineer  Office  staff 
will  be  extended  at  additional  cost. 

3.  The  acquisition  assistance  contract  will  be  extended  at 
additional  cost. 

4.  Training  costs  may  escalate. 

5.  Moving  costs  may  escalate. 

6.  Both  the  old  and  new  facilities  will  incur  operation  and 
maintenance  costs  during  the  interim  period. 

Question:  What  are  the  consequences  of  delaying  funds  for  1  year  on 
each  of  these  health  care  projects? 

Answer:  The  Alaska  Native  Medical  Center,  now  under  construction  in 
Anchorage,  AK,  may  be  delayed  and  additional  costs  may  be  incurred 
during  procurement  and  installation  of  medical  equipment. 

Construction  is  scheduled  for  completion  in  July  1996.   Procurement 
and  installation  lead  times  for  unfunded  equipment  range  from  14  to 
22  months.   Assuming  no  additional  funding  until  FY  1996  and 
apportionment  in  December  1995,  opening  delays  as  great  as  18  months 
could  be  experienced. 

The  Congress  provided  partial  funding  for  site  work  at  Ft.  Belknap 
and  Hays,  MT,  and  White  Earth,  MN,  (replacement  projects).   This 
work  cannot  be  initiated/carried  out  fully  with  available  funds. 
Costs  may  increase  significantly  as  a  result  of  inflation  and 
because  additional  contracts  and  change  orders  may  be  needed,  and 
phased  construction  scheduling  problems  may  be  experienced. 

Question:  What  is  the  total  amount  needed  for  the  remaining  health 
care  projects  on  the  current  facilities  priority  list?   Please 
provide  a  copy  of  the  current  facility  priority  list  for  the  record. 
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Answer:    Currently,    the   amount    needed    for   projects   on   the    IHS   Health 
Facilities    and    Staff   Quarters   Construction   Priority    Lists   plus 
funding    needs    for    Youth    Regional    Substance   Abuse   Treatment    Centers, 
Joint    Venture   Demonstration    Projects,    Small    Ambulatory   Care 
Facilities,    Health   Care   Delivery    Demonstration    Projects,    Non-    IHS 
Funds    Renovation    Projects,    and   Modular   Dental    Units    totals 
$549,448,000.       The   unfunded    amount    needed    to    complete   all    facilities 
and   quarters    projects    is    shown    below   on    the    IHS    Health    Facilities    FY 
1996    Planned   Construction    Budget. 
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Essential  sanitation  facilities  for  Indian  homes  and  communities  are 
funded  by  the  Indian  Health  Service.   In  FY  1995  no  funding  is 
requested.   Work  is  to  continue  on  previously  financed  projects. 

Question:  What  is  the  number  of  projects  on  the  sanitation 
facilities  backlog  list?   What  funding  resources  would  be  required 
to  take  care  of  the  backlog? 

Answer:  As  of  the  end  of  FY  1993,  IHS  identified  in  its  funding 
plan,  an  estimated  $609  million  for  1,565  economically  feasible  and 
justifiable  projects  intended  to  provide  sanitation  facilities  to 
existing  homes.   Of  this  amount,  $44  million  was  funded  in  FY  1994. 

At  the  end  of  FY  1993,  $1,641  projects  which  would  ensure  that, 
regardless  of  economic  feasibility,  nearly  every  American  Indian  and 
Alaska  Native  home  has  piped  indoor  water  and  wastewater  facilities 
and  solid  waste  facilities. 

Question:  What  is  the  annual  growth  rate  of  the  backlog?   Why  is  the 
backlog  growing. 

Answer:  The  most  recent  (end  of  FY  1993)  estimate  of  funding 
requirements  to  address  sanitation  facilities  deficiencies  in 
existing  Indian  homes  and  communities  is  $609  million.   The  cost 
estimate  in  the  10-year  plan  developed  in  1990  was  $572  million. 
The  difference  in  these  estimates  ($37  million)  plus  amounts 
appropriated  during  that  period  to  address  the  backlog  ($119 
million)  totals  $156  million.   Thus,  the  net  increase  in  sanitation 
deficiencies  is  34  percent.   The  associated  annual  growth  rate  of 
8.5  percent  per  year  exceeds  the  historical  7  percent  average  annual 
increase  identified  in  the  1990  report. 

We  believe  that  most  of  this  increase  reflects  the  fact  that  tribes 
and  IHS  field  staff  have  become  more  familiar  with  the  data  system 
and  have  obtained  additional  information  that  has  improved  data 
accuracy  and  reliability.   In  addition,  changes  resulting  from 
factors  such  as  new  regulations,  accelerated  population  increases, 
more  rapid  facilities  deterioration,  and  inflation  add  to  the 
projected  need. 

Question:  What  is  the  current  unobligated  balance  of  the  sanitation 
facilities  account?   How  many  years  does  it  typically  take  to 
complete  projects  and  why? 

Answer:  All  funds  appropriated  for  sanitation  facilities 
construction  before  FY  1994  are  obligated  for  projects.   The  amount 
shown  as  unobligated  for  sanitation  facilities  construction  in  the 
IHS  budget  justification  (actually  $9,628  million;  i.e.,  the  $15 
million  figure  is  in  error)  was  committed  by  Memorandum  of  Agreement 
(MOA)  for  specific  projects.   It  shows  as  unobligated  because  of 
problems  associated  with  implementing  a  new  accounting  system  in  the 
Oklahoma  City  Area.   All  projects  funded  in  FY  1993  are  active  and 
will  be  completed  in  2  to  4  years.   Approximately  $147  million  of 
these  funds  are  unexpended.   For  FY  1994,  the  $85  million 
appropriation   is  being  allocated  to  the  IHS  Areas  and  will  be 
obligated  by  the  end  of  FY  1994. 

Developing  and  managing  sanitation  facilities  projects  are  time 
consuming  and  work  intensive  activities.   The  time  required  between 
project  funding  and  completion  is  typically  2  and  4  years,  but  can 
be  longer.   Therefore,  it  is  not  unusual  to  have  a  large  unexpended 
balance  in  many  project  accounts  until  construction  is  underway  or 
completed. 

There  are  several  factors  that  influence  project  duration.   Often, 
project  participation  must  be  coordinated  among  several  parties, 
including  housing  authorities.  States,  other  Federal  agencies,  and 
tribes.   Project  scope  and  funding  commitments  must  be  agreed  to  by 
all  parties  before  the  Memorandum  of  Agreement  is  signed.   The 
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precise  location  of  pipelines  and  structures  must  be  surveyed  and 
mapped,   often,  legal  right-of-way  must  be  obtained  from  the  tribe 
or  other  authority.   Housing  locations  must  be  determined  and 
evaluated  for  suitability.   Frequently,  housing  locations  are 
changed.   Construction  work  must  be  coordinated  with  others 
responsible  for  providing  roads,  electric  power,  and  site 
development  work  associated  with  the  project.   Technical  designs  are 
completed,  reviewed  internally,  often  revised,  and  reviewed  further 
by  the  tribal.  State,  and  other  officials.   Archeological  and 
environmental  clearances  must  be  obtained.   Designs  may  be  altered 
to  address  archeological  and  environmental  concerns  causing  further 
review  and  approval  delays.   Specification  documents  must  be 
prepared  before  the  work  is  advertised  and  contracts  are  awarded. 
Most  construction  must  be  scheduled  during  the  warm  and/or  dry 
season.   In  Alaska,  materials  and  equipment  must  be  transported  to 
remote  areas  by  barge  during  the  "open  water"  period  which,  in  some 
areas,  is  very  short.   Lead  times  for  obtaining  and  delivering 
materials  in  Alaska  range  between  from  6  months  and  1  year. 

These  and  other  factors  affect  every  sanitation  facilities 
construction  project  to  a  greater  or  lesser  degree.   The  time 
required  to  complete  IHS  projects  is  not  markedly  different  than 
times  required  for  similar  activities  in  non-Indian  settings. 

Diabetes 

Question:  Diabetes  is  a  staggering  problem  among  Native  Americans. 
Information  provided  to  me  by  the  American  Diabetes  Association 
indicates  that  in  Oklahoma  alone  there  are  more  than  37,000  Native 
Americans  with  diabetes.   Needless  to  say,  diabetes  is  a  leading 
cause  of  death  among  Native  Americans  in  Oklahoma  and  across  the 
country.   Treatment  and  early  detection  are  keys,  unfortunately  the 
necessary  resources  are  rather  limited.   Oklahoma  for  instance  is 
last  among  the  fifty  states  in  diabetes  related  personnel  and 
equipment,  yet  we  have  one  of  the  largest  populations  in  need.   What 
is  IHS  doing  to  help  meet  the  need,  and  what  can  this  Committee  do 
to  help  you  in  addressing  this  growing  problem? 

Answer:   In  1992,  the  IHS  provided  health  care  to  approximately 
12,000  American  Indians  with  diabetes  in  the  Oklahoma  Area.   In 
1979,  a  Model  Diabetes  Program  was  established  at  the  Claremore 
Service  Unit  to:   (1)  educate  patients  in  self  care;  (2)  survey  and 
screen  high  risk  patients  as  a  method  of  early  detection  of  diabetes 
and  complications;  (3)  train  other  staff  on  diabetes  techniques, 
preventative  patient  education,  and  treatment.   In  addition,  a  Area 
Diabetes  Coordinator  position  was  established  to  develop  patient 
preventive  and  treatment  protocols  and  provide  for  case  management 
evaluation  to  meet  quality  assurance  requirements. 

The  IHS  plan  for  meeting  the  needs  associated  with  diabetes  is  to 
increase  the  number  of  Model  Diabetes  Programs. 

Question:  The  Cheyenne-Arapaho  Tribes  are  concerned  that  the  IHS 
intends  to  close  their  health  care  facility  at  Clinton,  Oklahoma.  I 
want  to  see  this  facility  remain  open  and  would  like  to  know  what 
IHS  intends  to  do  with  the  Clinton  Hospital? 

Answer:  The  draft  Project  Justification  Document  (PJD)  for  a 
replacement  facility  at  Clinton,  Oklahoma,  is  currently  being 
reviewed.  The  IHS  has  every  intention  of  continuing  the  provision  of 
health  care  to  the  Cheyenne-Arapaho  Tribes.   The  replacement 
facility  will  be  an  ambulatory  care  center  with  expanded  capacity 
for  outpatient  and  community  health  care.   Access  to  inpatient  care 
will  be  ensured  through  increased  Contract  Health  Services  funding 
to  the  Clinton  Service  Unit.   The  latter  ensures  access  to  quality 
inpatient  care  and  allows  for  a  more  effective  use  of  health  care 
resources.   The  volume  of  inpatient  care  at  this  site  is  too  low  to 
ensure  that  quality  care  can  be  maintained  and  is  resource  intensive 
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at  the  expense  of  outpatient,  contract  health,  and  community  health 
care.  The  health  problems  facing  this  population  are  more  amenable 
to  an  intensive  primary,  secondary,  and  tertiary  prevention  program 
that  is  integrated  with  outpatient  care. 

Question:  Several  tribes  have  complained  to  me  that  IHS  is  not 
negotiating,  in  good  faith,  Self-Governance  agreements.   As  you  are 
aware.  Congress  is  very  supportive  of  the  Self-Governance 
Demonstration  projects  and  is  in  the  process  of  expanding  it 
further.   Why  then,  is  IHS  attempting  to  stall  the  process? 

Answer:   The  IHS  currently  has  signed  compact  agreements  with 
fourteen  Self-Governance  tribes  for  a  total  of  approximately  $50 
million.   Of  this  amount,  approximately  $7.2  million  in  tribal 
shares  (administrative  resources)  were  made  available  from 
Headquarters  and  six  IHS  Area  Offices.   Legislation  provides  the 
opportunity  for  an  additional  sixteen  tribes  to  participate  in  the 
Self-Governance  Demonstration  Project.   An  announcement  requesting 
proposals  from  those  tribes  with  a  desire  to  participate  in  the 
project,  was  mailed  to  tribal  leaders  November  22,  1993.   As  a 
result,  19  planning  cooperative  agreements  effective  January  15  were 
awarded,  and  twenty  nine  proposals  for  negotiation  cooperative 
agreements  were  received  in  response  to  the  announcement.   On  March 
17-18,  1994  the  proposals  were  ranked  to  select  the  remaining  tribes 
to  participate  in  the  Demonstration  Project  thus,  fulfilling  the 
legislatively  mandated  thirty  tribes  for  the  Self-Governance 
Demonstration  Project. 

Question:  Is  it  because  of  a  concern  of  a  reduced  role  for  the  IHS? 

Answer:  The  IHS  has  a  fiduciary  responsibility  to  Indian  Tribes  and 
their  members.   A  concern  has  been  previously  expressed  by  members 
of  the  Self-Governance  tribes,  regarding  "tribal  shares"  of 
Competitive/Reimbursement  Funds.   A  Tribal  Task  Force  has  been 
formed  to  determine  "mutually  acceptable"  distribution  methodologies 
for  the  aforementioned  funds.   The  Task  Force  has  submitted  their 
recommendations  and  presented  such  to  the  Council  of  Area  and 
Associate  Directors  on  March  17,  1994  in  Sacramento.   The  IHS 
concurrently  must  ensure  non-compacting  tribes  are  not  adversely 
affected  by  Compacting  tribes  (Indian  Self-Determination  and 
Assistance  Act,  P.L.  93-638,  as  amended.   Title  III,  Sec.  306).   A 
mutually  accepted  method  will  be  implemented  that  will  assist  these 
two  competing  interests  for  limited  resources. 

Question:  What  assurances  can  you  give  me  that  IHS  will  proceed  with 
the  Self-Governance  Program  in  the  manner  that  Congress  had 
intended? 

Answer:  The  IHS  is  currently  in  the  process  of  selecting  the  final 
participants  for  the  Self-Governance  Demonstration  Project  to 
encompass  the  thirty  tribes  as  mandated  by  Title  III,  Sec  302,   P.L. 
93-638,  as  amended.   Staff  from  the  Office  of  Tribal  Self-Governance 
created  a  panel  comprised  of  Self -Governance  tribes,  IHS,  and  non- 
Federal  representatives  to  review  twenty  nine  negotiation  proposals 
seeking  inclusion  in  the  Demonstration  Project.   It  is  anticipated 
the  selection  of  the  30  tribes  will  be  complete  by  April  1994. 

Question:  The  Kiowa,  Comanche  and  Apache  tribes  have  complained  to 
me  about  the  operation  of  the  Lawton  Indian  Hospital.   It  is 
apparent  from  information  that  I  have  received  that  there  are  severe 
personnel  and  administrative  problems  there.   It  is  my  belief  that 
IHS  needs  to  conduct  a  thorough  review  of  the  Hospital  and  its 
personnel  to  determine  where  there  are  problems  and  to  make  the 
necessary  corrections  to  insure  that  the  patient  population  is  being 
served  properly.   Can  you  assure  me  that  IHS  will  conduct  such  a 
review  and  make  the  necessary  personnel  changes? 

Answer:  The  Oklahoma  City  Area  IHS  conducted  a  review  of  the  Lawton 
Hospital  in  August  1993  in  response  to  a  letter  from  the  Lawton 
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Inter-Tribal  Health  Advisory  Board.   The  Board  had  several  areas  of 
concern,  including  the  personnel  hiring  practices  of  the  hospital. 
The  review  revealed  the  need  for  improvement  in  some  areas,  however, 
no  inappropriate  practices  or  procedures  were  found.   Since  that 
review,  a  number  of  positive  and  deliberate  measures  and  actions 
have  been  initiated  and  incorporated  into  this  Service  Unit. 

A  permanent  Service  Unit  Director  with  13  years  experience  was 
selected,  and  he  entered  on  duty  in  December  1993.   Since  his 
entering  on  duty,  a  strong  effort  has  been  put  forward  to  correct 
the  problems  in  personnel  and  administration. 

A  weekly  mandatory  department  head  meeting  has  been  initiated  to 
promote  communication  within  the  Service  Unit  and  with  the  Tribal 
Health  Board  and  the  communities  served  by  the  Service  Unit.   Open 
communication  is  a  priority  to  the  IHS  and  updating  of  information 
and  identifying  problem  areas  and  concerns  are  shared  with  the 
Health  Board. 

Minutes  of  the  department  head  meetings  are  recorded  and  filed  in 
central  locations  for  all  staff  to  access. 

Field  health  programs  and  health  promotion/disease  prevention 
activities  are  a  high  priority  and  the  Service  Unit  Director's 
objective  is  to  have  a  successful,  effective  field  health  program. 

Four  "Excel"  committees,  consisting  of  supervisors/managers  in  the 
Service  Unit,  have  been  formed  as  the  result  of  personnel 
development  inservice  training.   Each  committee  identified  specific 
problems  or  concerns  and  are  developing  solutions  or  alternatives  to 
the  problems.   They  have  direct  access  to  the  Service  Unit  Director. 

There  are  positive  changes  occurring  with  the  permanent  service  unit 
director  and  relatively  stable  physician  staff.   Recognition  of 
staff  for  accomplishments  is  being  incorporated. 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  STEVENS 

Administrative  Cost  Reductions 

While  I  have  been  disappointed  with  the  level  of  investment  in  the 
President's  budget  proposal  for  FY  1995  for  the  Indian  Health 
Service,  my  constituents  have  been  more  open  with  their  concerns. 
Anne  Walker,  Executive  Director  of  the  Alaska  Native  Health  Board, 
in  her  testimony  before  the  House  Interior  Subcommittee,  commented 
that: 

"...  Analysis  reveals  that  the  administrative  cost-reductions 
will  reach  below  the  administrative  levels  to  reduce  funding 
support  for  direct  patient  care  operations  such  as  field 
hospital  dietary  and  housekeeping  services,  biomedical 
equipment  repair,  patient  transportation,  and  intermittent 
nursing  services." 

Question:  How  were  these  administrative  cost  reductions  arrived  at, 
and  was  there  any  analysis  as  to  how  each  particular  IHS  Area  would 
specifically  be  handicapped  by  their  implementation? 

Answer:  The  FY  1995  administrative  reduction  was  based  on  the  FY 
1994  House  allowance  and  calculated  against  cost  incurred  for  non- 
patient  travel;  transportation;  rents,  communications,  and 
utilities;  printing;  contractual  services;  and  supplies  excluding 
GSA  rental  payments,  health  care  contracts,  and  tribal  contracts. 
Once  the  base  was  determined,  a  3%  reduction  was  taken. 

In  FY  1994,  the  administrative  reduction  was  taken  at  Headquarters 
(34%),  Area  Office  (44%)  and  Service  Units/tribal  contractors  (22%). 
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This  is  consistent  with  the  way  the  OMB  and  DHHS  instructions 
guided  the  development  of  the  reductions.   It  is  our  goal  that  it 
will  have  a  minimal  effect  on  health  care  delivery  at  the  service 
unit/tribal  contractor  level.   In  FY  1995,  we  will  continue  to 
reduce  costs  in  a  manner  that  will  have  the  least  effect  as  possible 
on  health  care  delivery. 

Kotzebue  Hospital 

Question:   The  Kotzebue  hospital,  which  has  been  on  the  IHS  priority 
list  for  nearly  as  long  as  the  Alaska  Native  Medical  Center,  was 
fully  funded  for  its  final  phase  of  construction  last  year.   It  was 
due  to  be  opened  in  February  1995.   Did  the  Indian  Health  Service 
seek  the  $4.3  million  additional  required  to  open  the  hospital  on 
schedule? 

Answer:  Yes,  the  Indian  Health  Service's  initial  FY  1995  budget 
request  included  $4.3  million  for  a  scheduled  opening  date  of 
February,  1995. 

Question:  It  is  my  understanding  that  this  covered  the  cost  of  71 
positions.   Is  that  accurate? 

Answer:   This  covers  the  cost  of  71  FTEs  for  8  months  staffing  and 
operating  cost  in  FY  1995.   None  of  these  FTEs  are  Federal  staff. 

Dena  A  Coy  Center 

Question:  I  was  most  pleased  to  have  the  support  of  Senator  Byrd  in 
my  bid  to  begin  a  fetal  alcohol  syndrome  residential  treatment 
center  several  years  ago.   Have  you  forwarded  any  reports  of  the 
work  of  the  Dena  A  Coy  Center  to  the  Committee  since  its  inception? 

Answer:  There  have  been  occasional  Question  &  Answer  (Q&A)  requests 
since  1990  that  have  been  related  to  the  FAS  activities  of  the  Dena 
A  Coy  Center,  but  no  specific,  comprehensive  reports  have  been  sent 
to  the  Senate  Interior  Appropriations  Subcommittee.   The  IHS  has 
maintained  records  that  reflect  the  effectiveness  of  the  Center,  and 
will  respond  on  any  requested  information  about  the  Center  to  the 
Subcommittee. 

The  project  evolved  from  an  Indian  Health  Service  project  to  a 
remarkable  beacon  in  an  area  not  known  for  its  high  spots.   Part  of 
the  data,  on  which  we  are  beginning  to  rely,  is  that  our  children 
begin  to  abuse  alcohol  and  other  substances  at  about  the  same  time 
that  they  begin  to  be  abused.   The  perpetrators  press  alcohol  or 
other  substances  on  the  children  to  make  the  abuse  easier,  and  the 
victims  find  that  the  use  of  those  substances  does  in  fact  make  it  a 
bit  easier.   We  have  a  cycle  that  we  must  interrupt  in  order  to 
offer  our  children  something  more  than  a  dysfunctional,  unhappy 
life. 

Question:  You  have  included  funds  in  your  budget  for  child  sexual 
abuse  initiatives.  I  am  told  that  Alaska  has  the  highest  rates  of 
child  sexual  abuse  in  the  Indian  Health  Service  system,  and  I  am 
curious  about  whether  those  funds  are  intended  for  intervention  in 
this  cycle  of  hard-core  alcohol  and  substance  abuse,  and  in  sexual 
abuse? 

Answer:   The  IHS  funds  for  child  sexual  abuse  initiatives  are 
intended  for  intervention  in  the  cycle  of  child  sexual  abuse  in 
which  some  victims  of  child  abuse  become  perpetrators  of  abuse  in 
later  life.   In  Alaska,  the  IHS  and  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  (BIA) 
joint  funds  for  child  abuse  prevention  have  supported  a  project 
designed  to  treat  Alaska  Native  juvenile  sexual  offenders  so  that 
the  cycle  of  abuse  will  be  broken.   Alcohol  and  substance  abuse  are 
sometimes,  but  not  always,  involved  in  child  sexual  abuse.   The 


239 

adolescent  residential  treatment  centers,  such  as  those  in  Fairbanks 
and  Sitka,  Alaska,  and  other  IHS  and  tribal  funded  treatment 
programs  contribute  to  the  reduction  of  child  sexual  abuse 
associated  with  alcoholism  and  substance  abuse. 


I  have  been  disappointed  in  the  level  of  staff  reductions  in  the 
Alaska  area  over  this  period,  and  am  told  that  Alaska  will  sustain 
cuts  exceeding  100  FTEs  in  this  next  year. 

Question:  How  were  these  cuts  distributed,  and  on  what  criteria  were 
the  decisions  made? 

Answer:  The  IHS  was  allocated  a  target  ceiling  by  the  Public  Health 
Service,  based  on  the  FTE  levels  at  the  end  of  fiscal  year  (FY) 
1992.   The  IHS  allocation  was,  in  turn,  distributed  to  the  IHS  Areas 
on  the  basis  of  their  portion  of  the  IHS  employment  level  at  the  end 
of  FY  1992.   To  the  extent  Areas  were  over  the  apportioned  IHS 
target,  reductions  would  be  necessary. 


I  am  told  that  there  have  been  a  number  of  freezes  in  Commissioned 
Corps  staff  positions,  and  a  push  for  "retirements"  in  the  upper  GS 
levels. 

Question:   Will  that  tend  to  affect  retention  and  recruitment  in  our 
more  difficult  IHS  areas? 

Answer:  There  have  been  a  number  of  freezes,  however,  the  IHS 
Service  Units  have  been  exempted.   The  IHS  has  a  target  ceiling  on 
senior  level  positions  (GS  14  and  above,  and  Commissioned  Corps  rank 
06  and  above) .   However,  positions  essential  to  patient  care  have 
been  exempted. 

Cancer  Among  Alaska  Natives 

In  preparing  for  this  hearing,  and  in  talking  with  my  Alaska  Native 
constituents  in  the  last  few  weeks,  I  could  not  help  but  review  the 
issues  of  our  very  high  rates  of  certain  forms  of  cancer  among 
Alaska  Natives.   For  instance,  in  Alaska  Native  men,  our  rates 
continue  high  in  lung,  colorectal,  and  either  stomach  or  colorectal 
cancer,  depending  on  the  year. 

For  Alaska  Native  women,  we  cannot  escape  the  conclusion  that  we 
must  do  something  about  their  rates  of  cervical  cancer.   While  they 
have  relatively  low  rates  of  breast  cancer,  about  half  the  rate  of 
all  races  in  the  United  States,  the  rate  of  invasive  cervical  cancer 
in  Alaska  Native  women  is  2  1/2  times  the  rate  in  the  general 
population.   More  critically,  the  death  rate  is  two  times  that  of 
the  general  population. 

What  disturbs  me  most  is  that  invasive  cervical  cancer  has  usually 
been  seen  in  women  in  their  fifties,  and  it  takes  10  to  12  years  for 
the  cancer  to  progress  to  that  point.   In  Alaska,  invasive  cervical 
cancer  is  being  seen  in  very  young  Alaska  Native  women. 

We  believe  that  these  rates  of  early  invasive  cervical  cancer  may  be 
due  to  strains  of  the  human  papilloma  virus  which  occur  more 
frequently  in  the  Alaska  Native  population.   A  great  deal  of  this 
finding  may  be  due  to  the  cycle  of  abuse  that  combines  alcohol  and 
child  sexual  abuse,  and  a  great  deal  to  unprotected  sex  in  a 
population  with  problems  of  too  early  childbearing,  and  a  birth  rate 
of  3%,  which  rivals  Mexico  and  Bangladesh. 

While  I  initially  believed  we  needed  to  upgrade  our  community  health 
aides  to  nurse  practitioners  in  the  villages  because  of  this  plague, 
I  now  believe  that  perhaps  our  best  course  would  be  educating  Alaska 
Native  women  on  how  critically  important  screening  for  cervical 
cancer  is. 
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Question:  How  effective  is  the  Indian  Health  Service's  education 
program  on  the  value  of  screening  for  cervical  cancer,  and  what  can 
the  Service  offer  to  Alaska  Native  women  in  the  villages  to  improve 
their  prospects  for  survival? 

Answer:  Cervical  cancer  occurs  in  Alaska  Native  women  at  twice  the 
rate  in  the  general  population.   This  is  also  true  of  most  other  IHS 
areas.   This  is  a  high  priority  problem  for  the  IHS  Cancer 
Prevention  and  Control  Program  and  for  the  Alaska  Area  Native  Health 
Service.   Numerous  studies  and  intervention  programs  are  currently 
underway  in  Alaska  and  elsewhere,  addressing  the  barriers  to 
cervical  cancer  screening  and  treatment  as  well  as  the  molecular 
biology  and  genetics  of  cervical  cancer  and  human  papilloma  virus. 
Our  collaborators  include  the  National  Cancer  Institute,  the  Centers 
for  Disease  Control,  the  American  Cancer  Society,  and  several 
universities.   These  intensive  efforts  over  the  past  several  years 
have  started  to  show  results:   the  (crude)  rate  of  invasive  cervical 
cancer  among  Alaska  Natives  dropped  from  27  per  100,000  in  1979-83, 
to  15  per  100,000  in  1984-88,  and  preliminary  data  show  a  rate  of  13 
for  1989-93.   We  believe  that  this  drop  is  the  result  of  more 
effective  screening  and  treatment  programs,  and  in  part  due  to 
improved  health  education  efforts. 

Question:   What  can  the  IHS  offer  to  Alaska  Native  women  in  the 
villages  to  improve  their  prospects  for  survival? 

Answer:   Poor  survival  from  cancer  is  probably  due  to:   late  or  no 
screening  leading  to  late  diagnosis;  lack  of  compliance  with 
treatment  due  to  language,  cultural,  or  educational  barriers;  and 
lack  of  access  to  screening  and  treatment  due  to  geographic  or 
financial  barriers.   Within  the  constraints  of  our  budget,  and  with 
help  from  other  PHS  agencies,  the  IHS  is  addressing  all  of  these 
issues.  IHS  is  actively  promoting  pap  screening  in  the  communities; 
we  are  training  primary  providers  in  advanced  diagnostic  and 
treatment  techniques  so  patients  will  not  have  to  travel  so  far;  and 
we  are  developing  culturally  appropriate  materials  for  cancer 
education.  The  expense  and  inconvenience  of  flying  a  patient  from 
the  bush  to  Anchorage  for  cancer  treatment  remains  a  serious 
problem.   The  5-year  survival  of  Alaska  Natives  with  invasive 
cervical  cancer  is  60  percent  (1980-89);  this  compares  very 
favorably  with  the  all-U.S.  rate  of  63  percent  (1981-87).   Our 
future  plans  include:   specific  community  interventions  to  improve 
knowledge  of  cancer  and  its  treatment;  further  training  of  primary 
providers,  especially  Native  women,  to  provide  screening  services; 
and  improved  computerized  tracking  systems  to  ensure  that  women  are 
not  lost  to  followup. 

In  addition,  our  Alaska  Native  people  have  the  perception  that  the 
amount  of  cancer  is  increasing  in  their  population.   While  I  do  not 
believe  we  have  recent  data  on  these  issues,  despite  the  work  of  Ann 
Lanier  of  the  Alaska  Area,  I  can  conclude  that  part  of  this  is  true. 
Our  efforts  at  health  promotion  and  disease  prevention,  and  our 
interventions  that  we  can  afford  have  in  some  measure  been 
successful  —  they  are  living  longer,  and  therefore  are  experiencing 
more  cancers  that  they  didn't  live  to  see  in  an  earlier  time. 

The  other  variable  has  got  to  be  smoking.  The  rates  of  lung  cancer 
clearly  bear  that  out,  and  I  would  appreciate  your  consideration  of 
Alaska  in  any  of  your  specific  efforts  in  this  area. 

Gastric  cancers,  however,  continue  to  be  unacceptably  high  in 
western  Alaska.   There  is  some  indication  that  this  could  be  due  to 
the  virus  helicobacer  pylori.  Because  gastric  cancers  are  often 
associated  with  radiation,  I  would  appreciate  the  Service's 
assistance  in  beginning  to  plan  for  an  intervention  with  this  virus. 
If  it  turns  out  that  these  gastric  cancers  are  mostly  related  to  the 
virus,  it  would  greatly  assist  in  raising  the  confidence  of  our 
Alaska  Natives  concerning  our  ability  to  deal  with  their  most 
critical  concerns. 
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Answer:  In  1993,  the  Mayo  Clinic,  CDC,  and  IHS  collaborated  on  a 
study  to  determine  the  cause  of  anemia  and  gastrointestinal  blood 
loss  in  an  Alaska  Native  community.   Preliminary  results  show  that 
infection  with  h.  pylori  is  very  common.   This  is  an  interesting 
finding,  and  one  that  may  lead  to  a  new  prevention  strategy.   We 
feel  that  it  must  be  emphasized  that  this  is  a  very  small  study,  and 
that  the  link  between  h.  pylori  infection  and  gastric  cancer  has  not 
been  well  established.   It  would  be  premature  to  launch  a 
population-based  prevention  program  at  this  point.   We  will  study 
this  situation  further  as  funding  levels  permit.   In  the  meantime, 
the  accepted  dietary  risk  factors  for  gastric  and  esophageal  cancer, 
which  are  fermented  or  spoiled  foods,  smoked,  salted  and  pickled 
foods,  alcohol  abuse,  and  possibly  smokeless  tobacco,  are  more 
likely  targets  for  prevention  programs. 

Lastly,  I  have  been  asked  to  relay  an  invitation  from  our  Alaska 
Native  health  providers  for  Secretary  Shalala,  Assistant  Secretary 
Lee,  and  of  course  Director-Designate  Mike  Trujillo  to  visit  Alaska 
by  next  fall  so  that  they  may  have  an  opportunity  to  understand 
Alaska's  issues  of  concern  with  health  access,  and  the  vast  breadth 
of  the  state. 

The  issues  I  have  worked  on  in  the  time  I  have  been  here  - 
sanitation,  disease,  lack  of  access  to  meaningful  health  care  —  are 
still  there  after  many  years,  and  I  hope  they  will  be  able  to  spend 
some  time  in  the  home  environment  of  a  very  warm,  wonderful  people 
who  have  their  own  cultural  differences  over  a  very  large  area.   My 
office  would  be  pleased  to  do  what  we  cant  to  coordinate  such  a 
visit.   I  will  be  following  up  with  a  letter. 

Will  be  responded  to  by  letter 

Question:  Did  the  Indian  Health  Service  request  in  its  FY  1995 
budget,  the  $17  million  required  to  complete  the  final  phase  of 
construction  for  the  Alaska  Native  Medical  Center? 

Answer:  The  initial  FY  1995  IHS  budget  included  funds  to  complete 
this  facility. 

Question:  Does  this  reflect  a  reduced  commitment  to  the 
Administration's  naming  ANMC  as  a  "reinventing  government 
laboratory"? 

Answer:  The  "reinvention  laboratory"  at  ANMC  involves  extending 
additional  authorities  to  local  management  to  see  if  they  can  use 
them  to  increase  efficiency  and  improve  service.   Success  of  the 
"reinvention"  concept  is  not  predicated  on  the  opening  of  new  and 
improved  facilities. 
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QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  COCHRAN 


Mississippi  Choctaw  Issues: 


Diabetes 


Native  Americans  have  the  highest  diabetes  rate  among  all  U.S. 
population  groups,  6.5  times  the  average  U.S.  rate.   Diabetes- 
related  complications  such  as  blindness,  nerve,  kidney  and  heart 
disease  and  leg,  foot  and  toe  amputations  are  a  major  problem  in 
many  Native  American  tribal  communities.   The  Mississippi  Band  of 
Choctaw  Indians  have  been  especially  hard  hit  by  these  life- 
threatening  complications.   According  to  Indian  Health  Service,  the 
Mississippi  Choctaw  have  the  highest  diabetic-related  amputation 
rate  and  the  second  highest  disease  incidence  rate  among  all  tribes. 
Of  the  2,000  adults  in  their  community  42  percent  have  Type  II 
diabetes. 

Currently  the  Choctaw  Health  center  is  in  urgent  need  of  diabetes- 
related  medical  equipment  and  supplies  totaling  $134,420.   (See 
attached  list  of  needs.) 

Supplies/Equipment  Needed  for  Diabetic  Patients 
Needed  Cost 


1.  Prothesis  (artificial  legs) 

(a)  above  knee 

(b)  below  knee 

2.  Quad  cones 

3.  Wheelchairs 

4.  Commode  chair 

5.  Walkers,  folding  type 

6.  Extra  depth  shoes 

7.  Shoe  appliances 

(appliances  that  are 
custom  made  and  fit 
inside  extra  depth 
shoes  to  "fill  space" 
left  from  amputated 
toes. 

8.  Podiatrist  for  2nd 

podiatry  clinic  monthly 

9.  Glucose  meter  kits- 
One  Touch  II  Accu  Chek 
Strips  for  One  Touch  II 

and  Accu  Chek  meters 
bxs 

11.  Control  solutions, 

lancets,  alcohol  preps 

12.  B-D  Magni  Guides 

13.  Eyeglasses 

Total 


$1,800.00  ea  5 

1,200.00  ea  5 

14.50  ea  20 

475.00  ea  10 

95.00  ea  10 

68.00  ea  10 

90.00-100.00  pr  120 


100.00  pr 

120 

640.00 

1 

100.00 

150 

31.00\S0  ctbx   2,000 


1,000.00 

2.70  ea 
100.00  pr. 
$134,420 


36 
100 


Question:   How  does  the  Indian  Health  Service  plan  to  address  the 
diabetic  need  in  the  Choctaw  and  other  Native  American  communities? 


Answer:   In  FY  1994  IHS  has  allocated  $350,500  to  the  Nashville  Area 
for  one  model  program  and  Area  diabetes  coordination.   The 
Mississippi  Choctaws  are  served  by  the  Nashville  Area  Office,  which 
provides  preventive  education,  surveillance  and  diabetes  technical 
assistance  to  all  tribes  in  the  States  served  by  the  Nashville  Area. 
There  is  no  specific  diabetes  set-aside  for  Choctaw  in  the  FY  1994 
budget. 

Tuberculosis 

Once  thought  to  be  under  control  in  this  country,  tuberculosis  had 
an  alarming  resurgence.   After  decades  of  decline,  tuberculosis  (TB) 
has  returned  in  a  more  highly  infectious  form  and  has  become  a 
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serious  health  problem.   In  November  1991,  the  Mississippi  Choctaw 
tribe  experienced  a  tuberculosis  outbreak  termed  "epidemic"  by  the 
Centers  for  Disease  Control.   Last  year,  the  Indian  Health  Service 
assisted  the  Choctaw  tribe  in  establishing  and  implementing  a 
Tuberculosis  Control  Program.   Since  November  of  1993,  the  Tribe  has 
experienced  5  new  cases  of  TB.   Projected  morbidity  for  1993  show  10 
reported  cases,  down  2  from  the  previous  year.   In  addition,  there 
are  73  PPD  positive  patients  on  preventive  therapy,  down  36  from 
1992.   The  Centers  for  Disease  Control  estimates  that  it  will  take 
as  many  as  five  years  to  arrest  the  TB  epidemic  on  the  reservation. 

The  Indian  Health  Service  plans  to  continue  the  Tuberculosis  Control 
Program  for  the  Choctaw  Tribe  in  FY  1995  at  the  same  level  of 
funding  as  FY  1994  ($230,000).   A  directly  observed  therapy  (DOT) 
program  for  persons  with  TB  disease  and  infection  has  been 
implemented  on  the  reservation.   However,  the  tribe  continues  to 
experience  high  rates  of  tuberculosis.   The  current  TB  rate  for  the 
tribe  is  117.3/100,000  population,  well  above  the  10.5/100,000  for 
all  U.S.  races  in  1992  (the  last  rate  available). 

Question:   What  goals  have  been  outlined  by  the  Indian  Health 
Service  to  eradicate  tuberculosis  in  Native  American  communities? 

Answer:   The  Indian  Health  Service  is  committed  to  the  national  goal 
of  eradication  of  tuberculosis  in  the  United  States  by  2010  (defined 
as  an  annual  case  rate  of  (1/1,000,000  population).   By  the  year 
2000,  the  rate  of  TB  among  American  Indians  and  Alaska  Natives 
should  be  no  more  than  5  cases  per  100,000  population.   To  achieve 
these  goals,  the  IHS  is: 

1.  Raising  the  index  of  suspicion  for  TB  among  health  care 
providers . 

2.  Promoting  the  use  of  directly  observed  therapy  for  patients 
with  TB  disease  and  TB  infection. 

3.  Assessing  the  ability  of  IHS  and  tribes  to  protect  patients  and 
staff  from  transmission  within  their  facilities. 

Choctaw  Hospital  Shortfall 

The  Choctaw  Hospital  is  faced  with  a  51-2  million  shortfall  in  its 
operating  budget  for  FY  1994.   The  IHS  in  FY  1994  and  FY  1995  has 
not  proposed  adequate  funding  to  cover: 

1)  the  population  growth  which  continue  to  rise  at  3  percent; 

2)  the  IHS  Administrative  Cost  reductions  which  exceeded  the 
required  amount  of  3  percent;  and 

3)  the  rate  of  inflation  which  is  5.2  percent  for  medical  costs 
and  4.2  percent  for  non-medical  cost. 

In  FY  1994,  the  IHS  estimated  that  approximately  $45  million  would 
be  needed  to  prevent  the  erosion  of  services  due  to  increases  in  IHS 
patient  population,  inflation,  and  medical  supplies.  However,  the 
total  amount  provided  in  FY  1994  was  $13.5  million.  To  accommodate 
this  increased  need,  the  Choctaw  Hospital  will  be  forced  to  absorb 
the  growth  through  the  discontinuation  of  services  and  elimination 
of  medical  staff. 

Question:   How  does  the  Indian  Health  Service  plan  to  address  the 
shortfall  in  the  Mississippi  Choctaw  Hospital's  budget  in  FY  19947 

Answer:   The  Mississippi  Choctaw's  funding  problem  is  similar  to 
funding  problems  being  experienced  throughout  IHS.   The  IHS  along 
with  the  tribal  contractors  have  been  absorbing  the  increased  costs 
associated  with  the  annual  increase  in  the  rate  of  inflation  on 
health  care  costs.   This  includes  the  cost  of  pay  increases  for 
civilian  and  commissioned  officer  employees  of  IHS  and  the  cost  of 
inflation  exceeding  the  amount  budgeted  for  inflation  for  tribal 
contractors  and  direct  IHS  operations. 

Each  year,  the  Mississippi  Choctaw  Tribe,  like  all  other  IHS 
operations,  receives  its  share  of  any  increases  that  are  provided 
int  he  appropriations  for  IHS.   Therefore,  the  IHS  is  unable  to 
provide  additional  funds  to  the  Mississippi  Choctaw  Tribe  for  these 
purposes.   However,  the  IHS  is  willing  to  assist  the  Tribe  in  this 
matter  in  any  way  we  can. 
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QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  DOMENICI 

Albuquerque  Area  IHS 

The  Albuquerque  Area  IHS  has  similar  budget  problems  and  I  am  most 
concerned  that  the  new  Taos  Clinic  as  well  as  existing  clinics  and 
hospitals  will  remain  underfunded.   My  own  experience  tells  me  that 
we  are  taking  a  health  care  system  that  is  below  par  and  making  it 
worse. 

Planned  FTE  Reductions 
ALBUQUERQUE  AREA  IHS 


FY94   FY95   TOTAL 


Acoma- 

Canyoncito-Laguna 
Albuquerque 
Mescalero  Service  Unit 
Santa  Fe 
Zuni 

Albuquerque  Area  Office 
Adolescent  Alcoholism 
So.  Colorado  Utes 
Total 


16.3 

3.9 

20.2 

26.4 

6.4 

32.8 

5.7 

.4 

6.1 

31.2 

7.5 

38.7 

18.2 

4.5 

22.7 

38.0 

25.0 

63.0 

3.7 

.9 

4.6 

4.6 

-.2 

4.4 

144.1  48.4   192.5 


The  current  level  of  employment  in  the  Albuquerque  Area  is  1,286.2 
FTEs  (Full  Time  Equivalent  positions).  The  FY  1995  target  for  the 
Albuquerque  Area  is  1,093.7  or  a  total  reduction  of  192.5  FTE's. 

Question:   The  Gallup  area  alcoholism  problem  is  another  prime 
example  of  crisis  level  problems  arising  from  inadequate  health 
care.   The  Santa  Fe  Indian  Hospital  staff  has  reported  their 
substandard  resources  to  deal  with  the  health  care  problems  linked 
to  substance  abuse. 

Answer:  The  President's  Budget  includes  $10  million  increase  for 
special  initiatives  targeted  to  hard-core  substance  abuse.  The  IHS 
recognizes  the  challenges  for  treating  alcoholism  as  a  community 
based  problem  and  the  barriers  created  by  the  lack  of  resources  and 
downsizing  of  area  clinical  staff  who  perform  critical  tasks  related 
to  health  care  problems  linked  to  alcoholism  and  substance  abuse. 
This  crisis  is  shared  by  a  majority  of  communities  and  is  not 
isolated  to  any  one  area. 

Alcoholism  has  long  been  considered  the  number  one  health  problem 
facing  American  Indians/Alaska  Natives  today.    Although  the  funding 
for  IHS  Alcoholism  is  projected  to  increase  in  FY  1995,  the  level  of 
employment  for  clinical  staff  conducting  treatment  and  prevention 
services  is  impacted  by  the  planned  FTE  reductions. 

As  IHS  and  tribes  move  toward  managed  care,  the   prioritization  of 
available  resources  (including  staff),   requires  a  comprehensive 
range  of  community  based  services  that  are  interdisciplinary, 
adequately  staffed,  and  extremely  critical  to  meeting  our  mission. 


Shiprock  Hospital 

The  FY  1995  budget  for  the  Indian  Health  Service  requests  funding  to 
annualize  staffing  levels  at  four  replacement  IHS  facilities.   The 
new  Shiprock  Hospital  is  not  specifically  listed  as  a  facility 
designated  for  increased  staffing  levels.   Many  of  us  are  dismayed 
by  the  President's  proposed  staffing  reductions  for  the  Indian 
Health  Service.   I  am  deeply  concerned  about  the  operation  of  the 
new  Shiprock  Hospital  in  New  Mexico. 

Question:   What  is  the  current  status  of  the  new,  replacement 
Shiprock  Hospital? 
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Answer:   As  of  March  1,1994  approximately  75  percent  of  the 
construction  phase  was  complete.   All  remaining  construction  work  is 
scheduled  to  be  completed  by  August  1994  and  the  facility  should  be 
ready  for  occupancy  by  October  1994. 

Question:  What  is  the  total  amount  of  funding  and  the  total  number 
of  FTEs  needed  to  begin  the  operation  of  the  Shiprock  Hospital  this 
summer? 

Answer:   The  total  amount  of  funding  and  total  number  of  FTEs  needed 
to  begin  the  operation  of  the  Shiprock,  NM  Hospital  for  one  month's 
operation  with  an  opening  date  of  September,  1994  is  $895,000  and  16 
FTEs. 

Question:   How  many  full-time  equivalent  personnel  (FTEs)  are  needed 
to  fully  staff  the  Shiprock  Hospital  in  FY  1995? 

Answer:   The  total  full-time  equivalent  personnel  (FTEs)  needed  to 
fully  staff  the  Shiprock,  NM  Hospital  in  FY  1995  will  be  an  increase 
of  170  FTEs  at  an  85  percent  level  and  $9,362,000. 

Question:   What  is  included  in  the  FY  1995  budget  to  staff  and 
operate  the  new  Shiprock  Hospital? 

Answer:  There  are  no  funds  included  in  the  FY  1995  budget  to  staff 
and  operate  the  new  Shiprock,  NM  Hospital. 

Question:   With  the  proposed  $75  million  reduction  for  Indian  health 
services,  and  the  assumption  that  any  required  cost  increases  will 
be  absorbed  elsewhere  within  the  IHS  budget,  how  can  IHS  give  the 
impression  that  these  new  facilities  will  be  funded  and  staffed? 

Answer:   Since  this  is  a  replacement  facility,  IHS  will  use  existing 
resources  including  existing  staff  to  operate  the  newly  constructed 
facility. 

Gallup  Alcohol  Crisis  Center 

Since  FY  1991,  the  Congress  has  provided  approximately  $1  million 
annually  to  support  the  Gallup  Alcohol  Crisis  Center  in  New  Mexico. 
The  Gallup  Alcohol  Crisis  Center  was  built  with  just  over  $7  million 
in  state,  local  and  private  funds  to  address  a  significant  need  for 
adequate  facilities.   Operating  and  equipment  funding  has  again  been 
included  in  the  base  budget  for  the  Indian  Health  Service  for  the 
current  year  according  to  IHS  budget  personnel. 

Question:   How  much  will  IHS  actually  provide  in  support  of  the 
Gallup  Alcohol  Crisis  Center  for  FY  1994?   Is  it  approximately  the 
level  requested  ($995,000  as  a  recurring  amount  and  $217,000  in  the 
base  budget  for  $1.2  million)? 

Answer:   The  IHS  will  provide  $1,288,526  in  the  FY  1994  recurring 
base.   The  amount  is  increased  as  a^result  of  the  5.1%  Congressional 
mandatory  increase.   Of  this  amount,  $1.4  million  will  support  the 
Gallup  Crisis  Center  and  $249,000  will  support  the  Gallup 
Demonstration  Project.   The  funds  have  been  released  to  the  Navajo 
Area. 

Question:  Does  the  Administration's  FY  1995  budget  request  include 
additional  resources  to  support  the  operation  of  the  Gallup  Alcohol 
Crisis  Center? 

Answer:   The  Administration's  FY  1995  budget  request  includes 
mandatory  increases  of  approximately  $50,000  for  the  Gallup  Alcohol 
Crisis  Center  to  offset  inflation.   The  President's  budget  also 
includes  a  $10.4  million  program  increase  for  Alcohol  and  Substance 


246 

Abuse  of  which  $2.2  million  will  go  to  support  adult  and  youth 
residential  treatment.   A  portion  of  this  $2.2  million  will  be 
provided  to  the  Navajo  Nation  Alcohol  Program  and  may  be  used  to 
enhance  the  Gallup  Crisis  Center. 

Question:   If  so,  how  much  is  requested  for  FY  19957 

Answer:   The  Administration's  FY  1995  budget  request  for  the  Gallup 
Alcohol  Crisis  Center  is  $1.09  million. 

Question:   What  proportion  of  the  operating  budget  for  the  Gallup 
Alcohol  Crisis  Center  will  these  Federal  resources  comprise? 

Answer:   The  IHS  provides  98  percent  of  the  funding  required  to 
support  and  operate  the  Gallup  Alcohol  Crisis  Center.   Two  percent 
comes  from  the  State  excise  liquor  tax. 

Question:   Does  the  budget  also  include  additional  funding  in 
support  of  the  Navajo  Rehabilitation  Center,  for  which  $249,000  was 
provided  this  year? 

Answer:   In  addition  to  the  $249,000  provided  by  the  IHS 
specifically  for  the  Navajo  Rehabilitation  Center,  the  Navajo  Tribe 
supplements  this  amount  with  $228,000  of  CHS  funding  it  receives 
from  the  IHS.   The  total  amount  of  IHS  funding  used  to  support  the 
Navajo  Rehabilitation  project  is  $477,000. 

Hantavirus  Update 

The  distinguished  Appropriations  Committee  Chairman,  Senator  Byrd, 
was  very  supportive  of  providing  supplemental  resources  to  the 
Public  Health  Service  to  respond  to  the  outbreak  of  an  illness  in 
the  Four  Corners  area  of  the  Southwest  that  was  eventually 
identified  as  a  new  strain  of  hantavirus.   The  FY  1993  Supplemental 
Appropriations  bill  included  $6  million  to  assist  with  this  serious, 
and  often  fatal  disease.   At  my  request,  the  FY  1994  Labor,  Health 
and  Human  Services,  and  Education  Appropriations  Act  included 
another  $7.5  million  for  the  Centers  for  Disease  Control  infectious 
disease  program  to  continue  the  hantavirus  and  other  activities. 

Question:   If  not  available  now,  would  you  please  provide  for  the 
record,  the  disposition  of  the  FY  1993  supplemental  funding  for  the 
hantavirus  initiative? 

Answer:   The  amount  of  FY  1993  supplemental  funding  for  the 
hantavirus  initiative  was  $6  million,  which  was  appropriated  to  the 
Centers  for  Disease  Control  (CDC).  The  IHS  then  received  $2.4 
million  from  the  CDC  to  reimburse  costs  incurred  during  the  outbreak 
of  hantavirus  on  the  Navajo  Reservation  in  1993. 

Question:   How  much  of  the  $6  million  flowed  to  the  Indian  Health 
Service? 

Answer:   Of  the  $6  million,  $2.4  million  (40  percent)  flowed  to  the 
IHS. 

Question:   For  what  activities  were  these  resources  used? 

Answer:   These  resources  were  used  to  cover  the  expenses  incurred 
during  the  investigation,  prevention/education,  and  treatment  of 
hantavirus  patients.   Specific  activities  included  interviews  with 
case-patients  household  members,  collection  of  medical  specimens, 
collection  of  rodents,  screening  possible  victims,  development  and 
distribution  of  health  educational  materials,  and  intensive  care 
treatment  of  victims. 
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Object  Class 

Amount      (%) 

Personnel 

$   657,000.00   (27%) 

Transport at ion/ rent /comm. 

35,000.00   (1%) 

Printing 

19,000.00   (1%) 

Other  services  (tribe) 

393,000.00   (16%) 

Supplies /materia Is 

449,000.00   (19%) 

Equipment 

12,000.00   (1%) 

Grants  (tribe) 

835,000.00   (35%) 

TOTAL 

$2,400,000.00 

Question:  How  much  of  this  funding,  if  any,  was  passed  on  to  the 
Navajo  Tribe  for  preventive  and  educational  activities  related  to 
the  outbreak  of  the  hantavirus  disease? 

Answer:  Of  the  $2.4  million,  $1.2  million  (50  percent)  was  passed  on 
to  the  Navajo  Nation. 

Question;  Were  these  resources  sufficient  to  finance  the  activities 
underta)cen  to  identify  the  cause  of  the  disease  and  take  precautions 
to  prevent  further  outbreaks  of  the  disease? 

Answer:   The  supplemental  funds  greatly  helped  to  offset  the 
additional  and  unexpected  costs  incurred  as  a  result  of  the 
hantavirus  outbreak.   Unfortunately,  the  funds  did  not  completely 
cover  all  additional  activities  which  resulted  from  the  outbreak. 

Question:  Does  IHS  expect  to  receive  any  of  the  additional  resources 
provided  to  the  Centers  for  Disease  Control  for  infectious  disease 
programs  for  FY  1994? 

Answer:  Yes,  the  IHS  and  CDC  have  entered  into  an  intra-agency 
agreement  for  collaborative  hantavirus  prevention  and  control 
activities  and  the  funds  have  already  been  received  by  IHS. 

Question:  If  so,  how  much  is  being  allocated  from  CDC  to  IHS,  and 
how  will  these  funds  be  used? 


Answer:  The  $492,000  will  be 
and  control  activities.  Spec 
agreement  include  surveillanc 
support,  prevention,  public  i 
The  majority  of  the  work  nece 
to  outbreaks  of  hantavirus  wi 
where  last  summer's  outbreak 
applied  in  development  of  pre 
southwest  and  across  the  coun 
personnel,  travel,  equipment, 
contracts,  special  studies,  a 


used  to  support  hantavirus  prevention 

ific  activities  addressed  in  the 

e,  outbreak  response,  tribal  program 

nformation,  treatment,  and  research. 

ssary  to  understand  what  factors  lead 

11  be  done  on  the  Navajo  Reservation 

occurred.   Results  of  this  work  will  be 

vention  strategies  used  in  the 

try.   The  funds  will  be  used  to  cover 

administrative  services,  printing, 
nd  health  education  as  follows: 


ITEM 

Specifics 

Expenditure     (%) 

Personnel 

6  FTEs 

$  339,000      (69%) 

Travel 

5  persons 

50,000      (10%) 

Equipment 

computers,  etc. 

5,000       (1%) 

Administrative 

1,225    (0.25%) 

Printing 

500     (0.1%) 

Contracts 

600    (0.12%) 
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Miscellaneous 

Studies,  education 

96,000      (19%) 

TOTAL 

$  492,000 

Question:   Overall,  how  would  you  assess  the  working  relationship 
between  IHS  and  the  Centers  for  Disease  Control  in  their 
collaborations  on  the  hantavirus  outbreak? 

Answer:   The  IHS  and  CDC  have  worked  closely  together  on  all  aspects 
of  this  outbreak.   The  degree  of  cooperation  seen  among  all  parties, 
including  IHS  and  CDC,  could  serve  as  a  model  for  inter-agency 
cooperation.   The  IHS  and  CDC  had  medical  epidemiologists  jointly 
leading  the  investigation  in  the  field.   In  addition,  IHS 
environmental  health  specialists  and  public  health  nurses  provided 
the  necessary  field  support  for  both  IHS  and  CDC  epidemiologists. 
In  turn,  CDC  provided  the  required  laboratory  support  which 
continues  to  play  an  important  role  in  investigating  hantaviruses  in 
the  Southwest.   Given  this  background,  the  work  done  on  the  outbreak 
has  been  truly  collaborative  in  nature. 


Model  Diabetes  Program 

Since  1979,  I  have  been  supporting  Congressional  efforts  to  help  the 
Indian  Health  Service  fight  diabetes  among  Native  Americans.   I  have 
to  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  in  spite  of  the  establishment  of  17  Model 
Diabetes  Programs  across  the  country,  diabetes  remains  a  disease  of 
epidemic  proportion  in  Indian  country. 

This  hearing  is  timely  in  that  one  of  my  constituents.  Dr.  Janette 
Carter  of  the  University  of  New  Mexico,  was  in  this  week  to  testify 
before  the  House  Subcommittee  on  the  need  to  expand  the  Model 
Diabetes  Program.   These  programs  are  desperately  needed  to  prevent 
the  onset  of  diabetes,  to  adequately  treat  victims  of  the  disease 
and  avoid  the  onset  of  complications  such  as  blindness,  amputations, 
stroke  and  heart  disease,  and  end-stage  renal  (kidney)  disease.   Dr. 
Carter,  representing  the  Native  American  Diabetes  Coalition  and  the 
American  Diabetes  Association,  testified  to  Congressman  Yates  that 
$10  million  is  needed  in  FY  1995  to  expand  the  Model  Diabetes 
Program  by  10  additional  sites  with  necessary  supportive  services. 
Although  it  would  take  $65  million  to  fund  these  programs  in  the 
remaining  123  IHS  administrative  areas,  the  medical  costs  associated 
with  the  prevalence  of  this  disease  cost  far  more. 

There  are  two  Model  Diabetes  Programs  centered  in  New  Mexico  —  the 
first  one  was  established  at  the  Zuni  Pueblo  with  the  assistance  of 
this  Subcommittee,  and  there  is  a  second  program  headquartered  in 
Albuquerque  that  serves  seven  communities. 

Question:  Diabetes  is  the  fourth  leading  cause  of  outpatient  visits 
to  IHS  health  facilities,  yet  the  IHS  Diabetes  Program  receives  less 
than  one-half  of  one  percent  of  the  total  IHS  budget.   Is  this 
amount  of  funding  —  $7  million  —  an  adequate  amount  to  fight  this 
disease? 

Answer:   The  $7  million  is  not  adequate  to  fight  this  disease.   It 
is  estimated  that  in  1992,  expenditures  for  health  care  provided  to 
the  American  population  with  diabetes  made  up  14.6  percent  of  the 
total  United  States  health  care  expenditures.  The  IHS  Diabetes 
Program  continues  to  report  the  national  and  regional  rates  of 
diabetes  events  and  the  costs  associated  with  each  event.   Also,  the 
IHS  Diabetes  Program  continuously  maintains  surveillance  data  to 
determine  the  prevalence  of  diabetes  and  the  quality  of  care. 
Estimate  of  the  cost  of  diabetes  in  the  American  Indian  populations 
can  be  constructed.   This  surveillance  data  allows  the  IHS  Diabetes 
Program  to  continuously  monitor  care  provided  and  the  cost  of 
providing  preventive  care  to  all  Indians  diagnosed  in  the  attempt  to 
quantify  the  fraction  of  total  costs  that  could  be  directly  and 
indirectly  attributable  to  diabetes.   IHS  believes  that  the  percent 
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of  its  budget  devoted  to  diabetes  is  appropriate  given  the  total 
level  of  funds  available  and  the  competing  needs  of  other  factors 
affecting  Native  American  health. 

Question:   Diabetes  has  become  a  major  public  health  problem  among 
Native  Americans  over  the  last  40  years.   It  is  estimated  that  over 
300,000  Native  Americans  have  diabetes  and  that  half  of  these 
individuals  do  not  know  that  they  have  the  disease.   What  resources 
does  the  IHS  plan  to  devote  this  year  to  lessen  the  impact  of 
diabetes  in  Native  Americans? 

Answer:   For  FY  1994,  the  IHS  has  budgeted  $6.7  million  for  the 
entire  Diabetes  Program.   Reducing  the  rates  of  diabetes  and  obesity 
and  increasing  physical  activities  among  American  Indians  have  been 
identified  in  the  "Healthy  People  in  the  Year  2000"  as  objectives 
for  the  nation.   "Year  2000"  objectives  provide  all  those  working  to 
control  the  diabetes  epidemic,  clear  directions  on  what  needs  to 
been  done  in  the  years  to  come.   Within  the  scope  of  its  mission, 
the  IHS  Diabetes  Program  will  continue  to  provide  leadership  as  the 
IHS  devotes  significant  resources  and  capability  to  help  tribes  and 
tribal  health  care  providers  in  the  contracted  primary  care,  in 
concert  with  other  public  and  private-sector  organizations,  to 
control  the  epidemic  of  diabetes  and  its  complications  in  the  rural 
Indian  communities  of  the  US. 

o     In  1983,  IHS  personnel  in  Zuni  initiated  a  community  based 
exercise  program  to  help  control  the  severity  and  onset  of 
non-insulin  dependent  diabetes  mellitus  (NIDDM) .   What  began 
with  two  aerobic  exercise  sessions  per  week  has  grown  into 
more  than  48  sessions,  offered  5  days  a  week,  several  times 
daily,  in  a  variety  of  sites  throughout  the  community.   The 
Indian  population  as  well  as  Indian  individuals  with  diabetes 
participate. 

A  1987  retrospective  study  which  analyzed  the  effects  of 
exercise  on  participants  with  diabetes  and  non-participants 
with  diabetes  revealed  that  participants  were  significantly 
more  likely  than  non-participants  to  lose  weight,  decrease 
fasting  blood  glucose  values,  and  decrease  the  need  for 
diabetes  medication.   A  1993  study  continues  to  emphasize  the 
importance  of  exercise  with  evidence  of  increased  exercise 
being  associated  with  decreased  risk  of  developing  diabetes. 
This  exercise  initiative  is  currently  administered  by  the 
"Zuni  Wellness  Center"  staff  funded  with  a  $110,000  annual 
budget  from  the  IHS  Diabetes  Program.   Housed  in  a  historic 
high  school  building  provided  by  the  local  school  district, 
the  Zuni  Wellness  Center  offers  weightlifting,  circuit 
training/cardiovascular  activities,  an  annual  weight  loss 
competition,  a  summer  bicycling/running/walking  series,  an 
early  fitness  challenge  and  other  incentive  based  programs 
such  as  the  "100  Mile  Club."   One-eighth  of  the  total  Zuni 
population  is  consistently  involved  in  fitness  activities. 
The  intense  community  acceptance  of  this  exercise  program  is 
probably  the  result  of  tapping  into  the  Zuni's  ancient 
exercise  ethnic  of  running  and  fitness. 

o     Fitness  coordinators  in  other  model  programs  at  Winnebago, 
Blackfeet,  and  Utah  are  working  with  community  events  and 
individuals  to  develop  the  kinds  of  exercise  programs  that 
work  in  their  communities  and  sharing  these.   Fort  Totten's 
Fry-Bread  Man  has  made  regular  appearances  at  community 
fitness  events. 

o      The  Tohono  O'odham  Nation  in  southern  Arizona  wanted  their 
model  program  to  target  children.   By  providing  a 
comprehensive  school  health  program,  they  hoped  their  children 
could  be  healthier,  fitter  and  less  likely  to  develop 
diabetes.   Growing  Healthy,  a  comprehensive  school  health 
curriculum  was  introduced  in  several  elementary  school 
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classrooms.   Children  in  these  classrooms  gained  weight  more 
slowly  over  the  school  year  than  children  in  classrooms  that 
did  not  have  the  Growing  Healthy  Program.   The  Pima  school  at 
St.  Peter's  has  a  special  exercise  and  healthy  eating  program 
for  their  children.   The  school  has  attracted  many  children 
and  other  schools  on  the  reservation  are  getting  their 
students  out  for  daily  exercise.   Preventing  diabetes  in 
childhood  is  a  promising  approach. 

Question:   With  nearly  one  in  seven  Native  Americans  suffering  from 
diabetes,  are  17  Model  Diabetes  Programs  sufficient  to  combat  this 
serious  disease? 

Answer:   No,  17  Model  Diabetes  Programs  are  not  sufficient  to  combat 
this  serious  disease.  This  is  however,  the  number  of  programs  IHS 
thinks  optimal  given  the  size  of  its  budget  and  the  variety  of 
Indian  health  needs.   The  IHS  concurs  with  the  National  Commission 
on  Diabetes,  that  it  would  be  desirable  for  each  of  the  150  IHS 
Service  Units  to  establish  a  Model  Diabetes  Program.   To  meet  the 
challenge  of  providing  preventive  care  in  tribal  communities  and  to 
individual  patients  with  diabetes  in  rural  areas,  the  IHS  began  the 
Diabetes  Health  Care  Program  in  1979.   The  goal  was  to  develop  and 
study  effective  and  culturally  acceptable  ways  to  prevent  and  treat 
diabetes.   Model  programs  were  established  at  five  hospitals  and 
clinics  in  IHS  Areas:   Sacaton,  Arizona;  Winnebago,  Nebraska; 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico;  Fort  Totten,  North  Dakota;  and  Claremore, 
Oklahoma.   In  1985,  the  IHS  established  programs  in  Maine  and  Lummi, 
Washington.   In  1987,  the  IHS  established  programs  in  Tuba  City, 
Arizona  and  Browning,  Montana.   In  1988,  the  IHS  established 
programs  in  Alaska  and  Sells,  Arizona.    In  1990,  the  IHS 
established  new  programs  including  Trinidad,  California;  Zuni,  New 
Mexico;  Fort  Berthold,  North  Dakota;  Warm  Springs,  Oregon;  and  Fort 
Duchesne,  Utah,  bringing  the  IHS  Model  Diabetes  Program  to  a  total 
of  17  sites.   The  Model  Diabetes  Centers  provide  ongoing  care  to 
people  with  diabetes  and  emphasize  preventive  care  and  diabetes 
education.   These  programs  in  North  Dakota  along  with  other  model 
programs  have  laid  out  a  road  map  to  Prevention  -  Prevention  of 
Diabetes  and  Prevention  of  Complications  of  Diabetes  in  Indian 
communities. 

Question:   Dr.  Carter  quoted  statistics  that  the  rate  of  diagnosed 
diabetes  for  Native  Americans  is  142  percent  higher  than  the 
national  average,  and  the  rate  of  diabetes  mortality  is  259  percent 
higher  than  the  national  average,  and  that  the  rate  for  end-stage 
renal  (kidney)  disease  is  579  percent  higher  than  the  national 
average.   With  these  dramatic  statistics,  why  has  IHS  continued  to 
support  a  program  that  reaches  less  than  20  percent  of  Native 
Americans  who  suffer  from  this  serious  disease? 

Answer:   American  Indians  with  diabetes  have  a  higher  propensity  for 
serious  conditions  such  as  ketoacidosis,  neuropathy,  and 
retinopathy.   American  Indians  with  diabetes  are  considered  the 
highest  risk  group  in  the  United  States  for  developing  a  host  of 
complications  related  to  ophthalmic,  renal,  neurological, 
cerebrovascular,  cardiovascular,  and  peripheral  vascular  disease. 

The  IHS  has  been  unable  to  expand  these  noteworthy  efforts  because 
of  lack  of  funding  and  competitive  needs  of  other  programs  for  those 
scarce  resources.   The  IHS  Diabetes  Program  will  continue  to  provide 
support  and  primary  medical  care  to  American  Indians  with  diabetes. 
When  additional  funds  become  available,  these  efforts  will  be 
expanded. 

I  note,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  Congress  again  addressed  the  diabetes 
problem  in  1992  when  it  enacted  the  Indian  Health  Care  Improvement 
Act  of  1992.   This  Act  extended  the  existing  model  diabetes  projects 
through  the  year  2000,  and  authorized  new  projects  without  regard  to 
geographic  distribution.   Congress  also  provided  authority  to  IHS  to 
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include  support  services,  such  as  foot  care  and  physical  therapy,  to 
provide  a  more  comprehensive  treatment  program  for  diabetes. 

Question:   Does  IHS  plan  to  establish  additional  Model  Diabetes 
Programs  in  the  near  future? 

Answer:  Currently  no  additional  Model  Diabetes  Programs  are  planned 
or  budgeted  for. 

Question:   Has  IHS  made  any  advances  in  the  Model  Diabetes  Program 
since  Congress  reauthorized  it  in  1992? 

Answer:   Yes,  the  IHS  has  made  significant  advances  since  1992.   The 
efforts  to  control  diabetes  in  American  Indian  communities  continue. 
The  IHS  health  care  costs  for  diabetic  patients  and  recent  findings 
on  the  clinical  efficacy  of  managing  diabetes  are  recognized  as 
having  important  policy  implications. 

Aware  of  emerging  scientific  evidence  on  the  effectiveness  of 
interventions  in  reducing  the  complications  of  diabetes  and  its 
attendant  costs,  the  IHS  continues  to  promote  diabetic  care  likely 
to  reduce  the  costs  of  diabetes  and  improve  the  health  status  of 
people  with  the  disease.   Research  should  continue  to  identify 
effective  ways  to  reduce  the  complications  of  diabetes. 

Amputations  are  the  most  common  complications  of  diabetes  in  many 
Indian  communities.   Model  programs,  Bemidji  and  Alaska,  have 
experienced  a  36  percent  reduction  in  amputation  rates  by  screening 
all  diabetic  patients  and  focusing  on  the  high  risk  patients. 
Sacaton  and  Winnebago  have  also  experienced  dramatic  decreases  in 
amputations  by  developing  podiatry  services  in  their  facilities. 
The  IHS  continues  to  lead  the  United  States  in  developing  programs 
in  rural  areas  to  decrease  amputations. 

Screening  and  treatment  protocols  for  diabetic  complications  have 
been  developed  by  model  programs  and  disseminated  IHS  wide.   The 
results  are  dramatic: 

•  More  than  50  percent  of  IHS  diabetic  patients  received  an  eye 
exam  in  1992. 

•  Eighty  percent  were  screened  for  diabetic  kidney 
disease. 

•  Sixty  percent  received  diabetes  education. 

The  surveillance  system  to  measure  the  implementation  of  screening 
protocols  and  their  outcomes  is  unique  and  a  major  achievement  of 
the  IHS  commitment  to  control  the  diabetes  epidemic  using  every 
means  available  including  clinical  and  public  health  initiatives. 
This  remarkable  surveillance  system  developed  from  pilot  efforts  to 
measure  quality  of  care  initiated  at  Fort  Totten. 

The  Diabetes  Control  and  Complication  Trial  was  recently  completed 
after  10  years  of  study.   This  landmark  clinical  trial  showed  that 
blood  sugar  control  matters.   Better  blood  sugars  result  in  fewer 
complications.   Nurse  and  nutritionist  teams  from  IHS  model  programs 
are  training  their  colleagues  in  the  educational  techniques  to  help 
diabetes  patients  measure  their  own  blood  sugars  and  control  their 
own  diabetes.   United  Indian  Health  Services,  a  model  program  in 
California,  is  working  with  the  International  Diabetes  Center  in 
Minneapolis  to  pilot  Staged  Diabetes  Management  programs,  a 
systematic  approach  to  diabetes  including  locally  generated 
treatment  guidelines.   United  Indian  Health  Services  involved 
community  representatives  as  well  as  providers  in  developing  the 
treatment  protocols.   These  pilot  efforts  will  show  the  way  for 
other  facilities. 

Model  programs  in  IHS  have  achieved  the  framework  for  Diabetes 
Control  in  native  communities  through  activities  to  prevent 
diabetes,  to  prevent  early  complications  through  blood  sugar  control 
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and  to  prevent  end-stage  problems  by  quality  preventive  care. 

Question:  Is  the  funding  level  for  the  program  —  essentially  level 
at  $7  million  annually  —  the  major  inhibition  to  expanding  this 
program  to  combat  this  seriously  debilitating  disease? 

Answer:   The  major  inhibition  to  expanding  the  Model  Diabetes 
Program  are  the  total  amount  of  funds  available  to  IHS  and  the 
competing  needs  of  other  health  problems.  The  IHS  Model  Diabetes 
Programs  have  been  scientifically  proven  to  be  effective  for  the 
past  10  years  in  reducing  the  prevalence  of  diabetes  and  major 
complications  of  diabetes  at  the  17  Model  Diabetes  sites. 

Question:   Could  IHS  readily  expand  the  program  by  an  additional  ten 
projects  if  Congress  could  find  sufficient  additional  funding  to 
support  this  initiative? 

Answer:   The  IHS  Diabetes  Program  could  readily  expand  the  Model 
Diabetes  Program  by  an  additional  10  projects  if  funds  were 
available.   The  10  sites  would  be  prioritized  based  on  patient 
workload  using  the  most  current  diabetic  user  population  data. 

Construction  Of  Facilities 

The  Administration's  budget  for  the  Indian  Health  Service  provides 
no  new  funding  for  the  construction  of  either  health  facilities  or 
sanitation  facilities.   These  activities  were  funded  by  Congress  at 
$80.2  million,  and  $85.1  million,  respectively,  in  FY  1994.   There 
isn't  a  member  here  today  that  doesn't  have  facilities  needs  in  his 
or  her  state,  and  I  am  no  exception.   New  Mexico  is  fortunate  that 
the  replacement  Shiprock  Hospital  is  about  completed  and  ready  for 
full  operation  this  coming  summer.   There  is  no  new  health  care 
facility  on  the  current  priority  list  for  New  Mexico  awaiting 
funding  support  at  this  time. 

However,  that  is  not  the  case  with  respect  to  sanitation  facilities, 
for  which  I  alone  have  requests  for  at  least  five  Pueblos  for  new 
sanitation  facilities.   In  fact,  representatives  of  two  New  Mexico 
Pueblos  -  The  Acoma  and  Zuni  -  have  been  in  within  the  past  two 
weeks  to  renew  their  requests  for  funding.   Again,  the  needs  in 
Indian  country  for  such  facilities  is  great. 

Question:   What  is  the  Administration's  rationale  for  suspending  the 
health  facilities  construction  program  for  one  year? 

Answer:   Funding  priorities  within  the  Administration's  budget 
required  reductions  or  elimination  of  programs  elsewhere  and, 
therefore,  the  proposed  suspension  of  additional  resources  for 
sanitation  construction  activities. 

Question:   What  IHS  health  facilities  will  be  delayed  if  Congress 
approves  this  one-year  moratorium  on  construction? 

Answer:   Opening  of  the  Alaska  Native  Medical  Center,  now  under 
construction  in  Anchorage,  AK,  may  be  delayed  if  the  Congress 
approves  a  one-year  construction  funding  moratorium.   The  Congress 
provided  partial  funding  for  site  work  at  the  Ft.  Belknap  and  Hays, 
MT,  and  the  White  Earth,  MN,  health  care  facility  replacement 
projects.   This  work  cannot  be  initiated/carried  out  fully  with 
available  funds.   Also,  the  Second  Mesa,  AZ,  Pinon,  AZ,  and  Ft. 
Defiance,  AZ,  projects  will  not  proceed  beyond  design  until 
additional  funding  is  appropriated. 

Question:   Would  such  a  delay  add  to  the  overall  cost  of  these 
facilities?   If  so,  by  how  much? 

Answer:   A  one-year  delay  in  funding  for  the  Alaska  Native  Medical 
Center  would  add  approximately  $2  million  to  the  overall  project 
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cost.   Cost  estimates  for  other  delayed  projects  will  be  increased 
varying  amounts  to  reflect  inflation,  the  need  to  contract  for 
segmented  rather  than  total  construction  (for  partially  funded 
projects),  and  the  need  to  rebuild  some  portions  of  completed  work 
to  correct  damage  caused  by  weather,  vandalism,  etc.,  occurring 
while  the  work  lay  dormant  during  unfunded  periods. 

Question:   The  IHS  budget  justification  (page  Sup-34)  shows  that 
there  are  $149  million  in  unobligated  balances  available  for  Indian 
health  facilities  from  FY  1993.   With  appropriations  totaling  $297 
million  for  FY  1994,  IHS  estimates  that  some  $446  million  will  be 
available  this  year.   While  these  seem  like  significant  balances,  is 
it  not  true  that  these  funds  are  appropriated  for  specific,  and  in 
most  cases,  ongoing  projects? 

Answer:   Health  Care  Facilities  Construction; 

The  unobligated  balance  of  health  facilities  construction  funds  as 
reported  in  the  FY  1995  IHS  budget  justification  reflects  amounts 
current  as  of  January  1993.   They  represent  funds  appropriated  and 
allocated  by  the  Congress  for  specific  health  facilities  and 
quarters  projects.   Unobligated  balances  as  of  the  end  of  FY  1993 
and  as  of  February  28,  1994,  are  shown  below.   Of  the  current 
unobligated  balance,  $75,947,884  will  be  needed  to   design, 
construct,  and  equip  authorized  facilities  and  quarters  units.   The 
balance  ($1,770,741)  is  available  for  reprogramming  and  will  be 
directed  to  other  approved  projects  using  the  IHS  $250,000 
reprogramming  authority  or  in  accordance  with  the  Congress' 
direction. 

Unobligated  Balance   Unobligated  Balance 
End  of  FY  1993     February  28.  1994 
Hospitals  $53,231,325        $43,404,645 

Outpatient  Care  Facilities       20,129,182         19,964,179 
Personnel  Quarters  15,067,759         14,015,508 

Joint  Venture  334.973  334.293 

Total  $88,763,239        $77,718,625 

Maintenance   and   Improvement: 

The  unobligated  balances  of  health  facilities  maintenance  and 
improvement  (M&I)  funds  as  reported  in  the  FY  1995  IHS'  budget 
justification,  consist  of  funds  appropriated  by  the  Congress  in  bulk 
and  allocated  by  the  IHS  for  designated  health  facilities 
Maintenance  and  Improvement  projects.   The  M&I  fund  unobligated 
balance  as  of  the  end  of  FY  1993  are  $42,482,000.   These  funds  are 
allocated  by  the  IHS  for  Routine  Maintenance,  Major  M&I  Projects, 
and  Environmental  Assessments  and  Remediation. 

1.  The  Routine  Maintenance  carryover  is  comprised  of  funds 
allocated  to  the  12  IHS  Areas  and  committed  to  purchase  of 
materials,  services,  and  Area  Minor  M&I  projects.  All  funds 
allocated  to  this  item  are  required  for  completion  of  approved 
projects  and  activities. 

2.  The  Major  M&I  Projects  carryover  is  allocated  for  53  Area 
projects  to  complete  design  and  construction.   M&I  funds  are 
given  to  IHS  as  bulk  funds  to  address  routine  maintenance 
needs  of  IHS  and  tribal  facilities  throughout  the  nation.   Any 
funds  remaining  after  the  completion  of  these  projects  will  be 
used  to  fund  other  urgent  projects. 

3.  The  Environmental  Assessments  and  Remediation  fund  carry- 
over is  allocated  to  an  intensive  program  for  auditing 
environmental  compliance  at  all  IHS  and  tribal  facilities  and 
for  remediation  of  known  environmental  problems.   Any  funds 
remaining  after  completion  of  environmental  remediation  or 
audit  needs  will  be  used  to  fund  other  urgent  projects. 

Sanitation  Facilities: 

In  FY  1994,  Congress  appropriated  $85  million  to  construct 
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sanitation  facilities  —  safe  water  supplies  and  adequate  waste 

disposal  systems.   This  funding  was  distributed  to  construct 

sanitation  facilities  for  new  homes  and  to  address  the  backlog  of 

need  for  such  facilities  in  exising  homes. 

All  funds  appropriated  before  FY  1994  are  obligated  for  specific 
sanitation  facilities  construction  projects.   For  each  project,  a 
Memorandum  of  Agreement  has  been  executed  between  the  tribe  and  IHS. 

Question:   Only  about  38  percent  of  these  unobligated  balances  ($56 
million),  are  for  hospital  facilities,  and  10  percent  ($15  million) 
are  for  sanitation  facilities.   Isn't  it  realistic  to  assume  that 
additional  appropriations  are  needed  in  FY  1995  to  keep  new,  as  well 
as  ongoing,  projects  on  schedule? 

Answer:   Construction  of  Facilities;   The  unobligated  balance  of 
health  facilities  construction  funds  as  reported  in  the  FY  1995  IHS 
budget  justification  reflects  amounts  current  as  of  January  1993. 
The  IHS  budget  for  FY  1995  was  constrained  by  overall  spending 
limits  in  discretionary  spending  under  the  Budget  Enforcement  Act. 
In  order  to  provide  as  much  of  the  available  funding  as  possible  for 
health  services,  the  FY  1995  budget  proposes  a  one-year  deferral  of 
new  funds  for  the  construction  of  IHS  health  care  and  sanitation 
facilities. 

Sanitation  Facilities  Construction:   The  amount  shown  as  unobligated 
for  sanitation  facilities  construction  in  FY  1993  should  have  read 
$9,628  million,  not  $15  million.   All  of  those  funds  are  committed 
by  Memorandums  of  Agreement  for  specific  projects.   An  unobligated 
amount  is  shown  because  problems  associated  with  implementing  a  new 
accounting  system  in  one  IHS  Area  had  not  been  resolved  when  the 
justification  was  prepared.   All  projects  funded  in  FY  1993  are 
active  and  will  be  completed  in  2  to  4  years. 

Sanitation  facilities  construction  projects  are  completely  funded 
from  one  appropriation  year.   Normally,  no  additional  funds  are 
required  in  subsequent  years  for  prior  year  projects  (barring 
unforeseen  difficulties).   Therefore,  schedules  for  sanitation 
facilities  projects  funded  before  FY  1995  should  not  be  affected  if 
there  is  no  appropriation  for  sanitation  facilities  construction  in 
FY  1995.   However,  without  FY  1995  sanitation  facilities 
construction  appropriations,  provision  of  essential  sanitation 
facilities  to  an  estimated  3,000  American  Indian  and  Alaska  Native 
homes  constructed  or  rehabilitated  using  other  than  DHUD  direct- 
contributed  funds;  e.g.,  D-tribal,  State,  BIA,  other  Federal  agency, 
private,  etc.,  may  be  delayed. 

Question:   How  much  of  the  460  proposed  FTE  reduction  for  IHS  in 
1995  is  associated  with  the  proposed  one-year  moratorium  on  the 
construction  of  hospital  facilities?   On  sanitation  facilities? 

Answer:   There  is  not  a  direct  correlation  of  the  one-year 
moratorium  to  the  proposed  FTE  reductions.  However,  we  do  not 
anticipate  that  facilities  program  staffs  will  be  reduced  more  than 
their  proportional  share. 

Question:   What  are  the  Administration's  outyear  (through  FY  1999) 
funding  and  FTE  assumptions  for  these  two  construction  programs? 

Answer:  The  Administration  assumes  that  funding  for  these  two 
programs  will  be  restored  in  FY  1996  and  will  then  continue  through 
the  year  2000  with  small  increases  necessary  to  keep  pace  with 
inflation.   No  assumptions  have  been  made  about  IHS  FTE  levels  after 
FY  1994 

Maintenance  Of  Facilities 

Question:   In  the  Administration, s  FY  1994  budget,  the  President 
emphasized  the  need  to  address  backlogged  maintenance  needs  at 
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various  Federal  facilities.  IHS  has  identified  a  backlog  of  $287 
million  in  IHS  and  tribal  facilities  needs.   Is  the  $38  million 
requested  for  IHS  maintenance  activities  sufficient  to  begin  to 
address  the  documented  backlog? 

Answer:   The  Building  Research  Board  of  the  National  Research 
Council  states  that  an  appropriate  annual  budget  allocation  for 
routine  maintenance  and  repair  for  a  substantial  inventory  of 
facilities  will,  with  adequate  staffing,  typically  be  in  the  range 
of  2  to  4  percent  of  the  aggregate  current  replacement  value  of 
those  facilities.   The  current  replacement  value  of  Indian  Health 
Service-  owned  and  eligible  tribally-owned  facilities  is 
approximately  $1.9  billion;  therefore,  $38  million  requested  for  IHS 
maintenance  activities  is  the  minimum  needed  to  maintain  current 
IHS/Tribal  facilities.   Currently,  the  IHS  is  surveying  deficiencies 
at  Alcohol/Substance  Abuse  Program  (A/SAP)  facilities  nationwide. 
Data  from  these  surveys  are  not  included  in  the  above  figures  or  in 
the  backlog  of  deficiencies. 

Question:   If  the  Administration  proposed  to  level  fund  these 
activities  for  the  next  five  years,  what  would  be  the  impact  on  the 
backlog  of  maintenance  needs? 

Answer:   If  IHS  maintenance  activities  are  level  funded  for  the  next 
five  years,  the  current  backlog  of  maintenance  needs  will  increase 
at  least  $6C  million.   This  increase  does  not  include  deficiencies 
identified  during  the  on-going  Alcohol/Substance  Abuse  Program 
(A/SAP)  facilities  survey  or  environmental  deficiencies  identified 
through  environmental  audits  and  assessments.   This  increase  in 
backlog  will  occur  because  the  annual  appropriation  must  be  used  to 
accomplish  much  more  than  addressing  the  backlog. 

In  FY  1994,  approximately  $23  million  will  be  needed  for  routine 
maintenance;  e.g.,  bench  stock,  service  contracts,  and  small 
maintenance  projects,  and  public  law/program  improvement  projects. 
At  Congressional  direction,  $3  million  is  reserved  for  environmental 
assessment  and  remediation.   After  a  $500  thousand  emergency  reserve 
is  set  aside,  approximately  $11.5  million  remains  to  address 
backlog.   Furthermore,  the  amount  remaining  to  address  the  backlog 
will  diminish  over  five  years  because  of  inflation  and  additional 
routine  maintenance  needs  that  will  result  as  new  and  expanded 
facilities  enter  the  system. 

Question:   By  far  the  most  extensive  backlog  is  in  mechanical  ($93.1 
million)  and  structural  ($54.8  million)  components  of  IHS 
facilities.   How  would  the  proposed  appropriation  for  FY  1995  be 
allocated  to  these  requirements? 

Answer:   Funds  appropriated  for  maintenance  and  improvement  in  FY 
1995  will  be  distributed  to  the  IHS  Areas  using  a  standard 
space/age/condition-based  allocation  formula.   Each  IHS  Area 
allocates  the  funds  it  receives,  that  can  be  directed  to  backlog 
needs,  to  projects  ranked  highest  based  on  application  of  a  priority 
methodology  that  gives  highest  consideration  to  correcting  life 
threatening  conditions  and  addressing  safety  issues.   The  next 
highest  weights  are  given  to  BEMAR  structural,  mechanical, 
electrical,  and  utilities  tasks  that,  if  not  corrected,  could  cause 
facility  operations  to  be  halted  or  seriously  impaired. 

Question:   Can  you  please  provide  for  the  record,  the  latest 
documentation  of  the  IHS  maintenance  backlog  by  Area  Office  and  by 
major  IHS  facility? 

Answer:   The  accompanying  list  provides  the  latest  documentation  of 
the  IHS  maintenance  backlog  by  Area  Office  and  by  major  IHS 
facility.   A  summary  of  costs  by  Area  is  also  included. 
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Area 


Backlog 

ABERDEEN 

ABERDEEN 

ABERDEEN 

ABERDEEN 

ABERDEEN 

ABERDEEN 

ABERDEEN 

ABERDEEN 

ABERDEEN 

ABERDEEN 

ABERDEEN 

ABERDEEN 

ABERDEEN 

ABERDEEN 

ABERDEEN 

ABERDEEN 

ABERDEEN 

ALBUQUERQUE 

ALBUQUERQUE 

ALBUQUERQUE 

ALBUQUERQUE 

ALBUQUERQUE 

ALBUQUERQUE 

ALBUQUERQUE 

ALBUQUERQUE 

ALBUQUERQUE 

ANCHORAGE 

ANCHORAGE 

ANCHORAGE 

ANCHORAGE 

ANCHORAGE 

ANCHORAGE 

ANCHORAGE 

ANCHORAGE 

ANCHORAGE 

ANCHORAGE 

ANCHORAGE 

ANCHORAGE 

ANCHORAGE 

ANCHORAGE 

ANCHORAGE 

ANCHORAGE 

ANCHORAGE 

ANCHORAGE 

ANCHORAGE 

ANCHOFIAGE 

ANCHORAGE 

ANCHORAGE 

BEMIDJI 

BEMIDJI 

BEMIDJI 

BEMIDJI 

BEMIDJI 

BEMIDJI 

BEMIDJI 

BEMIDJI 

BEMIDJI 

BEMIDJI 

BEMIDJI 

BEMIDJI 

BEMIDJI 

BILLINGS 

BILLINGS 

BILLINGS 


IHS  Maintenance  Backlog  by  Area  Office 
and  by  Major  IHS  Facilities 

Installation  and  Description  Total 


BELCOURT  INDIAN  HOSPITAL 

CARL  T.  CURTIS  HEALTH  CENTER 

EAGLE  BUTTE  INDIAN  HOSPITAL 

FORT  TOTTEN  HEALTH  CENTER 

FORT  YATES  INDIAN  HOSPITAL 

LOWER  BRULE  HLTH  CNTER 

MCLAUGHLIN  HLTH  CENTER 

MINNI-TOHE  HLTH  CENTER 

PINE  RIDGE  INDIAN  HOSPITAL 

RAPID  CITY  INDIAN  HOSPITAL 

ROSEBUD  INDIAN  HOSPITAL 

SISSETON  INDIAN  HOSPITAL 

TRENTON  COMM.  HEALTH  CENTER 

WAGNER  INDIAN  HOSPITAL 

WANBLEE  HEALTH  CENTER 

WHITE  SHIELD  TRIBAL  HEALTH  CENTER 

WINNEBAGO  INDIAN  HOSPITAL 

ACL  HOSPITAL 

ALBUQUERQUE  HOSPITAL 

LAGUNA  HEALTH  CENTER 

MESCALERO  HOSPITAL 

PINE  HILL  HEALTH  CENTER  (RAMAH) 

SIPI  DENTAL  CLINIC 

SOUTH  UTE  INDIAN  HEALTH  CENTER 

TOWAOC  HEALTH  CENTER 

ZUNI  HOSPITAL 

ALASKA  NATIVE  MED  CTR  (EXISTING) 

ANIAK 

BARROW 

BETHEL 

FAIRBANKS 

FORT  YUKON 

GAMBELL 

HOOPER 

JUNEAU 

KANAKANAK 

KODIAK 

KOTZEBUE 

METLAKATLA 

MT  EDGECUMBE 

NOME 

NOORVIK 

SAVOONGA 

SELAWIK 

SEWARD 

SOUTHCENTRAL 

ST.  PAUL 

TANANA 

BOIS  FORTE  HEALTH  CENTER-NETT  LAKE 

CASS  LAKE  INDIAN  HOSPITAL 

FOND  DU  LAC  HLTH  CNTR-MIN-NO-AYA-WIN 

LAC  COURTE  OREILLES  HEALTH  CENTER 

LAC  DU  FLAMBEAU  HEALTH  CENTER 

MENOMINEE  HEALTH  CENTER 

MILLE  LACS-NE-IA-SHING  HLTH  CENTER 

NAYTAHWAUSH 

ONEIDA  HEALTH  CENTER 

RED  LAKE  INDIAN  HOSPITAL 

SAULTE  STE  MARIE  HLTH  CNTR-KINCHELOE 

STOCKBRIDGE-MUNSEE  HEALTH  CENTER 

WHITE  EARTH  HEALTH  CENTER 

BOX  ELDER  HEALTH  CENTER 

BROWNING  HOSPITAL 

CROW  HOSPITAL  2 


5,069 

97 

957 

161 

1,012 

120 

274 

329 

2,756 

4,333 

2,531 

1,618 

19 

898 

216 

50 

614 

78 

4,120 

86 

59 

106 

248 

5 

2 

246 

54,782 

540 

11,319 

25,167 

328 

307 

60 

2 

215 

6,983 

748 

19,044 

643 

13,087 

16,202 

39 

187 

110 

60 

391 

6,663 

5,392 

119 

1,157 

34 

114 

90 

261 

21 

7 

80 

470 

452 

168 

14 

228 

760 

882 


,920 
,700 
,110 
,310 
,420 
,660 
,370 
,850 
,020 
,560 
,590 
,670 
,240 
,660 
,320 
,850 
,388 
,990 
,860 
,697 
,750 
,880 
,500 
,350 
,800 
,345 
,575 
,313 
,650 
,345 
,268 
,884 
,125 
,000 
,980 
,950 
,526 
,199 
,236 
,601 
,070 
,250 
,500 
,000 
,222 
,971 
,000 
,244 
,975 
,406 
,557 
,887 
,431 
,697 
,956 
,900 
,888 
,114 
,916 
,687 
,561 
,477 
,696 
,602 
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Area 


BILLINGS 

BILLINGS 

BILLINGS 

BILLINGS 

BILLINGS 

BILLINGS 

CALIFORNIA 

NAVAJO 

NAVAJO 

NAVAJO 

NAVAJO 

NAVAJO 

NAVAJO 

NAVAJO 

NAVAJO 

NAVAJO 

NAVAJO 

NAVAJO 

NAVAJO 

NASHVILLE 

NASHVILLE 

NASHVILLE 

OKLAHOMA 

OKLAHOMA 

OKLAHOMA 

OKLAHOMA 

OKLAHOMA 

OKLAHOMA 

OKLAHOMA 

OKLAHOMA 

OKLAHOMA 

OKLAHOMA 

PORTLAND 

PORTLAND 

PORTLAND 

PORTLAND 

PORTLAND 

PORTLAND 

PORTLAND 

PORTLAND 

PHOENIX 

PHOENIX 

PHOENIX 

PHOENIX 

PHOENIX 

PHOENIX 

PHOENIX 

PHOENIX 

PHOENIX 

PHOENIX 

PHOENIX 

PHOENIX 

PHOENIX 

TUCSON 

TUCSON 


Installation  and  Description 

FORT  BELKNAP  HOSPITAL 

FORT  WASHAKIE  HEALTH  CENTER 

LAME  DEER  HEALTH  CENTER 

LODGE  GRASS  HEALTH  CENTER 

POPLAR  HEALTH  CENTER 

POPLAR  HEALTH  CENTER 

HOOPA  HOSPITAL 

CHINLE  HOSPITAL 

CROWNPOINT  HOSPITAL 

DZILTH  NA  O  DITH  HLE  HEALTH  CENTER 

FORT  DEFIANCE  HOSPITAL 

GALLUP  INDIAN  MEDICAL  CENTER 

INSCRIPTION  HOUSE  HEALTH  CENTER 

KAYENTA  HEALTH  CENTER 

SHIPROCK  HOSPITAL 

TUBA  CITY  HOSPITAL 

TEEC  NOS  POS  HEALTH  CENTER 

TUBA  CITY  HOSPITAL 

WINSLOW  HEALTH  CENTER 

CHEROKEE  HOSPITAL 

CREEK,  POARCH  BAND 

REGIONAL  YOUTH  TREATMENT  CENTER 

ADA  HOSPITAL 

ANADARKO  HOSPITAL 

CLAREMORE  INDIAN  HOSPITAL 

CLINTON  INDIAN  HOSPITAL 

HASKELL  HEALTH  CENTER 

LAWTON  INDIAN  HOSPITAL 

PAWNEE  INDIAN  HOSPITAL 

TAHLEQUAH  INDIAN  HOSPITAL 

TALIHINA  INDIAN  HOSPITAL 

W.W.HASTINGS  IHS  HOSPITAL 

FORT  HALL  HEALTH  CENTER 

LUMMI 

NEAH  BAY 

NESPELEM 

PUYALLUP  TRIBAL  HEALTH  AUTHORITY 

TACOMA/PUYALLUP 

TOPPENISH 

WELLPINIT 

CIBECUE  HEALTH  CENTER 

FORT  DUCHESNE 

FT  MCDERMIT  HEALTH  CENTER 

FT  YUMA 

KEAMS  CANYON  IND  HOSPITAL 

OWYHEE  IND  HOSPITAL 

PARKER  INDIAN  HOSPITAL 

PEACH  SPRINGS  HEALTH  CENTER 

PHOENIX  INDIAN  MEDICAL  CENTER 

SACATON  INDIAN  HOSPITAL 

SAN  CARLOS  INDIAN  HOSPITAL 

SCHURZ  INDIAN  HOSPITAL 

WHITERIVER  INDIAN  HOSPITAL 

SAN  XAVIER  INDIAN  HOSPITAL 

SELLS  INDIAN  HOSPITAL 


Total 


363, 

784 

293, 

920 

1, 

208, 

685 

93, 

000 

62, 

914 

218, 

369 

1, 

024, 

085 

1, 

300, 

600 

230, 

600 

162, 

000 

2, 

006, 

510 

3, 

319, 

846 

591, 

100 

1 

407, 

070 

1 

114, 

606 

40 

000 

44, 

500 

2 

311, 

750 

2 

159 

953 

632 

122 

13 

865 

33 

106 

2 

183 

191 

76 

185 

2 

758 

334 

1 

077 

371 

264 

912 

4 

362 

516 

1 

281 

260 

800 

600 

7 

159 

152 

144 

900 

61 

300 

313 

396 

174 

450 

2 

,313 

500 

148 

400 

37 

500 

94 

000 

123 

,550 

335 

,293 

116 

,153 

29 

799 

843 

,367 

3 

,998 

,553 

3 

,621 

,417 

1 

,729 

,777 

200 

,051 

5 

,716 

,912 

1 

,152 

,674 

4 

,192 

,084 

1 

,084 

,733 

2 

,385 

,563 

2 

,298 

,005 

8 

,855 

,794 

Question:   The  IHS  budget  justification  (page  IHF-16)  indicates  that 
for  major  maintenance  and  improvement  projects,  IHS  is  going  to  do 
away  with  a  national  priority  list  and  distribute  all  such  funds  to 
the  Area  Offices.   What  is  the  Administration's  rationale  for  this 
approach? 


Answer:   The  IHS  has  discontinued  the  national  priority  list  in 
favor  of  priority  lists  for  projects  at  the  Area  level.   This 
approach  enables  Area  facility  engineers  to  plan  and  execute  both 
short-term  and  long-range  projects  more  efficiently  and  it  improves 
management  flexibility  so  that  the  most  urgent  needs  are  met  each 
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year.   This  improved  funding  concept  will  shorten  the  time  necessary 
to  plan  and  approve  projects.   In  addition  it  will  facilitate 
allocation  of  maintenance  &    improvement  (MSI)  funds  to  Self- 
Governance  tribes  by  allowing  easier  determination  of  the  amounts 
that  should  be  made  available  to  their  programs. 

Question;   Do  you  think  that  the  proposed  policy  change  will  ensure 
completion  of  projects  to  address  the  most  serious  maintenance 
needs? 

Answer:   Discontinuing  the  national  priority  list  and  distributing 
major  MSI  funds  directly  to  the  Areas  puts  the  decision  making 
responsibility  in  the  hands  of  Area  facilities  management  personnel 
who  are  more  knowledgeable  about  their  most  critical  MSI  needs.   The 
assurance  that  funds  will  be  available  every  year  as  opposed  to 
uncertainties  associated  with  competing  for  a  portion  of  a  national 
reserve  enable  IHS  Area  personnel  to  plan  more  effectively  and 
logically.   Emerging  problems  can  be  addressed  before  they  reach  a 
more  serious  level  and  limited  maintenance  funds  will  be  expended 
more  responsibly. 

IHS  -  Health  Care  Reform 

Question:   The  budget  indicates  that  the  IHS  would  be  required  to 
provide  the  prescribed  comprehensive  benefits  package  by  January  1, 
1999,  but  that  package  exceeds  what  is  currently  provided.   What 
would  IHS  have  to  add  to  available  services  to  provide  the  proposed 
benefits  package? 

Answer:   The  scope  of  Indian  health  care  services  authorized  by 
statute  already  include  those  proposed  in  the  comprehensive  benefits 
package.   The  IHS  budget  has  been  historically  insufficient  to 
provide  all  authorized  services  that  were  needed  by  eligible  Indian 
people.   Under  health  care  reform,  IHS  would  not  need  to  add 
categories  of  benefits  that  are  today  unavailable.   Rather,  IHS  will 
need  to  expand  capacity,  infrastructure,  and  financial  arrangements 
with  private  networks  that  will  be  necessary  to  fully  provide  the 
benefits  package  to  IHS  enrollees. 

Question:   What  is  the  estimated  cost  of  the  comprehensive  benefits 
package  if  provided  by  the  IHS?   How  does  that  relate  to  current 
costs? 

Answer:   The  cost  to  assure  the  benefits  package  through  the  IHS 
will  depend  upon  the  number  of  eligible  Indians  who  enroll  with 
programs  of  the  IHS,  their  demographic  risk  characteristics  such  as 
age,  household  size,  health  status  and  plan  payment  features  such  as 
the  variability  of  average  weighted  premiums  across  geographic 
areas.   These  factors  are  currently  under  study.   Definitive 
estimates  are  not  yet  available,  but  we  are  working  with  HHS  experts 
and  outside  actuaries  to  develop  a  realistic  assessment  of  projected 
costs  and  will  provide  those  to  the  Committee  in  the  near  future. 

Some  current  IHS  costs  are  expended  on  public  health  programs  and 
other  health  services  not  in  the  prescribed  comprehensive  benefits 
package.   IHS  estimates  $1.3  billion  to  $1.4  billion  of  FY  1994 
appropriations  are  attributed  to  services  within  the  defined 
benefits  package. 

Question:   The  Health  Security  Act  authorizes  up  to  $40  million  in 
FY  1995,  $180  million  in  FY  1996,  and  $200  million  each  year 
thereafter  for  expanded  public  health  services  and  enabling 
services.   For  what  would  these  proposed  funds  specifically  be  used? 

Answer:   Such  funds  would  used  for  three  purposes:  1)  augment 
enabling  services  such  as  patient  transportation,  community 
outreach,  native  language  interpretation,  and  culturally  relevant 
approaches  to  overcoming  health  care  access  barriers  that  Indians 
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experience  disproportionately;  2)  provide  seed  funding  to  underwrite 
capital  loan  guarantees  authorized  in  the  Health  Security  Act  and 
similar  infrastructure  development  necessary  for  health  reform 
implementation;  3)  expand  public  health  efforts  targeting  high  risk 
and  at-risk  Indian  populations  with  high  potential  for  successful 
health  impacts. 

Question:   Would  IHS  be  expected  to  fund  these  amounts  within 
available  resources?   If  not,  how  does  the  Administration 
specifically  propose  to  finance  them? 

Answer:   These  authorizations  allow  IHS  to  expend  these  amounts  for 
activities  related  to  health  care  reform  and  are  contained  in  Title 
III  of  the  Health  Security  Act.   A  budget  for  items  in  the  Health 
Security  Act  is  under  development  separately  from  the  FY   1995  IHS 
budget  request. 

Question:   The  budget  materials  indicate  that  Indian  people  would 
have  the  option  to  purchase  an  alliance  plan,  otherwise  the 
President'  s  Health  Security  Act  would  preserve  free  care  through  the 
IHS  system.   Estimates  by  CBO  indicate  that  current  Public  Health 
Services  programs  —  presumably  IHS  among  them  —  will  be  reduced  by 
$4.8  billion  through  the  year  1999  due  to  health  care  reform.   These 
savings  will  be  used  in  part  to  fund  new  initiatives.   How  much  is 
expected  to  be  saved  in  IHS?   From  what?   Will  employed  Indians  who 
enroll  in  the  IHS  health  plan  pay  premiums  to  IHS? 

Answer:   Any  savings  relative  to  current  appropriations  will  depend 
upon  new  total  costs  to  assure  comprehensive  benefits  to  Indian 
enrollees  less  new  insurance  premium  revenues  from  non-tribal 
employers  and  new  premiums  discount  equivalents  for  low  income 
unemployed  Indians  for  their  individual  share  of  premiums.   If  new 
premium  related  revenues  exceed  new  costs  to  assure  the  benefits 
package,  then  the  net  difference  can  be  used  to  offset  current 
appropriations  as  savings.   These  costs  are  currently  under  study. 
The  amount  of  new  revenues  are  more  uncertain  because  definitive 
national  summary  data  for  Indians  employed  by  tribes  and  unemployed 
Indians  by  income  level  are  not  readily  available.    Preliminary 
estimates  of  potential  savings  are  currently  under  study  and  are  not 
yet  available. 

Personal  premiums  for  Indians  enrolled  with  IHS  are  waived,  whether 
employed  or  unemployed.  Employer  premiums  are  waived  for  tribal 
governments. 

Question:   The  budget  also  assumes  there  would  be  a  revolving  loan 
fund  to  finance  the  IHS  capital  construction  programs.   How  much  of 
an  annual  capital  construction  program  is  envisioned  under  the 
health  care  reform  package?   How  would  this  compare  with  the  current 
construction  program  funding  levels. 

Answer:   We  do  not  have  estimates  at  this  time  of  the  number  or 
percentage  of  tribes  that  may  elect  to  utilize  a  new  loan  guarantee 
concept  to  finance  capital  construction  related  to  health  care 
reform.   Because  of  old  and  inadequate  facilities,  we  believe  that 
significant  investment  in  capital  infrastructure  to  expand  and 
enhance  IHS  capacity  to  provide  the  comprehensive  benefits  to 
Indians  is  needed.   Budget  caps  for  discretionary  spending  will 
severely  limit  capital  investment  from  appropriations  alone.   The 
HSA  authorizes  important  new  instruments  to  finance  IHS  capital 
improvements.   Through  loan  guarantee  and  direct  revolving  loan 
funds,  IHS  and  tribes  will  be  able  to  leverage  significant 
additional  capital  investment  from  private  markets  at  attractive 
rates.   Using  typical  loan  risk  underwriting  factors,  leverage  is 
estimated  as  $20  in  capital  loans  for  each  $1  in  Budget  Authority. 
Enhanced  revenues  anticipated  under  health  reform  can  be  used  to 
retire  capital  loans  over  the  life  of  the  facility.    The  net  effect 
is  to  leverage  future  health  reform  revenue  to  make  necessary 
capital  improvements  immediately. 


261 

Tohatchi  Health  Center 

Mr.  chairman,  the  Indian  Health  Service  recently  appeared  before  the 
Senate  Select  Committee  on  Indian  Affairs  to  discuss  the  FY  1995 
budget.   At  that  time,  I  questioned  IHS  witnesses  about  the  adequacy 
of  the  budget  request  to  fully  staff  New  Mexico  health  care 
facilities.   The  FY  1995  budget  for  the  Indian  Health  Service 
requests  $3,345  million  to  annualize  staffing  levels  at  the  Tohatchi 
Health  Center  in  Nevj  Mexico.   However,  with  the  Administration's 
proposed  base  funding  and  staffing  reductions,  I  am  concerned  about 
IHS  providing  adequate  staffing  levels  for  this,  and  other  IHS 
hospitals  and  clinics. 

Question:   What  is  the  total  amount  proposed  in  the  FY  1995  budget 
for  the  operation  of  the  Tohatchi  Health  Center? 

Answer:   The  FY  1995  budget  does  not  contain  any  increase  for  this 
facility.   However,  the  total  amount  displayed  in  the  FY  1995  budget 
for  the  operation  of  the  Tohatchi,  N.M.  Health  Center  is  $3,354,000. 

Question:   How  many  full-time  equivalent  personnel  (FTEs)  are 
currently  assigned  to  the  Tohatchi  Health  Center? 
Answer:   The  currently  available  FTE  personnel  assigned  to  the 
Tohatchi  Health  Center  is  eight. 

Question:   How  many  are  needed  to  fully  staff  the  Tohatchi  Health 
Center? 

Answer:   The  total  level  of  staffing  necessary  to  bring  the  Tohatchi 
Health  Center  to  an  adequate  staffing  level  of  85  percent  would  be 
109  FTEs. 

Question:   Does  the  FY  1995  budget  request  include  sufficient 
resources  to  fully  staff  the  Tohatchi  Health  Center. 

Answer:   No.   The  FY  1995  budget  provides  for  no  additional  funds 
for  this  facility.   Funds  to  support  an  additional  46  FTEs  were 
included  in  FY  1994  for  a  total  staff  level  of  54  FTEs. 

Question:   Is  it  not  the  case  that  the  proposed  increases  in  the 
Health  Services  Activity  are  more  than  offset  by  proposed  absorption 
of  built-in  increases  and  administrative  cost  reductions?    In  other 
words,  there  are  insufficient  resources  to  even  modestly  staff  the 
Tohatchi  Health  Center. 

Answer:   That  is  correct. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  RECESS 

Senator  Reid.  I  thank  you  very  much.  The  subcommittee  will 
stand  in  recess  until  10  a.m.,  Tuesday,  March  15,  when  we  will  re- 
ceive testimony  from  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

[Whereupon,  at  12:11  p.m.,  Friday,  March  11,  the  subcommittee 
was  recessed,  to  reconvene  at  10  a.m.,  Tuesday,  March  15  ] 
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TUESDAY,  MARCH  15,  1994 

U.S.  Senate, 
Subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations, 

Washington,  DC. 
The  subcommittee  met  at  10:26  a.m.,  in  room  SD-116,  Dirksen 
Senate  Office  Building,  Hon.  Harry  Reid  presiding. 

Present:  Senators  Reid,  Bumpers,  Nickles,  Stevens,  Domenici, 
and  Burns. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

statements  of: 

bob  armstrong,  assistant  secretary  for  land  and  min- 
ERALS management 

MICHAEL  P.  DOMBECK,  ACTING  DIRECTOR 
ACCOMPANIED  BY: 

MARY  ANN  LAWLER,  DIRECTOR  OF  BUDGET,  DEPARTMENT  OF  IN- 
TERIOR 

DENISE  MERIDITH,  DEPUTY  DIRECTOR 

LAWRENCE  E.  BENNA,  ACTING  CHIEF,  DIVISION  OF  BUDGET 

BUDGET  REQUEST 

Senator  Reid.  The  subcommittee  will  come  to  order.  I  apologize 
for  the  vote  having  been  called  when  it  was.  Once  we  got  on  the 
floor,  then  there  was  business  that  had  to  be  conducted.  I  apologize 
for  being  late. 

But,  I  want  everyone,  especially  the  Senators,  to  know  that  we 
have  all — we  are  in  no  hurry.  So,  everyone  will  have  an  oppor- 
tunity to  ask  all  the  questions  they  want. 

I  will  give  my  opening  statement,  Senator  Burns,  and  then  I  will 
ask  questions  for  10  minutes.  And,  then  you  can. 

And,  if  anyone  else  shows  up,  they  can.  And,  we  will  do  that 
until  we  get  finished. 

The  subcommittee,  as  I  indicated,  will  come  to  order.  This  morn- 
ing, as  we  all  know,  we  are  considering  the  1995  budget  for  the  Bu- 
reau of  Land  Management. 

Testifying  in  support  of  the  budget  is  Mr.  Bob  Armstrong,  the  As- 
sistant Secretary  for  Land  and  Minerals  Management,  and  Dr.  Mi- 
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chael  Dombeck,  the  Acting  Director  for  the  Bureau  of  Land  Man- 
agement. 

The  1995  budget  request  for  the  Bureau  is  $1,119,978,000.  This 
is  about  a  4.4-percent  increase  above  last  year.  This  1995  request 
would  support  a  total  of  11,796  full  time  equivalents,  which  is  a  re- 
duction of  167  below  last  year's  utilization. 

The  fiscal  year  1995  request  includes  increases  above  1994  of 
$18,860,000  for  the  Pacific  Northwest  forest  plan,  $14,500,000  for 
range  reform  activities,  $12,400,000  to  enhance  mining  inspection 
and  enforcement  efforts  and  to  allow  the  BLM  to  implement  mining 
reform  legislation,  $9,051,000  for  land  acquisition  and  $2,827,000 
for  fire  programs. 

PREPARED  STATEMENT  OF  SENATOR  BURNS 

We  have  a  statement  submitted  by  Senator  Bums  which  we  will 
insert  into  the  record  at  this  point. 
I  will  leave  the  record  open  for  other  statements. 
[The  statement  follows:] 

Prepared  Statement  of  Senator  Conrad  Burns 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  holding  this  hearing,  BLM  land  is  important  to  the 
State  of  Montana.  Over  one-third  of  my  state  is  owned  by  the  federal  government. 
And  this  makes  it  pretty  difficult  to  manage  this  partnership,  folks.  The  federal  gov- 
erimient  must  work  to  be  a  good  neighbor  to  Montanans. 

There  are  a  number  of  topics  which  I  would  like  to  address  this  morning.  First, 
I  am  concerned  about  the  Rangeland  Reform  proposal.  Throughout  the  budget  jus- 
tification, and  in  Assistant  Secretary  Armstrong's  prepared  testimony,  it  states  that 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  is  working  with  Congress  regarding  this  issue.  I  wish 
this  was  the  case. 

I  was  concerned  when  I  read  in  the  newspapers  that  certain  members  of  Congress 
were  reacting  to  the  Administrations  proposal.  Since  I  had  not  seen  a  copy  of  the 
latest  proposal,  I  sent  a  letter  to  Secretary  Babbitt  asking  that  I  receive  a  copy  of 
the  proposal.  I  have  still  not  received  a  response  from  the  Secretary.  However,  since 
I  sent  that  letter,  I  am  even  more  alarmed  by  the  memo  dated  March  3,  1994  from 
the  Department's  Director  of  Communications. 

This  memo  is  to  the  staff  of  four  Members  of  Congress.  While  I  am  surprised  that 
the  Department  would  only  allow  these  four  offices  to  review  the  new  proposal,  I 
am  even  more  shocked  by  the  content  of  this  memo.  It  reads,  "I  realize  you  will 
meet  tomorrow  to  discuss  the  proposed  rule.  If  that  meeting  leads  to  substantive 
changes  in  the  standards  and  guidelines  section,  the  press  release  will  of  course 
change  as  well." 

This  is  crystal  clear  to  me;  the  Department  is  willing  to  make  any  changes  that 
these  four  members  want.  I  don't  consider  this  working  with  Congress.  This  in  not 
working  openly  with  concerned  citizens.  And  it  is  not  the  right  way  to  do  business. 

I  am  as  equally  concerned  about  the  mining  reform  which  is  included  in  this  bill. 
Once  again,  the  Department  says  it  wants  to  work  with  Congress.  Yet,  included  in 
the  budget  request  are  drastic  changes.  This  Congress  has  not  started  the  Con- 
ference regarding  mining  reform.  But  the  Administration's  budget  assumes  there 
will  be  an  8  percent  royalty  and  a  permanent  mine  claim  maintenance  fee.  I  believe 
the  Administration  is  putting  the  cart  before  the  horse. 

I  would  like  to  take  a  couple  moments  to  address  another  issue,  and  that  is  eco- 
system management.  Throughout  this  budget,  the  term  ecosystem  management  ap- 
pears. But,  I  have  not  heard  a  definition  for  this  term.  I  would  like  to  think  that 
this  term  would  allow  for  humans  to  be  a  part  of  the  equation.  Getting  folks  at  the 
local  level  involved  in  the  decisions  which  directly  impact  them  is  a  step  in  the  right 
direction. 

Mr.  Chairman,  again  thank  you  for  holding  this  hearing,  and  I  will  have  some 
questions  for  our  witnesses. 
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SUMMARY  STATEMENT  OF  HON.  BOB  ARMSTRONG 

Senator  Reid.  The  committee  welcomes  both  Secretary  Arm- 
strong and  you,  Dr.  Dombeck.  Let  me  welcome  you  on  behalf  of  the 
full  committee. 

If  you  have  prepared  statements,  they  will  be  made  a  part  of  the 
record  in  their  entirety.  Starting  with  Assistant  Secretary  Arm- 
strong, I  would  ask  that  you  summarize  your  remarks  so  that  we 
may  hear  from  both  you  and  the  head  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Man- 
agement so  that  we  can  then  quickly  get  to  the  questions. 

If  there  are  others  from  the  Department  here  today  that  you 
wish  to  call  on  to  help  answer  any  questions,  please  introduce  them 
so  that  the  transcriber  is  able  to  identify  them  at  the  appropriate 
time  in  the  transcript. 

Mr.  Armstrong,  would  you  begin  by  summarizing  your  state- 
ment? 

Mr.  Armstrong.  I  would  be  happy  to.  Mr.  Chairman,  members 
of  the  subcommittee,  it  is  with  great  pleasure  that  I  appear  before 
this  committee  to  discuss  the  1995  budget  request  for  the  BLM. 

Let  me  say  that  this  has  been  the  most  exciting  and  most  chal- 
lenging year  and  the  most  fun  year  of  my  life.  And,  I  appreciate 
the  confirmation  and  the  opportunity  to  do  it. 

Accompanying  me  today  are  Mike  Dombeck,  who  is  the  Acting 
Director;  Denise  Meridith,  the  Deputy  Director,  who  is  to  my  left; 
and,  Larry  Benna,  who  is  the  Acting  Chief  of  the  Division  of  Budg- 
et; and,  also  Mary  Ann  Lawler,  who  is  Director  of  Budget,  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior,  immediately  to  my  left. 

As  Assistant  Secretary  for  Land  and  Minerals  Management, 
President  Clinton  and  Secretary  Babbitt  have  given  me  the  respon- 
sibility for  the  management  of  public  lands  and  resources  held  in 
trust  for  the  citizens  of  the  United  States.  I  accept  this  task  proud- 
ly for  myself  and  on  behalf  of  the  11,000  employees  of  the  Bureau. 

Before  Mike  gives  you  an  overview  of  the  BLM  budget,  I  would 
like  to  comment  on  several  priority  issues  reflected  in  the  1995 
budget.  Many  of  these  issues  are  not  new. 

In  fact,  they  have  been  discussed  on  numerous  occasions  within 
this  subcommittee  and  other  committees  in  the  Congress.  Regard- 
less of  how  often  they  are  discussed,  until  they  are  resolved  to  the 
benefit  of  the  American  public,  they  will  remain  significant  and  de- 
serving of  our  attention  and  our  efforts. 

The  direction  we  wish  to  take  in  1995  is  to  make  significant 
progress  toward  the  following:  Wisely  managing  the  Nation's  public 
ands  and  natural  resources  in  the  public  trust  while  providing  for 
the  long-term  needs  of  future  generations  for  the  ecologically  sound 
environment  and  a  strong  economy;  to  expand  the  President's  in- 
vestment in  natural  resources  protection  and  development;  acceler- 
ate the  implementation  of  ecosystem  management  efforts  on  critical 
areas  such  as  the  Pacific  Northwest  and  other  ecosystems  on  public 
lands.  When  the  ecosystem  is  healthy,  we  all  benefit — the  rancher, 
the  fisherman,  the  birder  and  the  critters  who,  incidentally,  include 
you  and  me. 

The  budget  supports  the  recommendations  of  Vice-President 
Gore's  National  Performance  Review  by  reducing  administrative 
overhead  costs  and  streamlining  administrative  procedures.  In  tak- 


266 

ing  this  direction,  we  had  to  make  some  hard  choices  and  focus  our 
efforts  on  key  initiatives. 

We  chose  the  following  course  of  action:  The  secretarial  initia- 
tives have  been  rangeland  reform,  mining  law  reform,  the  Presi- 
dent's forest  plan  and  land  acquisition.  We  will  be  available  to  an- 
swer questions  on  each  of  these. 

I,  particularly,  will  be  interested  in  rangeland  reform  and  mining 
reform,  I  think  oil  and  gas  to  some  degree.  And,  Mike  and  Denise 
will  do  the  rest. 

PREPARED  STATEMENT 

It  is  really  pretty  simple.  As  my  dad  used  to  say,  "If  you  take 
care  of  the  land,  it  will  take  care  of  you." 

There  are  other  proposals  in  the  budget  that  Mike  will  highlight. 
And,  I  will  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions  upon  completion  of 
his  statement. 

[The  statement  follows:! 

Statement  of  Bob  Armstrong 

Good  morning.  It  is  with  great  pleasure  that  I  appear  before  this  committee  to 
discuss  the  1995  Budget  Request  for  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM).  Ac- 
companying me  today  from  the  BLM  are  the  Acting  Director,  Deputy  Director,  and 
Acting  Chief  of  the  Division  of  Budget.  Also  accompanying  me  is  the  Chief,  Division 
of  Budget  Administration  for  the  Department. 

As  Assistant  Secretary  for  Land  and  Minerals  Management,  President  Clinton 
and  Secretary  Babbitt  have  tasked  me  with  the  management  of  public  lands  and 
natural  resources  held  in  trust  for  the  citizens  of  the  United  States.  I  take  this  re- 
sponsibility seriously  and  I  hope  my  comments  and  answers  to  your  questions  dem- 
onstrate the  commitment  that  Secretary  Babbitt,  myself,  the  BLM  Director,  and  the 
nearly  11,000  employees  of  the  BLM  have  to  the  great  responsibility  given  us. 

Before  the  BLM  Acting  Director  gives  you  an  overview  of  the  BLM's  budget,  I 
would  like  to  comment  on  several  priority  issues  reflected  in  the  1995  budget.  Many 
of  these  issues  are  not  new.  In  fact,  they  have  been  discussed  on  numerous  occa- 
sions within  this  subcommittee  and  other  committees  in  the  Congress.  Regardless 
of  how  often  they  are  discussed,  until  they  are  resolved  to  the  benefit  of  the  Amer- 
ican public,  they  will  remain  significant  and  deserving  of  our  attention  and  efforts. 

In  developing  the  1995  budget,  we  addressed  Federal  budget  restraints  estab- 
lished by  the  President  and  the  Congress  by  conducting  a  careful  internal  examina- 
tion of  priorities  and  making  very  difficult  choices.  The  requested  budget  meets  the 
Administration's  commitment  to  wisely  manage  the  Nation's  public  lands  and  natu- 
ral resources  in  the  public  trust,  while  providing  for  the  long-term  needs  of  future 
generations  for  an  ecologically  sound  environment  and  a  strong  economy.  The  budg- 
et request  expands  the  President's  investment  in  natural  resource  protection  and  de- 
velopment. The  budget  supports  the  recommendations  of  Vice  President  Gore's  Na- 
tional Performance  Review.  In  my  specific  areas  of  responsibility,  this  budget  will 
allow  continued  progress  toward  our  goals  in  the  reform  of  grazing  and  mining  prac- 
tices on  public  lands;  and  implementing  the  President's  Pacific  Northwest  Forest 
Plan. 

RANGELAND  REFORM 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  is  working  with  Congress,  Western  Governors,  the 
livestock  industry,  conservation  groups,  and  other  interested  parties  on  the  issue  of 
Rangeland  Reform.  The  Secretary  has  been  listening  to  the  concerns  raised  by  inter- 
ested parties  at  a  series  of  roundtables  and  town  meetings  conducted  throughout  the 
West  in  recent  months.  The  Department  will  propose  grazing  regulations  in  the 
spring;  we  expect  final  regulations  to  be  issued  in  the  fall.  The  1995  Budget  Request 
includes  a  $14.5  million  increase  to  support  range  reform  efforts.  The  increase  will 
be  used  for  allotment  evaluations  and  categorizations,  development  of  standards  and 
guidelines,  ecosystem  planning,  and  expanded  allotment  supervision,  among  other 
activities. 
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MINING  LAW  REFORM 

The  Department  is  committed  to  continue  working  with  the  Congress  to  achieve 
comprehensive  reform  of  the  1872  Mining  Law.  We  clearly  support  four  principal 
reform  elements:  eliminating  the  patenting  system,  instituting  a  royalty  system, 
providing  strong  environmental  protection  for  the  public  lands,  and  permanent 
maintenance  fees.  The  BLM  budget  also  assumes  the  continuation  of  mine  claim 
maintenance  fees.  An  increase  of  $12.4  million  funded  from  mine  claim  maintenance 
fees  will  enable  the  BLM  to  enhance  management  activities  such  as  inspection  and 
enforcement  of  mining  operations  under  existing  plans,  including  those  using  cya- 
nide. The  additional  funding  will  also  be  used  for  implementing  mining  reform  legis- 
lation. 

The  time  has  come  to  move  forward  toward  resolution  of  the  conflicts  surrounding 
the  1872  Mining  Law.  I  am  confident  that  together  we  can  engage  and  bring  this 
issue  to  completion  in  the  form  of  progressive  mining  reform. 

THE  president's  FOREST  PLAN 

The  President  released  his  Forest  Plan  for  a  Sustainable  Economy  and  Sustain- 
able Environment  on  July  1,  1993.  The  Forest  Plan  is  a  comprehensive  and  innova- 
tive blueprint  for  forest  management,  economic  development,  and  agency  coordina- 
tion in  the  Pacific  Northwest  and  northern  California.  The  Plan  is  based  on  Option 
9  of  the  Forest  Ecosystem  Management  Assessment  Team  (FEMAT)  report.  The 
Plan  focuses  on  key  watersheds  and  a  comprehensive  system  of  old  growth  reserves 
to  protect  old  growth  ecosystems. 

The  Department's  1995  budget  supports  the  Plan  with  a  commitment  of  $73.4  mil- 
lion, of  which  $41.2  million  is  provided  by  the  BLM.  Funding  for  Jobs  in  the  Woods 
ecosystem  restoration  projects  will  provide  employment  opportunities  on  riparian 
projects,  road  closures,  and  other  improvements.  Implementation  of  the  Plan  itself 
includes  watershed  assessments,  planning,  and  monitoring,  as  well  as  ongoing  re- 
search. As  part  of  the  Forest  Plan,  the  BLM  will  be  engaged  in  coordinated,  inter- 
agency work  with  the  Forest  Service,  National  Biological  Survey,  and  the  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service,  reflecting  the  Secretary's  emphasis  on  better  science  and  en- 
dangered species  protection. 

The  President's  Forest  Plan  is  the  culmination  of  an  extraordinary  effort  built  on 
working  partnerships  and  effective  cooperation.  With  your  continued  support,  I  am 
confident  that  we  have  come  to  a  solution  that  will  prove  equitable  to  all  parties 
involved  and  meet  the  biodiversity  needs  of  this  important  ecosystem. 

LAND  ACQUISITION 

The  BLM's  Land  Acquisition  Program  reflects  the  Department's  emphasis  to  use 
more  land  exchanges  to  reduce  costs  and  improve  management  efficiency  on  public 
lands.  The  BLM's  proposed  budget  includes  an  increase  of  $9.1  million  for  land  ac- 
quisition, of  which  $5  million  is  for  land  exchanges.  Priority  acquisitions  will  sup- 
port biodiversity  and  Fish  and  Wildlife  2000  by  acquiring  wildlife  habitat  and  ripar- 
ian-wetland areas;  and  Recreation  2000  by  acquiring  lands  with  recreational  oppor- 
tunities including  wilderness  inholdings  and  cultural  resources  or  access  to  public 
lands  offering  these  values. 

TRANS-ALASKA  PIPELINE  SYSTEM  (TAPS) 

Responding  to  public  and  congressional  concerns,  in  mid- 1993,  BLM  undertook  ac- 
tions to  uncover  and  rectify  problems  in  operations  of  the  TAPS.  Those  activities  in- 
cluded contracting  for  an  overhaul  of  the  Joint  Pipeline  Office  (JPO)  and  its  Mon- 
itoring and  Inspection  Program,  hiring  new  inspectors  and  other  support  personnel, 
increased  audit  activity,  contracting  for  studies  of  the  operational  and  management 
problems  and  an  outline  of  recommended  solutions,  contracts  to  build  a  quality  pro- 
gram for  the  operator,  contracting  for  provision  of  engineering  expertise  for  the  JPO, 
and  development  of  a  Federal-State  Memorandum  of  Understanding  to  ensure  inte- 
grated operations  and  support  of  JPO  by  parent  agencies. 

The  repair  of  hardware  and  correction  of  some  management  problems  have  begun 
and  will  continue  for  a  year.  Corrective  actions  for  pipeline  management  and  regula- 
tion are  in  the  development  stage  and  should  be  implemented  starting  in  the  sum- 
mer of  1994  and  completed  later  in  the  year.  It  will  take  additional  time  to  ensure 
that  operations  under  new  arrangements  and  procedures  are  consistently  yielding 
the  desired  results. 

I  have  been  intimately  and  fully  involved  in  the  progress  of  the  Department's  re- 
view and  response  to  the  concerns  identified  by  the  contract  audit  team.  It  is  our 
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intention  to  remain  vigilant  and  to  provide  the  Congress  and  the  citizens  of  Alaska 
and  the  U.S.  the  assurances  they  deserve  that  TAPS  is  environmentally  and  struc- 
turally sound. 

NEW  BLM  BUDGET  STRUCTURE 

The  BLM  is  committed  to  managing  change  effectively  in  a  constrained  budget  en- 
vironment. To  accomplish  this,  a  re-engineering  of  our  business  practices  to  free  up 
additional  resources  for  on-the-ground  management  is  necessary.  This  will  improve 
our  abilitv  to  meet  new  legal  mandates,  respond  to  changing  demands  on  the  public 
lands  ana  achieve  an  agency  that  works  better  and  costs  less.  As  a  part  of  this  ef- 
fort, the  BLM  is  proposing  a  major  change  to  its  current  budget  structure:  to  sim- 
plify and  reduce  the  number  of  accounts  and  budget  line  items.  We  hope  that  you 
will  consider  this  budget  structure  streamlining  proposal  as  you  review  the  BLM's 
1995  Budget  Request. 

I  and  my  colleagues  would  be  happy  to  respond  to  any  questions  you  may  have 
after  Mr.  Dombeck  provides  his  statement. 


Biographical  Sketch  of  Bob  Armstrong 

On  May  18,  1993,  Bob  Armstrong  was  confirmed  by  the  United  States  Senate  to 
serve  as  Assistant  Secretary  for  Land  and  Minerals  Management  at  the  U.S.  De- 
partment of  the  Interior.  In  this  capacity,  he  exercises  Secretarial  direction  and  su- 
pervision over  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  the  Minerals  Management  Service, 
and  the  Office  of  Surface  Mining  Reclamation  and  Enforcement.  Key  programs  in- 
clude: total  management  of  over  270  million  acres  of  public  land;  operations  man- 
agement for  minerals  on  the  Outer  Continental  Shelf  to  the  outer  limits  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  economic  jurisdiction;  and  overseeing  and  regulating  mining  and  reclama- 
tion activities. 

Mr.  Armstrong  was  born  and  raised  in  Austin,  Texas,  and  has  made  land  manage- 
ment his  career.  As  a  Member  of  the  Texas  House  of  Representatives,  he  was  one 
of  the  state's  early  environmental  legislators  and  created  the  Interagency  Council 
on  Natural  Resources  and  the  Environment,  the  first  effort  of  its  kind  in  the  state. 

In  1970  the  people  of  Texas  elected  him  to  manage  TlVi  million  acres  of  public 
land  and  mineral  ownership,  and  he  was  reelected  unopposed  for  the  next  ten  years. 
During  that  time,  revenue  from  those  lands  was  maximized,  while  putting  the  man- 
agement into  an  environmental  context,  producing  $3  billion  in  income  for  the  state 
school  fund.  In  addition,  with  all  of  the  affected  interests  working  together  to  create 
the  largest  amount  of  public  participation  in  Texas  history,  the  Coastal  Zone  Man- 
agement program  was  crafted. 

Bob  was  appointed  to  the  Texas  Parks  and  Wildlife  Commission  in  1985  by  then- 
Governor  White.  This  assignment  culminated  a  17-year,  personal  effort  for  the  state 
to  purchase  212,000  acres  in  the  Big  Bend.  That  single  acquisition  doubled  the  total 
park  acreage  of  Texas,  a  state  that,  until  then,  ranked  47th  in  park  acreage  per  per- 
son. 

Immediately  prior  to  his  nomination  by  President  Clinton,  Bob  served  for  two 
years  as  Natural  Resources  and  Energy  Adviser  to  Governor  Ann  Richards.  His  ex- 
perience with  conservation  organizations  includes:  the  Sierra  Club  Austin  Chapter, 
which  he  founded  in  1968  with  four  members  and  has  grown  to  3,300  today;  the 
Western  States  Land  Commissioners  Association;  the  Texas  Nature  Conservancy;  a 
founding  board  member  of  the  Texas  Parks  and  Wildlife  Foundation;  and  the  board 
of  directors  of  the  Trust  for  Public  Land.  He  is  a  recipient  of  the  Field  and  Stream 
Conservation  Award,  the  Nature  Conservancy  President's  Public  Service  Award,  and 
the  Chevron  Conservation  Award. 

Bob  attended  the  University  of  Texas  where  he  received  his  B.A.  in  1958  and 
L.L.B.  in  1959,  and  served  as  an  Ensign  at  sea  with  the  U.S.  Navy.  He  is  an  active 
fly  fisherman  and  enjoys  flying  his  own  plane,  white  water  canoeing,  camping,  ski- 
ing, hunting,  bird  watching,  outdoor  photography,  golf,  and  hunting  for  gold  in  the 
Canadian  Yukon.  He  is  married  to  Linda  Aaker  anahas  four  children. 

SUMMARY  STATEMENT  OF  MICHAEL  DOMBECK 

Senator  Reid.  Please,  proceed. 

Mr.  Dombeck.  Mr.  Chairman,  committee  members,  I  appreciate 
the  opportunity  to  discuss  the  fiscal  year  1995  proposed  budget.  As 
I  believe  you  all  know,  this  is  my  sixth  week  as  Acting  Director  of 
BLM. 


269 

And,  I  believe  you  all  also  know  that  BLM  is  responsible  for 
managing  270  million  acres  of  public  lands  in  28  States.  This 
amounts  to  about  13  percent  of  the  total  land  surface  of  the  United 
States. 

The  task  before  us  is  to  prepare  to  manage  these  lands  for  more 
intensive  visitation,  use,  conflicts  due  to  increasing  mobility,  in- 
creased leisure  time,  the  changing  needs  of  the  public  and  the  land 
users. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Mr.  Chairman,  might  I  indicate  that  he  looks 
very  good  after  6  weeks,  as  you  can  see.  [Laughter.] 

Senator  Reid.  Well,  you  didn't  know  him  before.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  is  working  hard 
to  address  the  changing  demands.  We  are  focusing  on  five  critical 
areas. 

First,  to  simplify  our  inventory,  planning  and  monitoring  proce- 
dures. Second,  to  expand  our  traditional  relationships  with  commu- 
nities. 

Third,  to  simplify  our  permitting  and  authorization  procedures  to 
improve  service  to  the  customer.  Fourth,  to  free  up  as  many  re- 
sources as  possible  to  achieve  an  agency  that  works  better  and 
costs  less.  And,  fifth,  to  expand  the  skills  mix  and  diversity  of  our 
work  force. 

In  terms  of  a  budget  overview,  I  will  be  very  brief  and  try  not 
to  repeat  any  of  the  numbers  that  you  summarized,  Mr.  Chairman. 
As  Assistant  Secretary  Armstrong  indicated,  the  priorities  are  the 
President's  Pacific  Northwest  forest  plan,  rangeland  reform  and 
mining  law  reforms. 

We  are  working  hard  at  streamlining  and  reengineering  our 
processes  to  reduce  administrative  costs,  achieve  greater  effi- 
ciencies in  managing  our  work  force  and  getting  more  resources  to 
the  ground. 

Departmentwide,  the  1995  budget  supports  the  forest  plan  with 
a  commitment  of  $73.4  million,  of  which  $41.2  million  is  included 
in  the  BLM  budget.  The  Department  will  propose  grazing  regula- 
tions this  spring.  We  expect  final  regulations  to  be  issued  in  the 
fall. 

Other  budget  increases  include  land  acquisition  with  emphasis 
on  exchanges  to  protect  critical  habitat,  recreation  and  cultural  val- 
ues; increases  in  recreation  management,  facilities  maintenance, 
cultural  resource  management,  wildlife,  and  endangered  species 
and  wilderness. 

To  help  us  operate  more  efficiently,  we  have  translated  the  broad 
goals  of  the  National  Performance  Review  into  several  proposed  ac- 
tions for  1995.  No.  1,  to  simplify  the  BLM  budget  structure;  No.  2, 
to  achieve  overhead  cost  reductions;  No.  3,  to  consolidate  personnel 
and  other  administrative  services;  No.  4,  to  establish  a  consolidated 
Department  fund  for  hazardous  materials  remediation  activities; 
and,  No.  5,  establish  the  National  Performance  Review  Laboratory 
in  Denver  to  look  at  better  ways  of  doing  business. 

PREPARED  STATEMENT 

In  closing,  I  believe  we  have  focused  on  the  major  problems  that 
are  before  us  and  have  provided  some  reasonable  solutions  to  these 
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problems  in  times  of  limited  budget  resources.  Now,  my  colleagues 
and  I  would  be  happy  to  respond  to  any  questions  you  might  have. 

Thank  you. 

[The  statement  follows:] 

Statement  of  Michael  P.  Dombeck 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  here  today  to  discuss  the  1995  Budget  Re- 
quest for  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM),  and  to  present  a  summary  of  the 
direction  that  the  BLM  is  going  on  a  number  of  key  issues. 

As  you  know,  the  BLM  is  responsible  for  the  management  and  protection  of  the 
pubUc  lands — some  270  million  acres  of  widely  varied  resources  located  in  28  States. 
These  lands  constitute  about  13  percent  of  the  total  land  surface  of  the  United 
States.  The  BLM  also  administers  mineral  leasing  and  supervises  mineral  oper- 
ations on  an  additional  300  million  acres  of  Federal  mineral  estate  underlying  other 
Federal,  State,  or  private  lands  throughout  the  United  States,  as  well  as  most  min- 
eral operations  on  Indian  lands.  Management  of  these  lands  and  resources  is  di- 
rected toward  sustainable  development,  within  a  framework  of  environmental  re- 
sponsibility and  better  science. 

Today,  the  growing  population  of  the  West,  the  increasing  mobility  and  leisure 
time  available  to  many  Americans,  and  the  increase  in  tourism  in  the  Western 
States  have  resulted  in  the  public  lands  being  discovered  by  more  people,  becoming 
more  visible  on  a  national  level,  and  being  subjected  to  more  intensive  visitation, 
use,  and  conflicts. 

To  adapt  to  these  changing  expectations  and  to  effectively  manage  the  process  of 
change,  the  BLM  is  making  improvements  to  existing  management  policies,  proce- 
dures, and  practices  in  five  crucial  areas: 
— We  will  revise  our  existing  resource  inventory,  planning,  and  monitoring  proce- 
dures to  improve  our  ability  to  manage  the  public  lands  in  an  ecologically  sus- 
tainable manner; 
— We  are  expanding  our  traditional  relationships  with  Western  communities  and 
initiating  new  ones  with  communities  in  other  parts  of  the  country  to  help  them 
anticipate  and  adjust  to  changing  social,  economic,  and  environmental  condi- 
tions; 
— We  will  re-engineer  our  permitting  and  authorization  procedures  to  improve 
service  to  current  and  future  public  land  users  and  to  protect  the  interests  of 
the  American  taxpayer; 
— We  will  re-engineer  our  business  practices  to  free  up  additional  resources  for 
mission-related  operations,  to  improve  our  ability  to  meet  new  legal  mandates 
to  adjust  to  new  demands  on  the  public  lands  and  to  achieve  an  agency  that 
works  better  and  costs  less;  and 
— Finally,  we  will  expand  the  skills  mix  and  diversity  of  our  workforce  to  improve 
our  ability  to  manage  resources  on  an  ecosystem  basis  and  to  work  with  more 
culturally  diverse  public  land  users.  We  are  actively  involved  in  the  education 
of  potential  and  future  land  users — including  students  from  Historically  Black 
Colleges  and  Universities,  as  well  as  Hispanic  and  Native  American  institu- 
tions— through  partnerships  with  other  agencies,  universities,  and  organiza- 
tions. 

BUDGET  OVERVIEW 

The  total  1995  budget  level  for  the  BLM  is  estimated  at  $1.2  billion,  an  increase 
of  about  $43  million  from  the  1994  level. 

In  many  ways,  the  BLM's  budget  reflects  dramatically  the  managerial  issues  that 
confront  BLM.  Our  budget  has  two  major  thrusts: 

— Several  initiatives  that  directly  contribute  to  ensuring  sustainable  development. 
Of  these  on-the-ground  issues,  the  most  prominent  are  implementation  of  the 
President's  Pacific  Northwest  Forest  Plan,  Rangeland  Reform,  and  Mining  Law 
Reform;  and 

— Initiatives  to  streamline  and  re-engineer  processes,  and  implement  new  ap- 
proaches, such  as  those  proposed  in  the  National  Performance  Review  (NPR), 
these  will  reduce  administrative  costs,  achieve  greater  efficiencies  in  managing 
our  workforce,  and  enable  the  BLM  to  progress  more  rapidly  in  achieving  its 
resource  mission. 

I  will  briefly  highlight  the  on-the-ground  issues  first. 
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THE  PRESIDENT'S  PACIFIC  NORTHWEST  FOREST  PLAN 

The  largest  funding  increase  in  our  1995  budget  is  for  implementation  of  the 
President's  Pacific  Northwest  Forest  Plan. 

Last  April  in  Portland,  the  President  convened  the  Forest  Conference  to  focus  on 
how  public  forest  lands  should  be  managed  to  recognize  the  need  to  protect  and  pre- 
serve old  growth  forests,  fish  and  wildlife,  and  water,  as  well  as  the  needs  of  the 
workers,  businesses,  and  communities  dependent  on  timber  sales.  Nearly  90  percent 
of  the  region's  old  growth  forests  has  already  been  logged.  An  estimated  8  to  9  mil- 
lion acres  of  old  growth  forest  remain  today;  most  remaining  old  growth  forest  is 
on  Federal  lands. 

The  President  released  his  Forest  Plan  for  a  Sustainable  Economy  and  Sustain- 
able Environment  in  July.  The  Forest  Plan  is  a  comprehensive  and  innovative  blue- 
print for  forest  management,  economic  development,  and  agency  coordination  in  the 
Pacific  Northwest  and  northern  California. 

Departmentwide,  the  1995  budget  supports  the  Forest  Plan  with  a  commitment 
of  $73.4  million,  of  which  $41.2  million  is  included  in  BLM's  budget.  Funding  for 
Jobs  in  the  Woods  ecosystem  restoration  projects  will  provide  employment  opportu- 
nities on  riparian  projects,  watershed  protection,  and  other  improvements.  Imple- 
mentation of  the  Forest  Plan  itself  includes  watershed  assessments,  planning,  and 
monitoring,  as  well  as  ongoing  research. 

As  part  of  the  Forest  Plan,  the  BLM  will  be  engaged  in  coordinated,  interagency 
work  with  the  Forest  Service,  National  Biological  Survey,  and  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  reflecting  the  Secretary's  emphasis  on  better  science  and  endan- 
gered species  protection. 

RANGELAND  REFORM 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  is  working  with  the  Congress,  Western  Governors, 
the  livestock  industry,  conservation  groups,  and  other  interested  parties  on  the  issue 
of  Rangeland  Reform.  We  have  been  listening  to  the  concerns  raised  by  interested 
parties  at  a  series  of  roundtables  and  town  meetings  conducted  throughout  the  West 
in  recent  months.  The  Department  will  propose  grazing  regulations  this  spring;  we 
expect  final  regulations  to  be  issued  in  the  fall.  The  1995  Budget  Request  for  BLM 
includes  a  $14.5  million  increase  to  support  Rangeland  Reform  efforts.  This  increase 
will  be  used  for  allotment  evaluations  and  categorizations,  development  of  standards 
and  guidelines,  ecosystem  planning,  and  expanded  allotment  supervision,  among 
other  activities. 

As  part  of  the  Rangeland  Reform  effort,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  will  use  his 
administrative  authority  to  raise  the  grazing  fee  charged  to  ranchers,  thus  assuring 
a  more  equitable  price  received  for  Federal  resources.  Consultations  regarding  all 
aspects  of  the  Rangeland  Reform  initiative  are  still  underway.  As  you  are  aware, 
different  fee  structures  are  also  being  discussed  at  this  time. 

MINING  LAW  REFORM 

The  1872  Mining  Law  was  enacted  in  an  era  when  the  needs  and  concerns  of  the 
Nation  were  far  different  than  they  are  today. 

The  Department  is  committed  to  continue  working  with  the  Congress  to  achieve 
comprehensive  reform  of  the  1872  Mining  Law.  We  clearly  support  four  principal 
reform  elements:  eliminating  the  patenting,  system,  instituting  a  royalty  system, 
providing  strong  environmental  protection  for  the  public  lands,  and  permanent 
maintenance  fees.  The  BLM  budget  also  assumes  the  continuation  of  mine  claim 
maintenance  fees.  An  increase  of  $12.4  million  funded  from  mine  claim  maintenance 
fees  will  enable  the  BLM  to  enhance  management  activities  such  as  inspection  and 
enforcement  of  mining  operations,  including  those  using  cyanide.  The  additional 
funding  will  also  be  used  for  implementing  mining  reform  legislation. 

The  Department  is  committed  to  continue  working  with  the  Congress  to  achieve 
comprehensive  reform  of  the  1872  Mining  Law.  As  a  placeholder,  and  for  the  pur- 

Kose  of  estimating  receipts,  the  1995  budget  assumes  an  8  percent  royalty  on 
ardrock  minerals  which  will  begin  to  be  collected  in  1996,  and  permanent  mine 
claim  maintenance  fees.  The  1995  budget  assumes  a  $100  annual  maintenance  fee 
for  established  claims  and  a  $200  annual  maintenance  fee  for  new  claims,  plus  a 
onetime  $25  location  fee  at  the  time  of  filing. 

An  estimated  increase  of  $12.4  million — funded  from  mine  claim  maintenance 
fees — will  enable  the  BLM  to  enhance  activities  such  as  inspection  and  enforcement 
of  mining  operations,  including  those  using  cyanide.  The  additional  funding  will  also 
be  used  for  implementing  mining  reform  legislation. 
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OTHER  BUDGET  INCREASES  AND  DECREASES 

The  BLM's  proposed  budget  includes  increases  for  land  acquisition,  recreation 
management,  facilities  maintenance,  cultural  resources  management,  wildlife  and 
endangered  species,  and  wilderness  management.  Emphasis  in  the  land  acquisition 
program  will  oe  on  exchanges  to  facilitate  the  protection  of  critical  habitat,  particu- 
larly in  the  range  of  the  desert  tortoise  in  California,  Nevada,  Utah,  and  Arizona. 
Using  existing  funding,  $10  million  will  be  devoted  to  the  PACFISH  initiative  which 
will  concentrate  on  the  improvement  of  some  13,000  miles  of  spawning  and  rearing 
streams  of  salmon  and  steelhead  trout  in  Alaska,  California,  Idaho,  Oregon,  and 
Washington. 

To  make  room  for  the  highest  priority  needs,  reductions  are  proposed  in  other  pro- 
grams. For  example,  as  part  of  Departmental  reductions  in  construction,  the  BLM's 
new  construction  will  be  reduced  by  $6.4  million;  emphasis  at  the  lower  funding 
level  will  be  in  reconstruction  and  in  projects  needed  to  provide  visitor  safety  and 
prevent  environmental  degradation  in  high-use  areas.  Program  reductions  in  the 
Fluid  Minerals  Program  will  result  in  phasing  out  the  Drainage  Review  Program 
where  the  backlog  has  been  significantly  reduced  in  the  last  5  years.  The  reduction 
in  solid  minerals  will  be  applied  to  the  non-coal  Solid  Mineral  Leasing  Program, 
which  is  generally  of  lower  priority  than  either  coal  or  mineral  materials.  Emphasis 
will  be  placed  on  environmentally  sound  mineral  extraction  on  Federal  lands.  Re- 
ductions in  cadastral  surveys  are  also  proposed. 

STREAMLINING  PROCESSES  AND  ESTABLISHING  NEW  APPROACHES 

This  Administration  is  committed  to  making  fundamental  changes  in  the  manner 
in  which  the  Federal  Government  carries  out  its  work.  Processes  and  management 
controls  need  to  be  critically  reviewed  and  discussed,  and  for  those  that  are  out- 
moded, better  ways  need  to  be  established.  This  was  the  concern  reflected  in  the 
Vice  President's  NPR. 

For  the  ELM,  the  broad  goals  of  the  NPR  translate  into  several  concrete  actions 
to  be  taken.  These  include  proposals  to  simplify  the  BLM  budget  structure,  achieve 
overhead  cost  reductions,  consolidate  personnel  and  other  administrative  services, 
and  establish  a  consolidated  Department  fund  for  hazardous  materials  remediation 
activities,  and  establishment  of  an  NPR  laboratory  in  Denver.  The  BLM  Service 
Center  in  Denver  is  one  of  seven  NPR  Laboratories  established  by  the  Department 
to  change  the  way  we  do  business  and  to  create  new  approaches  to  getting  our  work 
done. 

PROPOSED  RESTRUCTURING  OF  BLM'S  BUDGET 

The  President's  budget  proposes  a  major  restructuring  of  the  BLM's  appropria- 
tions structure  and  management. 

The  BLM's  budget  structure  needs  to  be  revised.  It  is  too  costly  to  administer.  It 
requires  too  much  time  by  too  many  people  to  track  too  much  information.  It  is  not 
sufficiently  flexible  to  allow  meeting  rapidly  changing  demands.  It  involves  too 
many  individual  pots  of  money,  and  it  focuses  too  much  on  individual  programs  at 
the  expense  of  the  larger,  more  significant,  interrelated  resource  management  is- 
sues. 

Field  managers  are  finding  that  these  shortcomings  make  it  increasingly  difficult 
to  synchronize  all  the  different  pots  of  money  to  achieve  effective  local  management. 

The  proposed  change  involves  four  components: 

We  are  proposing  that  the  "Management  of  Lands  and  Resources,"  "Oregon  and 
California  Grant  Lands  (O&C),"  and  "Construction  and  Access"  accounts  be  merged 
into  a  new  "Management  of  Public  Lands  and  Resources"  account.  It  is  important 
to  note  that  the  merger  of  the  O&C  account  will  not  reduce  the  information  we  pro- 
vide to  the  Congress  regarding  our  western  Oregon  activities,  will  not  reduce  (but 
will  in  the  long  run  enhance  our  commitment  to  PACFISH  and  Forest  activities), 
and  will  not  in  any  way  affect  payments  to  the  counties  in  western  Oregon  under 
existing  law. 

We  are  proposing  a  broader  activity  and  subactivity  structure  within  the  new  ap- 
propriation that  will  enable  us  to  better  measure  the  ultimate  outcome  of  our  ef- 
forts. 

Fund  control — the  level  at  which  we  are  held  accountable  by  the  appropriations 
committees — would  be  established  at  the  activity  level  rather  than  at  the  subactivity 
level. 

We  are  proposing  that  the  new  "Management  of  Public  Lands  and  Resources"  ac- 
count be  a  no-year  account.  A  no-year  account  will  reduce  spending  and  contracting 
under  tight  timeframes  at  the  end  of  the  year. 


273 

These  changes  will  reduce  costs  and  improve  performance.  They  will: 
— Reduce  the  amount  of  time  and  effort  devoted  to  budget  tracking  and  monitor- 
ing and  increase  time  available  for  field  activities; 
— Enable  field  managers  to  address  rapidly  changing  program  needs  without  un- 
necessary constraints  from  the  budget  structure; 
— Support  implementation  of  sustainable  development  and  biodiversity;  and 
— Facilitate  implementation  of  performance-based  accountability. 

REDUCTIONS  IN  ADMINISTRATIVE  COSTS  AND  EMPLOYMENT 

The  1995  President's  Budget  Request  includes  reductions  of  $5  million  associated 
with  achieving  the  President's  directive  for  administrative  cost  reduction  and 
streamlining  practices  in  BLM.  These  savings  will  be  largely  accomplished  by  sim- 
plifying internal  budget  processes  and  by  our  proposal  to  simplify  the  BLM's  budget 
structure. 

As  part  of  the  Department's  share  of  the  President's  directive  to  reduce  the  Fed- 
eral civilian  workforce  by  252,000  by  the  end  of  1999,  the  President's  Budget  for 
BLM  in  1995  includes  a  net  reduction  of  167  full-time  employees  from  1994.  This 
will  save  $4.9  million. 

PROPOSED  CONSOLIDATION  OF  ADMINISTRATIVE  FUNCTIONS 

Consistent  with  recommendations  outlined  in  the  NPR  and  made  by  the  Depart- 
ment, the  BLM  will  realize  savings  as  a  result  of  the  consolidation  at  the  Depart- 
ment level  of  certain  administrative  functions  such  as  personnel  and  equal  employ- 
ment opportunity  activities.  This  will  result  in  an  improved  and  less  costly  approach 
to  services  needed  throughout  the  Department.  The  oLM  will  reimburse  the  Depart- 
ment for  providing  Human  Resources  Management  services.  It  also  assumes  that 
BLM  will  pay  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation's  Administrative  Service  Center  an  esti- 
mated $1.4  million  for  personnel  processing  costs. 

The  1995  Budget  proposes  a  consolidated  Departmentwide  Central  HAZMAT  ac- 
count, funded  at  $14  million.  Consolidating  remediation  funding  for  hazardous  ma- 
terials site  cleanups  in  a  single  account  will  provide  more  effective  oversight  and 
priority  setting  on  a  Departmental  level.  Allocation  or  disbursement  decisions  and 
over-sight  of  the  Central  HAZMAT  account  will  be  made  by  the  Deputy  Assistant 
Secretary  Advisory  Group  on  Environmental  Policy  and  Compliance.  The  Depart- 
ment's new  hazardous  waste  site  ranking  system  will  be  the  basis  for  the  Advisory 
Group's  decisions.  This  process  will  ensure  that  the  Department's  remediation  re- 
sources are  directed  to  the  highest  priority  sites  first.  Individual  bureaus  will  main- 
tain responsibility  for  identif5ang,  contracting  for,  and  managing  remediation  of 
their  own  specific  hazardous  waste  sites,  while  administration  of  the  account  will 
be  handled  by  the  BLM. 

Establishment  of  the  Central  HAZMAT  account  is  budget  neutral  in  the  sense 
that  it  is  established  in  1995  through  offsetting  reductions  to  bureau  budgets. 

With  this  budget,  we  are  making  changes  that  will  lead  to  improving  the  condi- 
tion of  our  resources.  We  are  going  to  maintain  the  physical  improvements  on  the 
land,  and  we  will  provide  better  service  to  the  public.  We  will  strive  to  improve  our 
internal  management  practices  to  ensure  that  we  are  putting  the  maximum  efficient 
effort  into  our  on-the-ground  mission. 

This  concludes  my  statement.  I  will  be  pleased  to  answer  questions. 


Biographical  Sketch  of  Michael  P.  Dombeck 

As  the  Acting  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Dr.  Mike  Dombeck 
oversees  management  of  270  million  acres  of  surface  land  and  over  570  million  acres 
of  mineral  estate.  He  also  manages  a  budget  of  more  than  $1  billion  and  a  work 
force  of  about  10,000. 

Over  the  last  four  and  a  half  years.  Dr.  Dombeck  has  come  to  know  the  BLM  from 
several  different  positions  he  has  held.  In  the  past  year,  he  has  served  as  Chief  of 
Staff,  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  and  Acting  Assistant  Secretary  for  Land  and  Min- 
erals Management  with  responsibility  for  overseeing  the  programs  of  three  Interior 
Department  agencies,  including  the  BLM.  In  previous  years.  Dr.  Dombeck  served  as 
advisor  to  the  BLM  Director  on  fish,  wildlife  and  recreation  issues  and  as  liaison 
on  those  issues  with  Congress  as  well  as  recreation,  industry  and  conservation  orga- 
nizations. 

His  perspectives  on  wildlife,  fisheries  and  recreation  come  from  a  combination  of 
his  broad  personal,  professional,  and  academic  experiences.  He  grew  up  in  northern 
Wisconsin's  lake  country  where  he  worked  as  a  fishing  guide  for  11  summers.  He 
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earned  undergraduate  and  graduate  degrees  in  biological  sciences  and  education 
from  the  University  of  Wisconsin-Stevens  Point  and  the  University  of  Minnesota.  He 
earned  his  doctorate  in  fisheries  biology  from  Iowa  State  University  and  is  noted 
for  research  contributions  on  muskies  and  lake  habitat  management.  In  addition, 
Dr.  Dombeck  has  authored  numerous  scholarly  publications  and  made  frequent  na- 
tional as  well  as  international  scientific  presentations. 

Dr.  Dombeck  taught  biology,  chemistry,  science,  zoology,  and  fisheries  manage- 
ment at  public  schools  and  universities.  He  spent  12  years  with  the  Forest  Service 
primarily  in  the  Midwest  and  West.  In  his  last  Forest  Service  post  as  National  Fish- 
eries Program  Manager  in  Washington,  D.C.,  he  was  recognized  for  outstanding 
leadership  in  developing  and  implementing  fisheries  programs  and  forging  partner- 
ships. He  also  spent  a  year  as  a  Legislative  Fellow  working  for  U.S.  Senator  Thad 
Cochran  with  responsibility  for  natural  resource  and  Interior  appropriations  issues. 

Dr.  Dombeck  and  his  family  live  in  Vienna,  Virginia.  They  enjoy  outdoor  activi- 
ties, especially  fishing,  hunting,  boating  and  camping. 

Residence:  Vienna,  Va.  Date/Place  of  Birth:  9/21/48,  Stevens  Point,  WI.  Marital 
Status:  Married,  one  daughter,  Mary.  Education:  Ph.D.,  Fisheries  Biology,  Iowa 
State  University  M.S.  Zoology,  University  of  Minnesota  M.S.T.,  Biology  &  Edu- 
cation; B.S.,  Biology  &  General  Science,  Univ.  of  Wl-Stevens  Point. 

Personal  Interests:  Born  and  raised  25  miles  from  a  town  of  2,500  people,  he  re- 
mains a  very  active  outdoorsman.  He  regularly  spends  time  hunting,  fishing,  boat- 
ing and  camping.  Served  as  seasonal  fishing  guide  from  1966  to  1977  in  Wisconsin. 

CAREER  SUMMARY 

February  3,  1994,  named  to  serve  as  Acting  Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 
ment; September  1993-February  1994,  Chief  of  Staff  to  Asst.  Sec,  Land  and  Min- 
erals Mgmt.,  Dept.  of  Interior,  Wash.,  D.C.;  January  1993-September  1993,  Acting 
Asst.  Sec./Dep.  Asst.  Sec,  Land  and  Minerals  Mgmt.,  Dept.  of  Interior,  Wash.,  D.C.; 
September  1989-December  1992,  Science  Advisor  and  Special  Assistant  to  Director, 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Wash.,  D.C.;  1987-1989,  National  Fisheries  Program 
Manager,  USDA,  Forest  Service,  Wash.,  D.C.;  1985-1987  Regional  Fisheries  Pro- 
gram Manager,  Pacific  Southwest  Region,  USDA,  Forest  Service,  CA.;  1978-1985, 
Fisheries  Management  and  Research  Biologist,  USDA  Forest  Service,  MI.  and  WI.; 
1975-Present.  Staff  Columnist,  Visitor  Magazine,  Hayward,  WI.;  1971-1973,  In- 
structor of  Zoology,  Univ.  of  Wise-Stevens  Pt. 


Biographical  Sketch  of  Denise  Meridith 

Denise  Meridith,  a  20-year  veteran  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM), 
has  been  named  Deputy  Director  of  the  agency.  She  becomes  the  first  African  Amer- 
ican and  the  first  woman  to  hold  the  BLM's  No.  2  position. 

In  announcing  the  appointment,  BLM  Director  Jim  Baca  said,  "Denise  Meridith 
brings  the  skills  and  background  that  I  want  in  a  Deputy  Director.  Her  talents  and 
energy  will  help  me  in  my  efforts  to  improve  both  the  image  and  the  reality  of  the 
BLM  as  a  public  lands  manager." 

Meridith  s  appointment  as  Deputy  Director  is  only  the  latest  in  a  series  of  "firsts" 
for  her  at  the  BLM,  an  agency  within  the  Department  of  the  Interior  that  manages 
270  million  acres  of  public  lands.  She  was  the  agency's  first  female  field  biologist, 
its  first  female  career  Senior  Executive  and  its  first  African  American  State  Direc- 
tor. 

Meridith,  41,  has  most  recently  served  as  State  Director  of  the  BLM  Eastern 
States  office  in  Springfield,  Virginia.  BLM  Eastern  States  has  jurisdiction  over  the 
agency's  activities  in  31  states  bordering  on  and  east  of  the  Mississippi  River.  Since 
July  of  this  year,  Meridith  has  concurrently  worked  as  an  Acting  Assistant  Director 
of  the  National  Biological  Survey,  a  proposed  new  bureau  within  the  Department 
of  the  Interior. 

As  BLM  Deputy  Director,  Meridith  said  she  sees  her  role  as  helping  Jim  Baca 
carry  out  his  vision  for  the  BLM.  "He's  very  interested  in  improving  tne  agency's 
stewardship  of  the  public  lands,  making  leadership  changes  and  empowering  em- 
ployees so  they  can  work  more  effectively  and  efficiently.  The  Director  wants  to  set 
the  stage  for  BLM's  entrance  into  the  21st  century." 

Meridith  said  she  would  also  help  Baca  achieve  his  goal  of  diversifying  the  BLM's 
workforce.  Baca  wants  the  agency  to  step  up  its  efforts  to  reach  out  to  African 
Americans,  Hispanics  and  other  minorities  by  encouraging  them  to  pursue  career 
opportunities  at  the  BLM. 

Meridith,  born  in  Brooklyn,  New  York,  began  her  BLM  career  in  1973  as  a  wild- 
life specialist  in  the  BLM's  Las  Vegas,  Nevada,  field  office.  In  1977  she  returned 
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to  the  East,  where  she  worked  as  an  environmental  coordinator,  wildlife  habitat 
manager  and  Chief  of  Resources  in  the  Eastern  States  and  Washington,  D.C.,  of- 
fices. In  1980,  Meridith  was  named  Deputy  State  Director  for  Lands  and  Renewable 
Resources  at  BLM  Eastern  States. 

During  the  period  1986  to  1991,  Meridith  served  as  Deputy  State  Director  of  the 
BLM's  New  Mexico  State  Office  in  Santa  Fe  and  as  Associate  State  Director  in  the 
agency's  California  State  Office  in  Sacramento.  In  1991,  Meridith  was  named  State 
Director  of  Eastern  States,  a  post  she  held  until  she  became  BLM  Deputy  Director. 

Meridith  earned  a  bachelor  of  science  degree  in  natural  resource  management  and 
wildlife  biology  from  Cornell  University  in  1973.  This  year  she  received  her  master's 
degree  in  public  administration  from  the  University  of  Southern  California. 

Meridith's  outside  activities  include  photography,  showing  Cairn  terriers  and  pub- 
lic speaking.  She  calls  herself  a  "technophile"  because  of  her  love  for  electronic  gadg- 
ets. 


BiOGRAPicAL  Sketch  of  Mary  Ann  Lawler 

A  29-year  veteran  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  Mary  Ann  Lawler  is  Director 
of  Budget  for  the  Department.  She  assumed  that  position  in  July  of  1993.  The  budg- 
et of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  is  one  of  the  more  varied  complex,  and  interest- 
ing in  the  Federal  Government.  Its  relatively  small  size  belies  its  complexity.  It  has 
over  200  separate  appropriation  and  receipt  accounts,  more  than  any  department 
of  government.  The  Department's  budget  covers  a  broad  spectrum  of  activities  which 
include:  operations  of  the  National  Park  Service  and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service: 
land  management  responsibilities  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management;  delivery  of 
quality  services  to  American  Indians  and  Alaska  Native;  revenue  collection  pro- 
grams of  the  Minerals  Management  Service,  research,  data  collection,  and  scientific 
activities  of  the  National  Biological  Survey,  the  Geological  Survey,  and  the  Bureau 
of  Mines;  water  development  and  management  projects  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclama- 
tion; regulatory  and  reclamation  activities  of  the  Office  of  Surface  Mining  Reclama- 
tion and  Enforcement;  and  operations  of  the  Office  of  Surface  Mining  Reclamation 
and  Enforcement  and  operations  of  the  Office  of  Territorial  and  International  Af- 
fairs. Ms.  Lawler  is  assisted  in  the  oversight  of  this  budget  by  a  remarkable  group 
of  very  able  and  dedicated  employees. 

Ms.  Lawler  has  been  in  the  Office  of  Budget  since  1982,  first  as  an  analyst  cover- 
ing the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  and  then  as  Chief,  Division  of  Budget  Operations 
(A).  In  that  capacity  she  was  responsible  for  Departmental  oversight  of  the  budgets 
of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  the  Office  of  Surface  Mining  Reclamation  and 
Enforcement,  the  Minerals  Management  Service,  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey,  the 
Bureau  of  Mines,  and  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs. 

Ms.  Lawler  began  her  Federal  career  with  the  Internal  Revenue  Service.  She 
spent  15  years  with  the  National  Park  Service,  beginning  in  the  Midwest  Regional 
Office  in  Omaha,  Nebraska,  and  later  in  Washington  in  various  offices  of  program 
planning,  policy  and  budget.  Ms.  Lawler  began  working  in  the  Office  of  the  Sec- 
retary in  1980  as  a  desk  officer  in  the  Executive  Secretariat.  She  spent  two  years 
as  an  analyst  in  the  Department's  Office  of  Policy  Analysis  before  transferring  to 
the  Office  of  Budget  in  1982.  In  1987  Ms.  Lawler  received  the  Department's  Meri- 
torious Service  Award.  She  has  also  received  an  SES  Presidential  Rank  Award. 

Ms.  Lawler  graduated  Summa  Cum  Laude  from  the  University  of  Maryland,  ma- 
joring in  economics,  and  has  done  graduate  work  in  public  administration  at  the 
University  of  Southern  California.  She  is  a  native  of  Green  Bay,  Wisconsin.  She  and 
her  husband  have  three  daughters  and  one  granddaughter. 

NEW  BUDGET  STRUCTURE 

Senator  Reid.  The  Bureau  is  proposing  to  change  its  appropria- 
tions budget  structure.  Specifically,  the  Bureau  is  proposing  to 
combine  three  existing  appropriations  accounts  into  a  single  main 
operations  appropriation. 

Within  this  new  operations  account,  the  Bureau  is  proposing  to 
consolidate  16  current  activities  and  45  existing  subactivities  into 
6  major  activities  and  19  subactivities.  In  addition,  the  Bureau  is 
proposing  to  have  all  of  these  funds  made  available  on  a  no-year 
basis. 


276 

What  is  the  Bureau's  rationale  for  these  proposed  changes  in  its 
appropriations  budget  structure? 

Ms.  Meridith.  Can  you  hear  me  without  the  microphone? 

Senator  Reid.  You  have  got  a  fine  voice. 

Ms.  Meridith.  OK.  Thank  you.  I've  been  with  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  for  21  years  and  I've  had  to  deal  with  the  Bu- 
reau's budget  process  for  that  long. 

Essentially,  there  are  several  reasons  why  we  felt  there  was  a 
need  to  change  the  process.  One  is  that  the  current  process  is  very 
complex. 

When  I  arrived  at  BLM  in  1973,  I  got  a  book  like  this  and  they 
said,  'Tou  find  out  what  you  are  doing  in  this  book."  You  had  to 
code  every  hour  of  your  time  according  to  some  subactivity  that 
was  in  this  book. 

So,  when  you  talk  about  doing  that  as  wildlife  biologists  or  geolo- 
gists or  whatever,  that  takes  up  a  large  part  of  your  time,  and,  that 
was  in  1973. 

The  book  today  looks  something  like  this.  So,  it's  a  very  com- 
plicated process. 

Second,  it's  a  very  costly  process.  We  estimate  that  about  1,500 
people  are  currently  involved  in  the  budget  process  who  spend  from 
25  to  100  percent  of  their  time  budgeting. 

We  figured  that  cost  is  about  $22  million  a  year  just  for  budget- 
ing. So,  we  feel  that  is  an  expenditure  of  money  and  time  that  we 
can  no  longer  continue  to  afford. 

What  we  have  done  is  try  to  simplify  the  process.  We  have  tried 
to  provide  some  more  flexibility  as  far  as  moving  money  between 
accounts  that  are  related. 

We  don't  want  to  have  people  go  off  half-cocked  and  make  some 
poor  judgment  as  far  as  moving  money  between  accounts.  So,  we 
have  really  highlighted  six  main  activities  that  we  would  like  to 
deal  with  in  this  account. 

In  order  to  maintain  accountability — and  I  know  that's  a  key  con- 
cern, we  have  spent  a  lot  of  time  with  the  special  constituent 
groups  and  congressional  people. 

As  far  as  accountability,  we  are  trying  to  increase  the  account- 
ability in  this  system  by  putting  more  emphasis  on  performance 
measures.  We  are  going  to  be  more  concerned  about  the  outcomes. 

Rather  than  how  much  is  allocated  for  each  particular  project, 
what  did  you  actually  get  for  your  money.  So,  we  are  going  to  put 
the  emphasis  on  the  accountability,  what  happens  on  the  other  end 
of  the  process. 

We  will  still  have  up  to  19  subactivities  in  which  you  will  be  able 
to  account  for  all  of  our  expenditures.  So,  accountability  will  be 
maintained. 

We  will  have  a  lot  less  people  involved  in  the  process.  It  will  be 
simpler,  and  we  estimate  in  the  first  year  alone,  that  it  will  save 
$4  million  that  can  be  put  out  on  the  ground  for  other  activities. 

OUTLAY  SAVINGS 

Senator  Reid.  Does  the  budget  request  assume  these  outlay  sav- 
ings resulting  from  the  proposed  restructuring? 
Ms.  Meridith.  We  do  in  1995,  in  that  first  year. 
Senator  Reid.  That's  the  budget  we  have  now  before  us. 
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Ms.  Meridith.  Right.  In  1995,  we  tried  to  present  it  both  ways 
so  again  people  can  see  what  it  is  and  have  comments. 

This  first  year,  we  are  really  looking  for  comments  on  the  pro- 
posal and  how  it  works.  So,  we  presented  the  budget  in  both  fash- 
ions so  you  can  see  how  you  like  it. 

Senator  Reid.  In  the  event  the  committee  elects  not  to  adopt  the 
Bureau's  proposed  changes,  where  would  you  recommend  that  off- 
sets be  taken  to  cover  the  assumed  savings? 

Ms.  Meridith.  At  this  point  in  time,  I  don't  think  we  are  ready 
or  able  to  address  that  particular  concern.  We  are  constantly  look- 
ing at  streamlining  our  processes  and  procedures  to  save  money. 

But,  at  this  point,  we  don't  have  a  consolidated  approach  to  off- 
set. 

PROPOSED  STRUCTURE  OF  THE  MANAGEMENT  OF  LANDS  AND 
RESOURCES  APPROPRIATION 

Senator  Reid.  If  funding  for  the  BLM  is  provided  through  a  sin- 
gle mega  operations  account  and  if  that  funding  is  appropriated  on 
a  no-year  basis,  how  is  the  committee  going  to  be  able  to  ensure 
that  funds  appropriated  for  specific  programs  and/or  purposes,  for 
example,  wildlife,  wild  horses,  fisheries  or  whatever,  are  being  used 
for  the  specific  programs  and/or  purposes  that  Congress  intended? 

Ms.  Meridith.  One,  we  are  not  proposing  one  big  program.  We 
still  have  the  six  activities  that  I  discussed. 

One  is  sustaining  resource  values.  And,  then  we  have  one  for  eco- 
nomic and  social  and  physit^  uses.  We  have  one  for  work  force  and 
organizational  support  and  then  ALMRS  and  mining  laws  adminis- 
tration. 

So,  we  will  have  six  activities  still,  not  one  big  one.  But,  even 
within  those  six  activities,  we  will  have  separate  subactivities  for 
western  Oregon  funding  and  we  have  a  separate  subactivity  for  cul- 
tural resources,  you  will  be  able  to  get  that  information  at  any 
time. 

Senator  Reid.  So,  it  shouldn't  be  a  problem  for  us  to  follow  spe- 
cific programs. 

Ms.  Meridith.  No;  in  fact,  we  are  also  talking  about  four  reports 
a  year  to  you  that  would  keep  you  abreast  of  where  we  are  in  using 
our  funds. 

And,  at  any  particular  point  in  time,  we  would  be  able  to  answer 
your  questions. 

FUNDING  SHIFTS 

Senator  Reid.  My  understanding  about  these  quarterly  reports  is 
that  they  will  not  be  prospective  but,  instead,  describe  funding 
shifts  already  implemented  by  the  Bureau.  How  will  accountability 
be  preserved  if  the  Bureau  is  allowed  to  unilaterally  shift  funding 
priorities  and  to  simply  report  after  the  fact  to  the  committees? 

Ms.  Meridith.  Again,  I  think  the  performance  measures  are  the 
key  to  that.  If  you  look  at  that  quarterly  report  and  you  are  not 
getting  what  you  want  as  far  as  improvement  in  riparian  habitat 
or  whatever  it  is  that  you  are  trjdng  to  account  for,  you  could  cer- 
tainly get  back  to  us  and  we  would  still  be  able  to  make  adjust- 
ments along  those  lines. 
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We  are  trying  to  improve  the  consultation  throughout  the  year 
on  the  process. 

Senator  Reid.  Both  the  House  and  Senate  Interior  Appropria- 
tions Subcommittees  currently  utilize  reprogramming  guidelines 
which  require  that  agencies  within  their  jurisdiction  provide  to  the 
subcommittees  written  requests  for  any  funding  shifts  that  will  ex- 
ceed $250,000.  These  requests  are  then  subject  to  a  30-day  review 
by  the  subcommittees,  and  these  requests  must  be  approved  by  the 
subcommittees. 

Is  it  your  intention  that  the  subcommittees  will  still  have  the 
reprogramming  guidelines? 

Ms.  Meridith.  We  don't  anticipate  any  change  in  following  those 
guidelines. 

BLM  REORGANIZATION 

Senator  Reid.  Have  you  prepared  a  reorganization  plan  for  BLM? 

Ms.  Meridith.  We  are  in  the  process  now  of  working  on  reorga- 
nization in  BLM.  And,  the  impetus  behind  that  is  the  reduction  of 
252,000  Federal  employees  proposed  by  the  Clinton  administration. 

And,  also  in  an  attempt  to  become  more  efficient,  we  are  trying 
to  squash  the  organization  down,  flatten  layers,  improve  the  num- 
ber of  employees  to  supervisors  and  essentially  to  become  more  effi- 
cient and  streamlined. 

Senator  Reid.  To  what  extent  have  assumptions  regarding  your 
proposed  reorganization  been  built  into  this  year's  budget  request? 

Ms.  Meridith.  We  have  not  made  any  assumptions  in  this  year's 
budget.  What  will  show  in  this  year's  request  is  some  savings  from 
administrative  changes  that  we  are  going  to  make  regardless. 

Senator  Reid.  Senator  Nickles. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  very  much.  I  will  be 
very  brief.  I  appreciate  our  witnesses  today. 

BUDGET  restructuring 

To  kind  of  followup  on  something,  Mr.  Dombeck,  that  Senator 
Reid  alluded  to,  within  your  budget  restructuring  it  appears  that 
BLM  is  requesting  about  $717  million  which  would  have  no  con- 
trols on  how  or  when  those  funds  would  be  used.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Benna.  Senator,  I  believe  what  we  have  basically  done  here 
is  just  changed  the  number  of  categories  that  we  would  have  in  the 
budget  structure.  I  think  there  would  still  be  control  on  the  part 
of  the  Senate. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Let  me  rephrase  my  earlier  comment.  The  cur- 
rent appropriations  of  "Management  of  land's  and  resources,  con- 
struction and  access,  and  Oregon  and  California  Grant  Lands" 
would  become  a  no-year  appropriation  called  "Management  of  pub- 
lic lands  and  resources." 

So,  if  it's  not  appropriated  every  year,  we  are  going  to  lose  con- 
trol of  it.  Or,  it  seems  to  me  that  that  would  be  the  result. 

Mr.  Benna.  The  manner  in  which  we  would  request  and  use 
funds  would  be  presented  to  the  Congress  in  the  budget  justifica- 
tions every  year  just  as  it  always  has  been.  And,  we  would  be  com- 
mitted to  provide  you  with  the  level  of  detail  comparable  to  that 
you  receive  now  as  to  how  we  would  use  the  funding. 

I  believe  the  controls  would  remain. 
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Senator  NiCKLES.  Congress  would  still  appropriate  but  not  di- 
rectly into  those  accounts,  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Benna.  It  would  appropriate  into  the  combined  account  but 
have  information  presented  below  the  appropriation  level. 

REVISED  GRAZING  PROPOSALS 

Senator  NiCKLES.  There  have  been  a  lot  of  town  meetings  and  we 
have  had  a  lot  of  legislative  battles  over  the  issue  of  grazing  fees. 

We  understand  the  administration  has  a  proposal.  They  have 
shared  it  with  some.  They  haven't  shared  it  with  others.  They 
haven't  shared  it  with  anybody  that  I  know  of  who  is  on  this  side 
of  the  aisle.  That's  not  working  with  Congress  from  my  vantage 
point. 

Mr.  Armstrong,  are  you  willing  to  share  that  proposal  with  some 
of  us  since  we  have  to  legislate  on  it  as  well? 

Mr.  Armstrong.  Let  me  say  that  a  copy  of  that  proposal  is  pres- 
ently resting  in  room  7214  of  the  Interior  Building.  It  has  been 
available  since  the  end  of  last  week. 

At  the  time  that  all  of  this  started,  I  was  in  the  west  sharing  the 
proposal  with  people  in  Wyoming  and  in  Colorado.  And,  we  talked 
to  representatives  of  the  Governors  who  came  in  from  several 
Western  States. 

We  have  not  completed  the  regulations.  We  are  hoping  to  put  the 
regulations  out,  including  an  environmental  impact  statement, 
some  time  by  the  end  of  the  month. 

CONGRESSIONAL  REVIEW  OF  THE  PROPOSED  GRAZING  REGULATIONS 

Senator  Nickles.  Well,  let  me  ask  you  a  question,  Mr.  Arm- 
strong. I  guess  I  am  pleased  that  you  are  sharing  it  with  a  lot  of 
people  out  West,  but  some  of  us  are  here.  Some  of  us  work  on  this 
legislation.  Really,  I  don't  want  to  have  to  troop  down  to  the  Inte- 
rior Building.  I  am  sure  that  it  would  be  very  comfortable  down 
there,  but,  I  don't  have  time  to  do  that. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  I  can  appreciate  that,  Senator.  But,  we  didn't 
elect  apparently  to  do  a  number  of  people  but,  I  wasn't  here  and 
I  didn't  make  that  decision. 

But,  we  did  want  to  give  some  people  that  asked  for  it  that 

Senator  NiCKLES.  As  I  read  in  the  paper,  you  released  it  to  Mr. 
Synar  and  Mr.  Miller  and  a  few  others  that  have  an  interest  in  the 
legislation.  But,  a  lot  of  us  have  an  interest  in  it. 

This  is  not  the  way  to  conduct  business. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  I  am  happy  to  talk  to  you  about  what  is  in  it, 
if  you  would  like  to  do  that  at  this  point.  It  is  not  final. 

This  is  a  long  process  that  has  been  going  on  since  last  January. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Well,  you  might  be  surprised,  but  some  of  us 
probably  have  been  working  on  this  issue  longer  than  you  have. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  It  wouldn't  surprise  me. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  This  is  an  issue  that  has  been  around  here  for 
a  long  time.  And,  to  insult  Members  of  Congress  by  saying,  "Well, 
yes,  you  can  troop  down  to  the  Interior  Building  for  an  onsite  visit 
to  look  at  the  latest  proposal,"  although  you  have  already  admitted 
taking  it  West  and  sharing  it  with  others,  I  think  is  ludicrous. 
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I'm  a  little  bit  offended  by  it.  It  seems  so  hypocritical  for  you  to 
share  this  only  with  your  allies,  and  not  all  of  us  who  have  an  in- 
terest in  the  West. 

We  would  like  to  see  this  proposal  instead  of  having  everybody 
else  talk  about  it  or  read  about  it  in  the  paper.  And,  that's  all  we've 
seen  so  far. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  Senator,  let  me  just  say  that  it's  a  process  that 
once  the  proposed  regulations  are  out,  there  will  be  120  days  for 
people  to  comment. 

Senator  BURNS.  That's  not  the  issue,  Don. 

INFORMATION  SHARING  ON  THE  GRAZING  PROPOSAL 

Senator  NiCKLES.  I  have  several  other  questions,  but  I  don't 
think  any  is  as  important  as  this  issue.  As  my  friend  and  colleague. 
Senator  Reid,  will  tell  you,  we  have  spent  more  time  on  this  issue 
than  probably  any  other. 

You  say  that  BLM  has  jurisdiction  over,  what,  270  million 
acres 

Mr.  Armstrong.  That's  the  figure  we  use. 

Senator  Nickles  [continuing].  Some  13  percent  of  the  land  mass 
in  the  United  States.  You  have  a  proposal  that  is  going  to  dramati- 
cally, if  not  radically,  change  the  management  of  what  percentage 
of  the  United  States,  13  percent? 

Senator  Burns.  Yes. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  About  13  percent  of  the  United  States  and  you 
share  it  with  some  of  your  friends  but  you  won't  share  it  with  other 
people.  I  find  that  to  be  a  serious  mistake. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  Are  you  suggesting  that  we  should  have  done 
this  to  everybody  at  the  same  time  or  that  we  shouldn't  have 

Senator  NiCKLES.  I'm  not  ordering  you  to  do  anything. 

Mr.  Armstrong  [continuing].  Shared  it  with  only  four  people? 

Senator  NiCKLES.  My  point  is 

Mr.  Armstrong.  It's  not  a  secret.  We  have  been  working  on  this 
for  all  this  period  of  time.  We  have  been  spending  hours  on  air- 
planes getting  to  the  West  to  deal  with  this. 

I  have  been  out  there  more  than  the  Secretary.  The  Secretary 
has  been  out  there  19  times. 

And,  all  of  these  meetings  have  been  out  in  the  open. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  You  came  out  with  stitches,  I  saw. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  That's  right.  He  fell  down.  But,  that  was  on  an- 
other issue. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  I  understand.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Armstrong.  That  was  in  New  Mexico. 

Senator  Nickles.  But,  Mr.  Armstrong,  my  colleagues  want  to 
talk  about  this. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  I  understand. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  I've  been  in  the  Senate  for  14  years  and  I've 
always  worked  well  with  various  people  on  different  proposals.  I 
don't  have  an  ax  to  grind. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  I  understand. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  But,  I  am  offended  by  the  fact  that  you  say 
that  this  proposal  is  out  there  and,  "Senator  Nickles,  if  you  want 
to  see  this,  you  can  run  down  to  the  Interior  Department  and  go 
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into  room  7214  and  you  can  spend  as  much  time  in  that  room  read- 
ing," how  many  hundreds  of  pages  is  it? 

Mr.  Armstrong.  Well,  let  me  take  a  cut  at  that,  if  I  may,  sir. 
This  is  a  preliminary  draft  at  this  stage,  and  it  won't  be  final  until 
we  release  it. 

I  guess  there  is  always  a  question  about  what  is  final  and  when 
you  release  it.  We  felt  that  we  would  try  to  give  some  advance 
warning  to  the  people  of  the  West. 

That's  why  we  went  out  to  talk  to  the  people  that  we  went  out 
to  see.  I  went  with  the  chief  of  staff  to  talk  to  the  people  that  we 
have  been  working  with. 

I  don't  know  what  happened  here  while  that  was  going  on.  But, 
the  plain  fact  remains  that  as  soon  as  this  is  a  final  draft,  we  will 
publish  it. 

We  will  make  it  available  to  everybody.  And,  there  will  be  a  com- 
ment period. 

Senator  Nickles.  But,  in  the  meantime,  you  just  make  it  avail- 
able to  a  few  of  your  congressional  allies. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  We  have  it  available  up  there.  We  didn't  think 
anybody  would  particularly  want  to  come  look  at  it  until  it  was 
final. 

But,  as  you  point  out,  this  started  in  January  of  last  year  with 
the  budget  reconciliation,  as  I  recall.  We  then  went  through  a 
March  period  where  we  held  public  hearings  and  the  original  range 
reform  came  up. 

We  then  went  to  the  process  of  taking  care  of  it  in  conference. 

Senator  Nickles.  Mr.  Armstrong,  I  don't  want  to  cut  you  off,  but 
we  are  on  a  10-minute  time  limit.  And,  I  know  my  colleagues  want 
to  address  the  same  issue. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  I  understand. 

CALIFORNIA  DESERT  BILL 

Senator  NiCKLES.  I  want  to  touch  on  one  other  issue  quickly.  Mr. 
Dombeck,  I  think  this  would  be  yours. 

There  is  a  legislative  proposal  right  now  on  the  California  desert 
bill  that  would  move  land  on  the  Mojave  Desert  from,  as  I  under- 
stand it,  BLM  to  the  Park  Service.  Has  the  BLM  thought  about 
this? 

What  does  this  entail?  Is  that  a  good  move,  a  bad  move? 

Do  you  have  any  comments  on  that? 

Mr.  Dombeck.  The  BLM  has  thought  about  it.  And,  the  Sec- 
retary has  been  involved. 

And,  at  this  point,  we  support  the  proposal  put  forward. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Do  you  want  to  transfer  Mojave  from  BLM  to 
the  Park  Service? 

Mr.  Armstrong.  I  think  that  is  a  decision  you  are  going  to  have 
to  make  when  you  vote  on  the  Feinstein  bill. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Has  the  administration  taken  a  position  on 
that  transfer? 

Mr.  Armstrong.  We  have  tried  to  talk  to  everybody  about  what 
the  effect  would  be  if  that  happened,  what  the  cost  would  be,  what 
it  would  do  to  grazing  and  that  sort  of  thing  and  advised. 
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Senator  NiCKLES.  Can  you  share  with  the  subcommittee  your  ad- 
vice: What  the  cost  would  be,  what  the  effect  would  be  on  grazing 
or  other  activities  that  are  now  taking  place? 

Mr.  Armstrong.  If  it  went  into  the  National  Park  Service,  I 
think  there  would  be  no  grazing,  although  it's  not  a  particularly 
heavily  grazed  area.  Its  best  use  is  for  hunting  and  other  multiple 
use. 

We  have  managed  it  as  a  recreation  area.  It's  an  area  close  to 
22  million  people  in  the  United  States. 

And,  I  think  it's  just  going  to  have  to  be  a  decision  that  Congress 
will  make. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Do  you  have  any  estimates  as  far  as  costs  are 
concerned  if  we  transferred  it? 

Mr.  Armstrong.  I  do  not.  We  could  look  for  that. 

Senator  Nickles.  Could  you  try  to 

Mr.  Armstrong.  I  don't  know  that  off  the  top  of  my  head. 

Senator  NiCKLES  [continuing].  Give  an  estimate,  though,  as  far 
as  would  it  require  more  park  service,  more  maintenance,  et 
cetera? 

Mr.  Armstrong.  Yes;  we  will. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  If  you  would  provide  that  to  the  subcommittee, 
I  would  appreciate  it.  I  thank  my  friend  and  colleague. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Cost  of  Managing  New  Park  Areas  in  the  California  Desert 

Preliminary  estimates  developed  by  the  National  Park  Service  indicate  that  costs 
of  managing  the  proposed  4.4  million  acres  of  additional  wilderness  and  park  areas 
in  the  California  desert,  including  the  approximately  2.1  million  acres  now  under 
BLM  jurisdiction  that  would  become  part  of  the  Death  Valley  and  Joshua  Tree  Na- 
tional Monuments  and  the  new  Mojave  National  Park,  would  be  approximately  $5.2 
million  per  year  when  fully  operational  in  1999-2000.  Of  that  total,  $1.0  million  can 
be  covered  within  the  base  or  from  internal  redirections,  leaving  a  net  need  of  $4.2 
million  per  year.  Land  acquisition  costs  are  additional. 

RANGELAND  REFORM  CONSULTATION 

Senator  Reid.  Senator  Burns. 

Senator  Burns.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  And,  thank  the  wit- 
ness for  coming  down  this  morning. 

You  saw  me  throw  up  my  hands  in  disgust. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  I  did. 

Senator  Burns.  The  point  I  think  the  Senator  was  making,  those 
specific  copies  of  that  draft  were  sent  to  those  four  people  and  no- 
body else.  It's  not — I  don't  care  what  is  in  the  document. 

I  am  saying  the  way  it  was  handled.  And,  your  excuse  of  being 
West,  whether  what  was  happening  or  not,  has  nothing  to  do,  be- 
cause I  have  staff  members  that  put  me  in  the  jackpot  every  now 
and  again  and  the  same  thing  happens. 

But,  what  I  am  saying  is  if  we  are  just  going  to  do  business  with 
four  people  in  Congress  on  your  program,  you  tell  us  now.  And, 
then  we  will  do  our  business  any  way  that  we  can.  That's  what  I'm 
saying. 

If  you  want  to  work  with  Congress,  Mr.  Armstrong,  I  don't  think 
just  working  with  one  Member  of  Congress  takes  in  the  whole 
scope  of  the  Congress.  We  have  got  to  make  some  decisions,  too. 
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And,  I  will  tell  you  that  that's  not  any  way  to  start  off  a  working 
relationship.  That's  why  I  want  a  working  relationship. 

We  can  find  middle  ground  on  most  of  these  issues  and  find  some 
balance.  I've  got  some  activities  here  that  were  worked  out  not  on 
my  behalf  but  have  been  worked  out  and  have  been  very  successful 
that  I  would  like  to  see  promoted  whenever  we  talk  about  conflict 
between  so-called  people  who  know  more  about  grass  than  the  cow 
does. 

And,  I  am  questioning  some  of  that.  We  need  more  projects  like 
this  so  that  we  can  cut  down  these  conflicts. 

And,  both  of  them  are  in  Montana.  I  am  very  proud  of  my  Mon- 
tana people. 

I  didn't  do  it,  but  I  think  it  lays  out  a  pattern  for  what  should 
be  done.  And,  that  was  done  between  four  and  five  organizations. 

Now,  they  didn't  go  around  talking  about  giving  one  over  there 
and  one  over  here  or  just  to  my  allies.  Now,  this  thing  may  sound 
like  a  combing  down,  and  basically  that's  what  it  is. 

And,  it  will  probably  destroy  our  relationship  forever.  But,  I  don't 
think  so. 

I  think  we  have  to  come  to  know  that  we  have  to  know,  too,  that 
we  are  not  going  to  go  around  here  and  vote  in  the  blind.  We  are 
just  not  going  to  do  it. 

Now,  because  all  of  this  showed  up  in  the  newspapers  out  there, 
then  my  constituents  call  up  and  say,  "Have  you  seen  that  draft?" 
And,  "No,  we  can't  see  it.  It  hasn't  been  sent  to  us." 

Is  that  a  correct  assumption? 

Mr.  Armstrong.  If  it  will  make  you  feel  better,  it  hasn't  been 
sent  to  me  either.  [Laughter.] 

Senator  Burns.  It  doesn't  make  me  feel  any  better. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  I  thought  you  said  you  took  it  to  the  Governors 
and  people 

Mr.  Armstrong.  We  took  a  general  description  to  the  Governors, 
this  paper  right  here,  not  the  draft  at  all  and  went  out  to  say  basi- 
cally what  we  were  talking  about.  We  went  out  to  try  to  say,  as 
we  have  from  the  beginning  that  nothing  is  set  in  concrete,  we 
want  to  work  with  you.  We  will  continue  to  work  with  you. 

This  was  a  very  small  sector,  which  was  what  I  was  pointing  out, 
of  a  long  period  of  public  availability  to  all.  Of  course,  we  are  going 
to  listen  to  everybody  that  wants  to  come  in. 

That  is  what  the  comment  period  is  about,  as  I  understand  it, 
in  an  administrative  proceeding.  So,  if  we  did  the  wrong  thing  in 
this  instance — right,  wrong  or  indifferent — it  is  a  very  small  comer 
of  a  long,  ongoing  process. 

I  hope  it  doesn't  destroy  our  relationship.  And,  I  don't  think  it 
will. 

Senator  BURNS.  Well,  I'm  not  going  to  let  it  if  that's  possible. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  I've  been  in  both  sides  of  this.  I've  been  in  the 
Executive  and  I've  been  a  House  Member  for  most  of  my  life  and 
I  know  how  well  we  have  to  get  along  in  order  to  make  things  work 
and  solve  problems. 

And,  I  want  to  do  that. 
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NOXIOUS  WEED  PROBLEM 


Senator  Burns.  Then,  that's  part  of  it.  Now,  you've  got  11,000 
employees  you  want  to  cut  back. 

I  don't  know  what  11,000  people  do.  But,  you  ain't  building 
fences.  I  know  that. 

But,  I  have  some — Mike,  I  have  some  questions  for  you  with  re- 
gard to — right  now,  we  have  got  a  situation  that  is  not  a  very  sexy 
situation  but  it's  pretty  concerning  to  us  who  live  out  there.  And, 
it's  your  budget  on  weeds. 

And,  that  is  not  a  great,  great  subject  I  realize,  but  weeds,  nox- 
ious weeds,  is  something  that  right  now  you  are  cutting  funds  out 
of  the  weed  program.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  We  are  aware  of  the  noxious  weed  problem.  In 
fact,  I  think  the  noxious  weeds  are  spreading  across  the  United 
States  in  the  neighborhood  of  6  million  acres  per  year. 

Yes,  it's  a  problem.  And,  we  recognize  it  as  a  serious  problem. 

But,  like  you,  we  have  got  to  make  hard  choices  in  priorities. 
And,  the  priorities,  as  we  indicated  earlier,  were,  the  Pacific  North- 
west issues,  the  forest  plan,  and  the  rangeland  reform. 

This  is  a  program  that  we  have  a  variety  of  staff  people  working 
on.  I,  like  you,  recognize  the  seriousness  of  it  and,  you  know,  I  will 
give  it  full  consideration. 

NATIONAL  BIOLOGICAL  SURVEY 

Senator  Burns.  If  we  are  putting  things  in  priority,  how  many 
people  have  you  got  right  now  working  on  the  National  Biological 
Survey? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  Well,  in  terms  of  BLM,  the  National  Biological 
Survey,  I  don't  think  we  have  anyone 

Ms.  Meridith.  We  have  one  person. 

Mr.  DoMBECK.  We  have  one  person  on  detail  to  the  National  Bio- 
logical Survey. 

Senator  Burns.  It  hasn't  even  been  authorized  yet  by  Congress; 
is  that  correct? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  That's  correct.  My  hope  is  that  the  National  Bio- 
logical Survey  can  provide  valuable  information  as  to  these  kind  of 
things. 

If  we  would  look  back  20  years,  I  would  hope  that  these  kind  of 
problems  would  be  identified  very  early  on — when  it  basically  costs 
less  to  deal  with  them. 

Senator  Burns.  But,  you  are  losing  6  million  acres  a  year  to 
weeds.  I  mean,  doesn't  that  sound  like  that  priority  is — I  would 
place  that  in  priority,  and  I  wouldn't  care  if  the  weeds — and,  some 
of  those  weeds  are  in  Oregon  and  Washington. 

I  would  put  that  higher  than  your  national  forest  plan,  because 
that's  production.  That  is  actual  production. 

And,  it's  something  that  we  can't  deal  with  right  now.  I  would 
hope  that  you  would  take  a  look  at  that. 

I  am  not  real  sure  that  you  could  comply  with  Montana's  weed 
law  with  the  funds  that  you  have  allocated.  You  are  a  landowner 
out  there  and  you've  got  to  be  just  as  responsible  as  the  next  land- 
owner across  the  fence  when  you  start  talking  about  spurge  and 
spotted  nap  and  this  type  thing  in  the  Forest  Service. 
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We've  got  a  bigger  problem  up  in  the  Judith  country.  So,  I  would 
like  to  see  a  change  made  there. 

BLM  SUMMIT  MEETING 

I  will  talk  to  you  also  about  some — I  would  like  to  know  more 
about  the  summit  that  the  BLM  is  going  to  have  in  Reno.  I  mean, 
what's  the  drive  behind  that? 

Ms.  Meridith.  I  can  address  that.  That's  pretty  much  a  once  in 
a  lifetime  event. 

We  will  have  all  350  line  managers  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Man- 
agement together  for  the  first  time.  What  we  are  going  to  be  ad- 
dressing is  things  like  customer  service,  and  improving  responsive- 
ness to  the  constituents  out  there. 

We  are  going  to  talk  about  healthy  ecosystems,  how  to  maintain 
healthy  ecosystems,  and  what  we  are  doing  to  accomplish. 

It  will  save  money  in  the  long  run,  and  we  can  reach  everybody 
at  one  time,  which  we  have  never  done. 

Also,  we  put  a  moratorium  on  separate  program  specific  work- 
shops that  were  totaling  over  $1  million  this  year.  We  have  put  a 
hold  on  those,  and  what  we  are  going  to  try  to  do  is  have  one  work- 
shop that  addresses  a  lot  of  these  issues. 

So,  we  see  it  as  really  saving  money  this  year  rather  than  ex- 
pending money. 

Senator  Burns.  Well,  I  would — and  I  have  no  problems  with 
meetings,  because  I  go  to  them  all  the  time  and  realize  that  some 
of  them  are  important.  But,  I  just  wanted  to  know  what  the  gist 
of  that  was  going  to  be. 

Now,  is  there  anybody  here  who  would  want  to  define  for  me  the 
term  ecosystem? 

Mr.  Armstrong.  Sure.  I  will  take  a  cut  at  it. 

Senator  Burns.  The  first  man  out  of  the  box. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  Sure.  [Laughter.! 

First,  may  I  add  an  answer  to  the  other  question,  too?  I  approved 
the  budget  for  that  meeting.  And,  it  was  a  big  gulp  when  I  looked 
at  it. 

But,  I  also  went  to  a  meeting  the  other  day  with  all  of  our  BLM 
State  directors.  After  I  finished  my  little  speech,  I  said,  "I  want  you 
to  talk  to  me  about  what's  on  your  mind." 

We  talked  for  2  hours.  At  the  end  of  the  2  hours,  they  said: 

This  is  the  first  time  the  Assistant  Secretary  has  done  this  in  my  20  years  with 
the  BLM,  to  sit  down  and  let  us  tell  you  what  we  are  up  against,  what  we  are  trying 
to  do. 

I  think  this  kind  of  meeting  serves  a  great  purpose  in  terms  of 
an  opportunity  for  technology  transfer,  to  let  these  people  look  at 
each  other  and,  frankly,  to  improve  the  esprit  de  corps,  because 
this  is  a  watershed  time.  This  budget  exemplifies  this. 

We  had  an  old  stovepipe  budget  that  people  in  business  did  away 
with  years  ago  or  else  they  went  broke.  So,  I  think  we  are  making 
some  progress.  And,  I  think  this  meeting  is  part  of  that. 
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DEFINING  ECOSYSTEM 


One  time  somebody  said  an  ecosystem  is  one  of  those  things  that, 
you  know  what  it  is  when  you  see  it.  It's  kind  of  Hke  pornography, 
you  can't  define  it  but  when  you  see  it  you  will  recognize  it. 

I  think  that's  not  good  enough.  But,  we  know  basically  that  there 
is  a  difference  between  different  parts  of  our  country. 

I  know  that  Cut  Bank,  for  example,  is  different  from  Billings. 
That  is  what  little  I  know.  But,  I  do  know  that  it's  a  different 

Senator  Burns.  Twenty  degrees. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  Right.  [Laughter.] 

But,  there  is  a  lot  of  difference  between  Billings  and  what  hap- 
pens in  southern  New  Mexico. 

Senator  Burns.  That's  right. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  Part  of  the  range  program  is  designed  now  to 
recognize  that  it  isn't  one  size  fits  all.  There  is  a  lot  of  difference 
between  what  happens  in  the  high  mountain  country  and  what 
happens  in  the  southern  desert. 

And,  so  we  are  trying  to  look  at  these  things.  A  whole  watershed 
is  a  fairly  good  cut  at  an  ecosystem.  But,  it's  not  a  total  cut  at  it. 

I  think  that  most  people  can  look  at  what  lives  there  and  recog- 
nize that  what  is  in  that  ecosystem  all  relates  to  each  other.  If  you 
overgraze,  for  example,  then  erosion  starts,  then  you  lose  your 
trout  population  and  then  something  else  happens.  If  you  graze 
your  riparian  areas  to  a  point  where  you  don't  have  any  vegetation, 
you  lose  your  birds  that  migrate  and  you  lose  other  things. 

So,  this  is  kind  of  what  we  are  trying  to  get  hold  of.  There  is  a 
lot  of  science  involved  in  this  that  I  think  is  making  sense. 

And,  there  are  people  on  the  ground,  most  of  them  in  the  cow 
business,  who  have  already  started  meeting  with  biologists  and 
other  people  to  talk  about  these  things  and  making  some  progress. 
That's  sort  of  the  thing  we  have  been  patterning  this  after. 

Senator  Burns.  Mr.  Armstrong,  just  a  couple  of  questions  and 
then  I  am  all  done. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  Yes,  Senator. 

MONTANA  PROJECTS 

Senator  Burns.  I  would  like  to  sit  down  and  visit  with  you  about 
what  we  are  doing  at  Fleecer  and  at  Wall  Creek  up  there,  and 
Mike  knows  about  that.  And,  I  think  this  is  about 

Mr.  Armstrong.  I  agree. 

Senator  Burns.  What  I  think  we  are — and  my  fl3rwheel  is  telling 
me  a  little  something  about  we  are  going  to  fly  out  of  balance  here 
in  just  a  little  bit.  And,  I'm  trying  to  keep  that  flywheel  sort  of  run- 
ning pretty  smooth. 

And,  a  decision  is  being  made  based  on  maybe  only  one-half  of 
the  equation.  This,  I  think,  gives  us  pretty  much  100  percent  of  the 
equation. 

But,  I  am  going  to  work  on  this.  I  am  going  to  work  very  hard 
on  this  weed  thing,  because  I  think  your  priorities  are  wrong  on 
that  because  we  have  worked  hard  and  people  have  to  make  a  liv- 
ing— damn  it,  make  a  living,  and  right  now,  those  people  are  being 
squeezed  pretty  hard. 


287 

And,  when  we  can  take  these  kind  of  examples — we  are  not  get- 
ting credit  in  the  West  where  we  have  got  more  white  tail  deer  and 
more  buffalo  and  more  elk.  We  have  got  more  wildlife.  I  mean,  we 
are  run  over  with  it  out  there,  and  then  all  at  once,  they  come  out 
there  and  say,  look  at  how  bad  a  job  you've  done  up  until  this 
point.  I  don't  buy  that,  Mr.  Armstrong.  I  just  don't  buy  that. 

I  think  we  have  got  some  very  responsible  people.  Yes;  we've  got 
some  bad  actors. 

But,  I  want  to  sit  down  and  visit  with  you  on  this,  Mike,  and  just 
sit  down  and  have  a  cup  of  coffee  for  1  hour  in  my  office  or  your 
office.  I  don't  care. 

But,  it  is  these  kind  of  activities  that  is  going  to  be  the  savior 
of  the  grazer,  of  the  miner  and  whatever.  Now,  I  noticed  in  your 
budget  you  are  already  counting  things  that  haven't  even  been  au- 
thorized by  law  yet  in  here. 

I  think  that  is  pretty  presumptive  on  your  part,  and  we  will  deal 
with  those  in  some  private  conversation. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  We  will  be  happy  to  do  that. 

Senator  Burns.  OK.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Senator  Reid.  If  you  meet  down  in  his  office,  you  can  pick  up  a 
copy  of  those 

Senator  Burns.  I'm  not  going  to.  [Laughter.] 

I  will  tell  you  what  he's  going  to  do.  He's  going  to  trot  somebody 
down  here  with  it.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Armstrong.  Well,  we  are  certainly  willing  to  do  that. 
[Laughter.] 

[Clerk's  note. — Due  to  the  volume  of  the  information,  the  mate- 
rial was  retained  in  subcommittee  files.] 

rangeland  reform 

Senator  Reid.  Senator  Domenici. 

Senator  Domenici.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  It's 
nice  to  be  with  all  of  you. 

Thank  you  for  coming  by  the  office  yesterday  and  visiting  with 
me.  I  appreciate  that  very  much. 

Mr.  Chairman,  maybe  I  could  put  in  perspective  the  issue  of  se- 
lective submission  of  a  rule,  the  proposed  rangeland  reform  rule,  so 
that  you  understand  what  goes  through  our  head.  Somehow  or  an- 
other, we  have  a  copy  of  the  communication  between  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior  and  four  Members  of  Congress. 

The  entire  package  is  in  our  hands  of  what  was  communicated 
except  for  the  entire  rule.  But,  speaking  of  an  insult,  the  copy  says: 
"Review  this,"  and  this  comes  from  the  Public  Relations  Depart- 
ment, "and  have  a  meeting,  and  then  the  day  after  the  meeting,  we 
are  going  to  issue  the  attached  press  release."  There  is  a  press  re- 
lease attached. 

The  press  release  says  that  it  will  be  issued  unless  the  meeting 
causes  some  changes  to  occur,  that:  "Unless  the  meeting  causes 
some  changes,  we  will  use  the  attached  press  release.  If  the  meet- 
ing causes  changes,  we  will  alter  it." 

Now,  frankly,  it  just  seems  to  me  that  it's  one  thing  to  say  to 
Senators  from  the  West  who  have  a  vital  interest  in  rangeland  re- 
form to  review  the  proposed  rule  and  then  let's  meet.  Public  lands 
comprise  13  percent  of  the  Nation,  so  think  of  what  it  means  to  our 
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States.  I  mean,  how  much  public  land  is  in  Nevada,  and  how  much 
is  in  Idaho?  I  would  think  in  New  Mexico  where  State  and  Federal 
are  up  to  50  percent,  it's  pretty  important. 

The  implication  is  that  this  rule  can  be  changed  if  the  four  to 
whom  it  was  sent  meet  and  think  there  are  changes  necessary. 
What  actually  happened  is  that  the  four  seemed  to  have  issued  a 
release  themselves  saying  they  didn't  like  the  proposal. 

That  means  something,  too,  because  they  also  indicated  rather 
ferociously  that  they  wouldn't  support  what  the  Secretary  is  pro- 
posing. I  think  that  action  sequentially,  rather  than  for  all  of  us 
to  look  at  the  proposal  and  feel  like  we  are  called  to  some  meetings, 
is  a  very,  very  bad  mistake. 

Frankly,  I  hope  you  tell  the  Secretary  that  for  people  like  Sen- 
ator Domenici  who  fight  a  good  battle,  I  believe — and  I  think  he 
knows  that  now,  but  I  m  not  sure  he  knew  that  6  months  ago — this 
does  not  bode  well. 

I  pick  battles  very  guardedly.  I  don't  go  down  on  the  Senate  floor 
and  fight  every  issue. 

I  am  very,  very  concerned  about  whether  we  are  ever  going  to 
get  back  on  track  and  work  together,  and  I  don't  like  to  say  that. 

I  think  if  this  continues,  however,  it's  not  just  Pete  Domenici.  I 
think  you  are  going  to  have  seven,  eight,  or  nine  western  Senators 
from  both  parties  in  total  disagreement  with  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  perhaps  for  his  whole  term,  first  term,  excuse  me. 

I  don't  think  that's  good;  and,  frankly,  I  don't  think  it  helps 
BLM. 

Your  Acting  Director  told  me  yesterday  that  his  principal  mission 
now  was  to  rekindle,  establish,  and  make  sound  the  morale  in  Bu- 
reau of  Land  Management  employees.  What  is  going  on  now  vis- 
a-vis Congress,  at  least  the  Senate,  is  not  calculated  at  all  to  make 
the  morale  better  for  these  11,000  plus  people,  I  assure  you. 

Having  said  that,  let  me  tell  you  that  I  have  about  10  or  12  ques- 
tions and,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  going  to  submit  them  all.  With  your 
permission,  they  can  answer  them  under  your  schedule,  whatever 
that  is. 

Senator  Reid.  And,  send  copies  not  only  to  the  committee  but  to 
Senator  Domenici. 

LAND  ACQUISITION 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  As  an  example, 
let  me  raise  land  acquisition. 

The  President  has  asked  for  $21  million  in  1995.  The  budget  in- 
cludes funding  for  12  priority  acquisitions  and  a  request  for  an  ad- 
ditional 50  full-time  equivalent  positions  to  carry  this  out;  $5  mil- 
lion of  these  funds  are  for  critical  habitat.  I  have  a  number  of  ques- 
tions about  it. 

I  am  not  necessarily  complaining  about  what  you  have  set  as  the 
highest  priority,  but,  I  am  very  concerned  when  you  add  new  ones 
when  there  is  an  enormous  backlog  of  acquisitions  that  you  have 
not  come  close  to  meeting. 

I'm  worried  about  a  couple  of  big  ones  that  are  sitting  there  in 
New  Mexico  waiting  for  funding.  The  Organ  Mountain  Recreation 
Area  has  5,200  additional  acres  provided  for  in  law  saying  they  are 
to  be  acquired. 
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I  need  to  know  if  you  have  a  plan  within  the  Department — first, 
do  you  have  an  inventory  of  the  authorized  acquisitions?  Second, 
how  will  the  Department  sustain  this  program? 

I  don't  need  details  today,  but,  let  me  tell  you,  if  there  is  any- 
thing that's  going  to  get  acquisition  in  trouble,  it's  if  we  have  such 
a  long  backlog  and  we  keep  adding  new  ones  or  high  priority  ones 
without  an  orderly  way  to  get  a  handle  on  acquisitions. 

I  really  urge  that  you  give  us  something — and  these  questions 
will  be  very  specific — on  how  you  intend  to  do  that,  and  whether 
you  think  this  is  a  real — to  borrow  your  word,  Mr.  Acting  Direc- 
tor— morale  problem,  because  surely  out  there  in  the  States  it  is 
a  morale  problem  to  be  waiting  forever  for  acquisitions  and  see  new 
ones  come  along. 

CULTURAL  RESOURCE  PROTECTION 

Let  me  move  to  cultural  resource  protection.  I  compliment  you  on 
your  continuing  efforts. 

We  have  all  heard  the  horror  stories  of  going  onto  public  land 
and  taking  very  valuable  pots  and  relics  and  artifacts.  I  take  a  lot 
of  pride  in  this  area,  because  I  changed  the  criminal  law  to  make 
it  a  lot  easier  to  apprehend  and  prosecute  these  thieves. 

I  wonder  if  you  could,  for  the  record,  give  the  subcommittee  an 
assessment  of  the  condition  and  repair  of  such  projects  as  the 
Chacoan  Outliers,  the  Four  Corners  unit  that  you  have  going  to  try 
to  preserve  that,  and  also  if  you  would  tell  us  for  the  record  what 
kind  of  cooperation  you  are  getting  from  other  departments  and 
agencies?  Without  that,  you  are  dead. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Cultural  Resource  Protection  Cooperation 

BLM  is  receiving  cooperation  from  the  NPS,  U.S.  Park  Police,  Drug  Enforcement 
Agency,  U.S.  Customs,  FBI  and  the  Justice  Department  relative  to  joint  investiga- 
tion efforts  that  cross  jurisdictional  boundaries  and  require  coordinated  planning. 
The  cooperation  and  involvement  of  state  and  local  law  enforcement  officials  is  con- 
tinuing as  appropriate.  This  pooling  of  investigative  resources  allows  for  a  better 
utilization  of  manpower  and  resources  in  the  pursuit  of  Archeological  Resource  Pro- 
tection Act  (ARPA)  violations. 

Through  its  cooperative  ARPA  investigative  efforts,  BLM  has  provided  assistance 
to  the  U.S.  Park  Police  and  the  National  Park  Service  (NPS)  that  resulted  in  indict- 
ments in  the  Southern  District  of  Virginia  against  a  major  ARPA  trafficking  net- 
work that  was  dealing  in  battlefield  artifacts  removed  from  historic  battlefields 
along  the  east  coast  and  public  lands  in  the  West. 

BLM  Arizona,  Montana,  Oregon  and  Utah  have  also  been  actively  pursuing  sig- 
nificant ARPA  investigations  and  have  obtained  several  felony  indictments  and  con- 
victions for  violations.  Indictments  are  pending  in  several  other  states. 

STATUS  OF  the  FOUR  CORNERS  ARPA  INVESTIGATION  UNIT 

The  ARPA  Investigation  Unit  as  originally  constituted,  was  primarily  located  in 
New  Mexico  and  conducted  operations  mainly  within  that  state.  After  the  initial 
successes  of  the  Unit  became  well  publicized,  it  became  apparent  that  the  Unit's 
operational  effectiveness  was  becoming  limited.  Therefore,  a  decision  was  made  to 
re-distribute  its  resources  among  the  Four  Comers  states  and  to  Oregon,  which 
were  all  actively  pursuing  investigations  that  had  originated  from  the  ARPA  Unit. 
The  ARPA  investigation  function  has  become  a  national  priority  with  an  interagency 
oversight  group  meeting  regularly  to  establish  priorities  and  coordinate  efforts. 
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STATUS  OF  THE  CONDITION  AND  REPAIR  OF  CHACOAN  OUTLIERS  MANAGED  BY  THE 
BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT  (AS  OF  MAR.  18,  1994) 

Sites  Managed  by  the  Farmington  District,  New  Mexico 

Halfway  House. — ^This  site  is  in  stable  condition.  Eastern  New  Mexico  University 
excavated  a  small  trench  through  it  many  years  ago  but  the  exposed  trench  is  sta- 
ble. The  BLM  plans  to  fill  in  the  trench  within  the  next  several  years.  The  site  con- 
tains virtually  no  standing  architecture. 

Jacques  (private). — Through  a  cooperative  agreement  signed  with  the  private  land 
owner,  the  BLM  backfilled  tiie  exposed  kiva  and  several  of  the  rooms.  Several  addi- 
tional rooms  could  benefit  from  additional  backfilling.  This  will  be  attempted  after 
sites  located  on  public  lands  have  been  taken  care  of 

Upper  Kin  Klizhin. — In  fiscal  year  1994,  the  National  Park  Service  will  complete 
an  assessment  of  the  sites's  condition  via  inter-agency  agreement.  Architectural  rec- 
ordation to  the  Historic  American  Buildings  Survey  (HABS)  standards  will  be  com- 
pleted this  year  as  well.  Actual  stabilization  will  be  carried  out  in  fiscal  year  1995. 
Standing  architecture  makes  up  about  15  percent  to  20  percent  of  the  site. 

Morris  41. — The  BLM  just  acquired  this  site;  it  had  been  privately  owned  and  was 
subjected  to  extensive  looting.  Beginning  in  fiscal  year  1995,  a  pre-stabilization  site 
condition  report  will  be  prepared. 

Pierre's  Site. — No  work  is  needed  at  this  property  since  only  1  room  and  1  ventila- 
tor shaft  is  exposed.  Both  are  in  stable  condition.  Ninety-nine  percent  of  the  site 
has  been  reduced  to  stable  rubble  mounds. 

Twin  Angels. — This  site  has  been  stabilized  twice,  the  first  time  in  the  1970's  with 
BLM  crews  and  the  second  time  in  1988  with  NPS  crews.  The  site  has  been 
backfilled,  leaving  about  two  feet  of  exposed  masonry  along  the  tops  of  rooms.  In 
4  years,  it  will  need  mtiintenance  of  the  stabilization. 

Bis'aani. — Over  half  of  this  extensive  site  has  been  excavated.  Within  the  next  5 
years,  the  BLM  will  attempt  to  carry  out  archeological  testing  in  the  remaining 
areas.  Because  the  site  sits  atop  a  very  steep  and  eroding  mesa  remnant,  only  lim- 
ited stabilization  can  be  attempted  without  major  engineering.  None  of  the  site  was 
stabilized  following  the  excavations  and  this  has  resulted  in  exposure  of  90  percent 
of  the  architecture  on  the  site. 

Indian  Creek. — BLM  is  sponsoring  HABS  architectural  recordation  and  pre-sta- 
bilization documentation  this  year.  Actual  stabilization  will  begin  in  fiscal  year  1994 
and  be  completed  in  fiscal  year  1995.  Eighty -five  percent  of  the  site  is  currently  ex- 
posed, including  some  walls  up  to  6  feet  high. 

Toh-la-kai. — ^This  site  is  comprised  of  a  completely  reduced  ruble  mound.  It  fea- 
tures no  standing  architecture. 

Bee  Burrow. — HABS  architectural  recordation  will  be  carried  out  this  year  as  well 
as  pre-stabilization  and  the  actual  stabilization  of  the  exposed  architecture.  Exposed 
masonry  makes  up  about  25  percent  of  the  site. 

Sites  Managed  by  the  Albuquerque  District,  New  Mexico 

Andrews  Ranch  (private). — This  site  is  privately  owned.  The  Archeological  Conser- 
vancy is  attempting  to  purchase  it  and  trade  it  to  the  BLM.  Upon  acquisition,  the 
BLM  will  assess  the  condition  of  the  site  and  take  steps  to  stabilize  the  ruin. 

Kin  Nizhoni. — The  BLM  conducted  a  historic  structure  assessment  report  in  fiscal 
year  1987.  Work  is  now  needed  to  repair  the  25  percent  exposed  masonry  on  the 
site  along  with  back  filling  and  grading  to  control  erosion  and  water  run  off. 

San  Mateo  (private). — The  BLM  will  attempt  to  complete  a  cooperative  agreement 
with  the  private  land  owner  so  that  assistance  in  site  repair  can  be  provided  by  the 
BLM.  The  site  needs  to  have  several  pot  hunting  holes  back  filled  but  there  is  little 
standing  masonry  exposed. 

Casamero. — This  site  was  completely  stabilized  in  fiscal  year  1988  and  backfilled 
leaving  two  foot  exposed  wall  caps  for  public  viewing.  It  will  not  require  additional 
repairs  for  5  years. 

Guadalupe. — The  BLM  Four  Corners  Stabilization  Team  conducted  minor  repairs 
of  several  of  the  rooms  in  fiscal  year  1990.  However,  a  great  deal  of  standing  archi- 
tecture remains  on  the  site  due  to  the  excavations  carried  out  by  Eastern  New  Mex- 
ico University.  Suspended  walls  and  uneven  backfilling  are  resulting  in  wall  buck- 
ling. This  site  contains  40  percent  exposed  masonry  and  will  require  a  significant 
investment  in  stabilization  within  the  next  four  years. 

Dittert. — This  outlier  was  stabilized  and  backfilled  in  fiscal  year  1993.  It  is  now 
in  good  condition  and  has  been  hardened  for  public  visitation. 
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GRAZING  REGULATIONS 


Senator  DOMENICI.  We've  built  that  collaboration  into  the  crimi- 
nal statute,  but,  it  requires  a  memorandum  of  understandng  of 
some  type  between  you  all. 

Grazing  fee  regulations.  I  am  going  to  just  quickly  say  that  I 
thank  our  ranking  member  who,  incidentally,  you  should  know,  has 
no  public  domain  to  speak  of  in  his  State.  Senator  Nickles  is  not 
here  arguing  for  BLM  in  Oklahoma.  He  is  arguing  for  a  principle 
for  a  lot  of  us,  I  think,  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle. 

I  wonder  when  you  leave  here  today  if  you  might  not  ask  the 
Secretary  if  you  could  not  just  send  to  all  Members  of  Congress 
that  want  a  copy  of  that  document  called  "Rule"  that  you've  got 
down  there  in  Interior?  Would  you  do  that?  Please  find  out  whether 
you  can. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  And,  let  me  just  add,  at  this  point,  the  reason 
it  didn't  go  was  because  it  wasn't  finished. 

Senator  Burns.  That's  not  the  point. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  Oh,  I  understand  what  he  is  saying.  I  am  just 
saying  that  was  the  reason  I  didn't  get  it  was  because  it  wasn't  fin- 
ished. 

And,  as  soon  as  it  is  finished,  they  are  certainly  willing  to  put 
it  out.  I  don't  know  anything  about  the  things  you  are  talking 
about.  But,  would  you  like  it  before  it's  finished? 

Senator  DOMENICI.  I  would  like  whatever  information  and  detail 
has  been  submitted  from  that  rulemaking  to  any  Member  of  Con- 
gress or  to  any  Governor  or  any  Representative  out  in  the  States. 
I  would  like  that  to  be  made  available  for  Senators — I  am  just  re- 
questing this 

Mr.  Armstrong.  I  understand  that. 

Senator  Domenici  [continuing].  On  their  asking.  I  would  like  to 
know  whether  their  request  is  going  to  make  any  sense. 

So,  could  you  communicate  back  to  the  subcommittee  whether 
you  are  going  to  honor  that  kind  of  request  or  not? 

Mr.  Armstrong.  I  would  be  happy  to.  Let  me  say  that  when  we 
went  to  see  the  Governors,  because  it  wasn't  completed,  we  put  this 
in  their  hands  and  took  it  back  because  we  didn't  want  it  to  con- 
fuse people  if  the  final  rule  was  different. 

I  call  that  a  catch  and  release  program.  I  said,  "You  can  have  it, 
but  you've  got  to  give  it  back  to  me,"  which  they  did,  because  we 
didn't  want  anything  out  there  that  wasn't  the  final  rule  at  the 
time  we  released  it. 

I  think  that  has  been  the  genesis  of  why  they  were  uneasy.  Now, 
what  they  were  doing  with  their  press  release  and  that  kind  of 
thing,  I  am  not  in  the  public  relations  area  and  so  I  don't  know. 

But,  that  was  the  way  we  were  operating.  We  are  happy  to  ex- 
plain to  you  what  we  are  thinking  and  tell  us  what  we  are  doing. 

But,  at  some  point,  we  have  to  have  finality  and  closure.  Then 
we  are  going  to  put  it  out. 

That  was  what  I  think  is  causing  some  of  this  problem.  And,  it 
makes  it  a  little  easier  to  understand. 

However,  if  you  want  it  before  it's  complete,  I  will  see  what  they 
say  about  giving  it  to  you.  But,  I  think  it  will  be  complete  in  a 
week. 


292 

Senator  DOMENICI.  I  think  I  stated  my  question  as  to  what  I 
want,  you  know.  I  think  you  understand  it. 

If  we  are  mistaken,  perhaps  you  can  communicate  to  the  sub- 
committee chairman  and  ranking  member  who  will  communicate  to 
us  what  you  are  saying. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  Yes. 

INVESTMENT  PROPOSALS 

Senator  Domenici.  With  reference  to  investment  proposals,  I 
have  a  question  about  what  investment  proposals  in  your  budget 
really  mean.  Rather  than  go  into  a  lot  of  detail,  let  me  just  tell  you 
that  I  am  interested  because  I  don't  understand  how  in  the  Presi- 
dent's budget  a  very  small  investment  of  last  year — last  year  you 
had  $29  million  as  investment  spending  and  this  year  you've  got 
whole  programs  in  that  category.  You've  got  hundreds  of  millions 
of  dollars  as  investment  spending. 

I  would  like  to  know  if  we  just  changed  the  definition  of  "invest- 
ment" or  how  has  that  happened?  My  guess  is  that  last  year  it  was 
new  investment  and  this  year  it's  anything  you  can  call  an  invest- 
ment to  make  it  sound  like  there  is  a  bigger  investment  portfolio. 

I  just  question  and  point  that  out  to  you.  I  would  like  to  know, 
how  that  occurred. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Investment  Initiatives 

The  1995  budget  request  for  the  Department  of  the  Interior  expands  the  definition 
of  the  President's  Investment  Initiative  begun  last  year.  The  budget  includes  prior- 
ity investments  to  protect  and  rehabilitate  our  natural  resources.  Funding  is  also 
included  for  priority  Administration  initiatives  that  address  areas  related  to  eco- 
system management,  domestic  response  to  international  environmental  activities, 
production  and  dissemination  of  data  used  by  land  managers,  and  water  issues. 

The  BLM  participates  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  Forest  Plan  and  the  "Jobs  in  the 
Woods"  initiative.  Other  priority  investments  in  the  BLM  are  in  its  natural  resource 
programs  that  manage  rangeland,  forests,  and  riparian  areas;  fish  and  wildlife  re- 
sources, including  threatened  and  endangered  species;  and  recreation,  cultural,  and 
wilderness  resources.  Funding  for  these  programs  totals  $263.3  million,  an  increase 
of  $17.0  million  in  1995.  A  significant  portion  of  this  increase  will  be  devoted  to  im- 
proved management  of  rangelands  in  support  of  the  Rangeland  Reform  effort. 

COMMUNICATION  SITE  USER  FEES 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Communication  user  fees,  I  think  you  and  the 
Forest  Service  are  involved  in  that. 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  That's  correct. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Are  there  any  current  plans  to  propose  any 
new  site  fee  regulations,  or  is  there  a  study  underway  to  determine 
the  changes  that  are  needed  from  the  previous  study? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  There  is  a  study  underway.  Both  the  Forest  Serv- 
ice and  BLM  have  been  working  on  this  jointly. 

We  will  have  a  proposal  that  will  be  in  a  proposed  rule  that  we 
hope  will  be  ready  in  April. 

Senator  Domenici.  April? 

Mr.  DoMBECK.  Yes,  Senator. 

Senator  Domenici.  That's  a  proposed  rule? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  Yes;  it  is. 

Senator  Domenici.  Since  the  study  group  was  nominated  and 
created  by  Congress  that  did  one  study  and  made  recommenda- 
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tions,  is  it  fair  to  assume  that  you  are  going  to  change  the  rec- 
ommendations they  made  over  1  year  ago? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  Senator,  I  assume  you  are  speaking  of  the  advi- 
sory committee? 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Yes. 

Mr.  DoMBECK.  That  committee  involved  individuals  from  the  in- 
dustry. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  And  others. 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  Their  recommendations  will  be  taken  into  ac- 
count. They  have  been  taken  into  account. 

Senator  Domenici.  But,  not  adopted.  They  will  be  changed? 

Mr.  DoMBECK.  They  could  be  changed. 

Senator  Domenici.  You  say  we  will  get  a  copy  of  that  proposed 
rule  when? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  It  will  be  published  in  April. 

NEW  GRAZING  REGULATIONS 

Senator  DOMENICI.  My  last  question  has  to  do  with  all  of  the  new 
regulations  regarding  public  domain  use  under  the  rubric  of  graz- 
ing. You  said  you  are  going  to  have  an  impact  statement  ready 
along  with  the  proposed  rule. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  When  will  the  impact  statement  be  ready? 

Mr.  Armstrong.  I  think  it  can't  quite  be  simultaneous,  but  it 
won't  be  far  behind,  maybe  2  weeks. 

Senator  Domenici.  Could  you  describe  generically  what  that  im- 
pact statement  is? 

Is  it  a  programmatic  impact  statement  or  is  it  a  generic  impact 
statement? 

Mr.  Armstrong.  It  is  an  environmental  impact  statement  that 
will  be  murderously  long,  as  they  all  are,  T  think.  But,  it's  obvious 
that  if  you  don't  take  into  consideration  all  of  the  balancing  factors 
and  requirements  that  you  need,  then  the  program  won't  be  sus- 
tainable at  law. 

So,  it  will  be  an  adequate  environmental  impact  statement  to 
cover  what  environmental  impact  statements  do.  It  won't  be  an  en- 
vironmental assessment. 

Senator  Domenici.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  state  for  the  record, 
I  don't  know  enough  about  this  but  my  intuition  tells  me  that 
something  is  very  strange  about  ..this  impact  statement.  I  cannot 
believe  that  you  could  do  an  impact  statement  on  this  dramatic  set 
of  changes  in  the  short  time  that  the  administration  has  taken  to 
do  it. 

I  believe  it  must — they  must  have  adopted  some  philosophy  of  an 
impact  statement  that  will  limit  the  amount  of  detail  that  is  ana- 
lyzed, or  it  seems  to  me  impossible  to  get  it  done.  But,  I  await  it. 

I  surely  don't  want  you  to  think  that  because  you  said  it  would 
be  adequate  that  I  am  concurring  that  it's  adequate.  I  have  no  way 
of  knowing. 

My  best  intuition  is  that  it's  not  going  to  be  adequate  if  it's  done 
this  quickly.  We  will  wait  and  see,  and  I  thank  you. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Reid.  Senator  Stevens. 
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CADASTRAL  SURVEY  PROGRAM  IN  ALASKA 

Senator  Stevens.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  It's  nice  to  see  you, 
Mr.  Dombeck  and  Mr.  Armstrong. 

We  had  a  discussion  yesterday.  And,  I  would  sort  of  like  to  put 
that  on  the  record  today,  if  I  may,  about  the  cadastral  survey  prob- 
lem in  Alaska,  Mr.  Dombeck. 

As  I  understand  it,  under  the  trend  line  established  by  the  past 
appropriations,  the  final  transfers  of  land  to  the  Alaska  Natives 
and  to  the  State  of  Alaska  would  have  occurred  about  2050.  But, 
this  budget  before  us  now  has  a  reduction,  a  substantial  reduction, 
in  the  cadastral  survey. 

I  assume  that  represents  a  new  trend  line;  is  that  correct? 

Could  you  tell  us,  have  you  figured  out  how  long  it's  going  to 
take  to  transfer  lands  to  Alaska  Natives  if  we  maintain  that  trend 
line?  Or,  is  that  a  dirty  question? 

Mr.  Dombeck.  Well,  at  the  current  funding  level,  my  estimates 
tell  me  it  will  be  another  20  plus  years.  And,  it  may  be  longer. 

The  thing  that  I  thought  was  most  productive  in  our  conversa- 
tion yesterday  was  the  need  to  look  at  new  technologies  such  as 
global  positioning  systems  and  those  sorts  of  things,  and  to  take  a 
close  look  at  whether  or  not  the  legal  side  of  the  land  title  system 
has  maintained  pace  with  the  technologies.  Also,  if  we  are  able  to 
use  those  technologies  in  such  a  labor  intensive  place  to  survey 
land  as  Alaska  is  with  a  very  short  season. 

Senator  Stevens.  Well,  that's  why  I  raised  the  question.  And,  I 
hope  that  the  chairman  will  consider  this,  too,  and  the  rest  of  the 
committee. 

We  have  such  an  enormous  amount  of  land  to  be  transferred  in 
Alaska,  but  we  are  not  alone.  There  is  still  a  great  many  acres  in 
the  West  that  remain  to  be  transferred  under  the  system  that  was 
used  in  the  17  Western  States,  what,  section  1636,  out  of  every 
township,  as  I  recall. 

We  had  a  bulk  cut  land  transfer  concept.  And,  as  a  consequence, 
since  we  are  so  large,  the  current  rate  of  appropriations,  as  I  said, 
would  have  taken  until  2050  and  if  this  new  trend  line  would  be 
established  by  this  request,  2070. 

I  would  like  to  ask  you  to  consider  putting  together  some  sort  of 
a  commission  to  look  at  this  now.  I  don't  know  whether  it's  going 
to  take  legislation. 

That's  why  I  wanted  to  raise  it  here,  Mr.  Chairman.  But,  I  would 
be  most  willing  to  be  the  author  of  a  provision  for  this  bill. 

I  would  ask  you  to  put  together  a  representative  of  the  Depart- 
ment, of  the  State  and  of  the  native  people  and  hopefully  someone 
from  the  very  high  tech  portion  of  the  cadastral  survey  group  and 
to  come  to  us  with  some  recommendations  as  to  how  to  cut  down 
the  cost  and  to  accelerate  the  time  for  transfer  of  these  lands.  As 
I  pointed  out  to  you  yesterday,  our  native  people  are  entitled  to 
lands  under  the  Land  Claims  Act  that  passed. 

They  get  tentative  approval  at  the  time  of  their  selection  in  your 
initial  review,  as  does  our  State  under  the  Statehood  Act.  But, 
until  the  title  is  transferred,  actually  transferred,  from  the  finan- 
cial world's  point  of  view,  the  title  is  still  in  the  United  States. 
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And,  that  title  is  not  firm  security  for  financing  until  it's  actually 
done. 

ACCELERATION  OF  THE  ALASKA  CADASTAL  SURVEY  PROGRAM 

I  think  we  could  accelerate  now,  using  the  GPS  concept  and  some 
satellite  capability  plus  the  laser  capability,  if  we  could  try  and  get 
down  to  the  point  where  we  really  could  establish  these  monu- 
ments quicker  and  on  the  basis  of  that  make  up  the  deeds  that  will 
transfer  this  land  to  the  Alaska  Native  people.  I  would  like  to  set 
the  timeframe,  if  you  don't  mind,  within  my  life  span. 

I  don't  think  I  am  going  to  quite  make  that  2070.  But,  I  would 
like  to  try. 

But,  let's  try  to  make  it  within  my  life  span.  I  think  that  would 
be  a  good  idea. 

We  are  35  years  into  statehood  now.  And,  we  ought  not  to  have 
to  wait  another  60  years  roughly  to  get  our  title  to  our  land. 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  Well,  Senator,  I  look  forward  to  working  with 
your  staff  and  others,  and  with  the  experts  in  figuring  out  ways  to 
streamline  and  get  to  our  point  of  delivery  quicker  and  cheaper.  I 
think  it's  a  very  worthwhile  effort. 

Senator  STEVENS.  How  much  are  you  waiting  for,  Harry? 

Senator  Reid.  I  don't  think  we  have  much.  We  are  in  pretty  de- 
cent shape. 

Senator  Stevens.  Are  you? 

Senator  Reid.  Yes. 

Senator  Stevens.  Well,  I  think  there  is  still  a  lot  out  there  in 
western  Utah  and  California  and  other  places  that  need  to  be 
transferred.  But,  it's  a  problem  of  the  surveying  of  the  whole  West 
that  has  not  been  completed. 

If  we  could  develop  new  systems  using  our  enormous  need  for 
speed  and  for  accuracy,  I  think  that  they  might  be  transferable  to 
the  Western  States. 

Let  me  shift  to  another  thing.  And,  that  is  we  are  dealing  with 
this  problem  of  tanks,  with  the  fuel  storage  tanks. 

replacement  of  fuel  storage  TANKS 

As  I  understand  it,  in  this  request,  we  have  a  reduction  in  the 
amount  that  will  be  available  to  you  to  replace  fuel  storage  tanks 
throughout  Alaska  on  BLM  land.  The  1995  request  is  approxi- 
mately 40  percent  of  what  was  made  available  in  1994. 

Alaska  has  30  percent  of  the  BLM  lands.  But,  as  I  understand 
the  allocation  under  this,  we  would  get  only  9  percent  of  the  total 
budget. 

And,  yet  one-third  of  the  tank  hazard  that  is  listed — it  is  a  haz- 
ard, both  to  safety  and,  you  know,  of  the  people  using  the  lands. 
It's  a  recreational  hazard  in  terms  of  the  potential  that  might  come 
from  pollutions  of  the  streams  that  are  always  nearby  those  tanks. 

What  can  we  assume  about  this  now?  Is  this — this  is  a  delay  in 
those  tanks  replacement  I  think  that  will  increase  the  environ- 
mental hazards  rather  than  give  us  the  capability  of  reducing  it. 

Can  I  assume  that  this  is  also  just  a  temporary  thing  or  is  this 
a  new  trend  line  for  BLM  construction? 

Mr.  Dombeck.  Senator,  I  am  not  sure  of  the  details  of  that  pro- 
gram. We  would  be  happy  to  provide  an  answer  for  you. 
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Perhaps  my  deputy,  Denise  Meridith,  can  provide  some  details. 

Ms.  Meridith.  We  have  a  greatly  reduced  construction  budget 
this  year  over  all.  And,  we  did  maintain  the  underground  storage 
tanks  in  Alaska  as  one  of  our  top  priorities  within  that  reduction. 

So,  I  guess  I  am  not  aware  of  what  you  are  saying  there. 

Senator  Stevens.  Well,  our  understanding  is  that  the  amount 
that  will  be — that  is  in  the  budget  has  reduced — that's  in  it,  the  re- 
placement of  18  underground  fuel  storage  tanks  at  fire  stations 
only  at  $360,000. 

Ms.  Meridith.  Yes;  that's  right. 

Senator  Stevens.  That's  down  from  a  level  of  our  share  of  almost 
$4  million  last  year.  I  would  hope — give  me  an  answer  for  the 
record,  if  you  will. 

If  I  am  wrong,  I  apologize.  But,  that's  our  understanding,  that 
it's  a  very  severe  problem  not  only  on  BLM  lands  but  particularly 
on  lands  that  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  has  some  responsibility 
for. 

Ms.  Meridith.  I  will  check  into  that.  But,  certainly  we  had  dis- 
cussed maintaining  those  underground  storage  tanks  as  one  of  our 
priorities. 

So,  we  will  check  on  that. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Replacement  of  Fuel  Storage  Tanks  in  Alaska 

The  1995  President's  Budget  request  for  the  BLM  Construction  and  Access  Appro- 
priation includes  $360,000  for  the  removal  and  disposal  of  18  fuel  storage  tanks  and 
the  installation  of  new  tanks  with  monitoring  devices  in  accordance  with  current 
regulations.  The  $360,000  will  allow  the  Alaska  State  Office  to  take  care  of  the  high- 
est priority  fuel  storage  tanks,  however  an  additional  5  fuel  storage  tanks  will  re- 
quire work  in  the  future.  BLM  did  not  propose  or  receive  any  funds  for  any  fuel 
tank  removal  or  replacement  in  the  fiscal  year  1994  President's  Budget. 

MINING  CLAIM  HOLDING  FEE  COLLECTIONS 

Senator  Stevens.  Now,  if  I  can  shift  over,  I  have  a  question  that 
I  would  like  to  submit  for  the  record  concerning  the  mining  claim 
holding  fee,  how  much  has  been  collected  under  that.  Mr.  Arm- 
strong, if  you  would  just  respond  to  that  for  the  record,  I  would  ap- 
preciate it. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  $53  million. 

Senator  Stevens.  Pardon? 

Mr.  Armstrong.  $53  million. 

SMALL  MINER  EXEMPTION 

Senator  Stevens.  $53  million?  That's  good.  I  would  like  to  have 
some  indication  of  how  many  of  them  qualify  for  the  small  miner 
exemption  and  that  sort  of  information  for  the  record,  if  I  may. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  I  would  be  happy  to  do  that. 

Senator  STEVENS.  We  are  going  to  have  that  subject  come  up 
again  this  year,  I  think,  when  we  review  the  new  position  of  the 
Department  on  Mining  Claims.  So,  I  would  like  to  continue  the 
small  miner  exemption  if  I  could. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  I  believe  it's  about  10  percent.  Is  that  not  cor- 
rect? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  Yes,  30,000 
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Mr.  Armstrong.  30,000.  Out  of  300,000,  30,000  have  qualified 
for  the  small  miner  exemption. 

Senator  Stevens.  Are  you  prepared  yet  to  state  a  policy  position 
of  the  Department  with  regard  to  continuation  of  the  small  miner 
exemption  and  the  negotiations  that  are  ongoing  about  the  mining 
claim  and  fees? 

Mr.  Armstrong.  I  think  that  it  will  be  continued.  I  had  the  fig- 
ures, but  I  don't  have  them  immediately  before  me. 

Senator  Stevens.  Well,  you  can  give  them  to  us  for  the  record. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  I  will. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Position  on  the  Small  Miner  Exemption 

The  rationale  for  assuming  a  $200  annual  holding  fee  is  that  this  is  the  language 
included  in  H.R.  322  as  passed  by  the  House.  The  language  in  the  Budget  Reconcili- 
ation Act  of  1993  allows  the  Secretary  to  exempt  small  miners  from  paying  the  $100 
fee.  Clearly,  the  intent  of  Congress  was  that  small  miners  should  be  exempted  from 
paying  the  fee.  The  Department  will  soon  be  publishing  a  proposed  rule  which  incor- 
porates congressional  intent. 

Senator  Stevens.  The  Senator  from  Nevada  was  quite  helpful  to 
us  at  the  time  we  negotiated  this  concept  of  the  small  mining  ex- 
emption to  the  fee.  I  hope  that  we  can  continue  it. 

I  think  it  makes  a  lot  of  difference  to  people  in  rural  areas  who 
are  really  trying  to  still  hack  it  out  in  the  old  way  as  far  as  mining 
claims  are  concerned. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  I  did  find  it.  The  exemption  for  small  miners  is 
not  only  sound  because  it  helps  them,  but  I  believe  it  also  is  sound 
for  the  environment  because  you  can  just  give  them  an  exemption 
and  not  force  them  to  go  out  and  start  doing  some  assessment  work 
just  by  scraping  around  on  something.  They  have  that  option. 

But,  the  only  thing  we  worry  about  is  that  we  be  sure  that  it  is 
a  small  miner  and  not  somebody  operating  as  a  small  miner  when 
they  have  several  claims.  But,  subject  to  that,  we  think  that  we 
can 

Senator  Stevens.  Well,  a  lot  of  our  significant  deposits  were  dis- 
covered by  small  miners 

Mr.  Armstrong.  Surely. 

Senator  Stevens  [continuing].  Who  eventually  had  to  get  financ- 
ing from  someone  large.  And,  I  assume  when  that  happens  they  are 
no  longer  in  the  small  miner  category. 

But,  in  the  initiation  of  the  claims,  I  think  it's  a  very — I  think 
it  is  environmentally  sound.  And,  it  really  gives  the  small,  you 
know,  person  that  has  very  small  means  available,  rather  than 
small  in  stature  or  anything  else,  a  concept  of  financial  capability 
as  far  as  I'm  concerned. 

MINING  LAW  REFORM  BILL — HYDROLOGIC  BALANCE 

But,  if  you  can  give  us  the  balance  of  this  information,  I  appre- 
ciate it.  And,  I  know  I  am  sort  of  running  out  of  time,  but  one  of 
the  issues  involved  in  the  mining  law  reform  is  the  reclamation 
issue.  My  staff  called  my  attention  to  section  207(b)(4)(D)  of  the 
House  bill  on  mining  reform  that  requires  an  operator  to  restore 
approximate  hydraulic  balance — hydrologic  balance  existing  prior 
to  mineral  activities. 
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This  is  sort  of  like  the  original  contour  of  the  surface  to  me.  And, 
we've  had  so  much  problem  with  that  in  Alaska. 

Is  that  what  it  means?  What  is  hydrologic  balance  and  how  is 
that  interpreted  with  regard  to  water  quality,  water  quantity,  to 
surface  levels  of  water? 

I  mean,  what  does  this  really  mean  in  terms  of  this  hydrologic 
balance  now?  It's  a  new  concept,  as  far  as  I  can  see  with  regard 
to  mineral  activity. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  Is  this  in  the  proposed  law  or  is  this  in  one  of 
our  regs? 

Senator  Stevens.  This  is  in  the  House  bill  which,  as  I  under- 
stand it,  was  supported  by  the  Department. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  That  is  the  one  that  I  suppose  will  go  to  con- 
ference at  some  point  as  soon  as  the  House  names  the  conferees. 
That  is  a  provision  in  the  House  bill. 

Senator  Stevens.  Yes. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  We  would  be  happy  to  work  with  the  conference 
committee  if  we  can  be  of  assistance  to  try  to  resolve  that  so  that 
it  makes  good  sense. 

Senator  Stevens.  Well,  as  you  know,  Alaska  has  one-half  the 
coal  in  the  United  States.  And,  because  of  the  surface  mining  con- 
cept and  restoring  the  original  contour,  we  have  one  operating  coal 
mine  in  Alaska. 

And,  I  don't  want  to  see  another 

Senator  Reid.  You  have  one-half  the  coal? 

Senator  Stevens.  One-half  the  coal  in  the  United  States  in  Alas- 
ka and  there  is  one  coal  mine  working. 

Senator  Reid.  Does  Senator  Byrd  know  that? 

Senator  Stevens.  Yes;  oh,  yes,  he  knows  that.  [Laughter.] 

He  has  helped  us  quite  a  bit.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  he  helped  us 
get  the  support  for  the  new  experimental  clean  coal  project  that's 
in  the  State  using  some  of  the  coal  from  that  one  mine. 

But,  the  real  problem  about  it  is,  you  see,  we  have  frozen  land. 
When  they  put  in  the  steam  points  to  melt  the  surface,  for  exam- 
ple, the  water  runs  off.  And,  when  the  water  runs  off  and  you  take 
the  coal  out,  then  it's  not  possible  to  restore  the  original  contour. 

Now,  that's  why  I  want  to  know  about  this  hydrologic  balance. 
Does  that  mean — is  this  the  original  contour  measurable  in  terms 
of  water  flows  of  the  past? 

If  you  have  a  diversion,  obviously  you  can't  do  that.  And,  what 
does  it  mean  in  terms  of  water  quality  and  water  quantity? 

You  may  want  to  think  about  that  and  give  us  an  answer  for  the 
record  on  that  one,  too. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Hydrologic  Balance 

The  requirement  at  Section  207.B(4)(e)  applies  to  developed  water  sources  (i.e., 
water  used  for  domestic,  municipal,  agricultural,  or  industrial  purposes).  The  major- 
ity of  developed  water  sources  which  would  be  impacted  by  mineral  activities  could 
probably  be  treated  to  an  acceptable  level.  In  the  case  that  mineral  activities  dimin- 
ished the  quantity  of  a  water  source  or  the  water  could  not  be  successfully  treated, 
an  alternate  source  would  have  to  be  provided  to  the  users.  That  may  involve  drill- 
ing deeper  wells  or  piping  water  from  an  adjacent  area.  BLM  believes  that  the  ma- 
jority of  operations  would  be  able  to  comply  with  the  replacement  criteria.  The  ap- 
plicability of  this  provision  to  undeveloped  water  sources,  such  as  springs,  seeps,  or 
streams  critical  to  wildlife  habitat,  is  unclear. 
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MINING  LAW  REFORM  BILL — GROUNDWATER 

Senator  Stevens.  We've  got  another  section  in  that  House  bill 
that  says — it's  207(b)(4)(E).  It  requires  that  where  quality  of  the 
surface  or  ground  water  is  adversely  impacted,  such  water  shall 
be — and  I  left  out  a  few  words — such  water  shall  be  treated  or  re- 
placed with  the  same  quantity  and  approximately  the  same  quality 
of  water  comparable  to  premining  conditions. 

In  other  words,  if  you  establish  a  mine  and  they  divert  some 
water  off  on  a  flume  to  use,  that  miner  is  going  to  have  the  respon- 
sibility downstream  to  find  someone  else's  water  to  put  back  in  the 
stream,  it's  got  to  be  the  same  quality,  the  same  quantity.  And,  ap- 
parently that  hydrologic  balance  concept  still  applies,  the  same 
height  in  the  winter  and  the  same  height  in  the  summer. 

I  mean,  man,  you  are  going  to  have  to  be  a  magician  to  do  that 
in  our  State  because,  in  many  instances,  it's  a  transmountain  di- 
version. At  least,  it's  a  transdrainage  diversion. 

That  would  shut  down  almost  every  operation  I  know  of  on  BLM 
lands  in  Alaska. 

Senator  Reid.  Where  is  the  one  mine? 

Senator  Stevens.  The  one  coal  mine  is  in  Healy.  Now,  that's 
coal.  I  am  talking  hard  rock  now. 

Senator  Reid.  I  understand.  But,  coal — is  the  coal  an  under- 
ground mine? 

Senator  Stevens.  Well,  they  operate  both  underground  and  sur- 
face principally  surface.  They  have  an  exemption,  by  the  way. 

That  one  mine  has  an  exemption  from  the  Surface  Mining  Act  as 
far  as  original  contour.  They  were  the  only  mine  operating  in  both 
underground  and  on  the  surface  at  the  time  of  that  and  was  grant- 
ed an  extension. 

The  lands  that  were  under  their  original  lease  were  not  subject 
to  the  original  contour.  But,  the  original  contour  provision  blocks 
the  development  of  coal  deposits  on  native  lands  today. 

They,  too,  are  subject  to  the  original  contour  concept  and  cannot 
develop  that  coal  for  export.  And,  it's  a  very  great  demand  for  that 
coal  in  the  Pacific. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  I  should  know  this,  but  have  the  Senate  con- 
ferees been  appointed? 

Senator  Reid.  The  Senate  conferees,  yes. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Reid.  But,  not  the  House  conferees. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  I  thought  that  might  be  prime  people  to  talk  to 
about  this. 

Senator  Stevens.  I  think  that  we  are  quite  interested  to  know 
what  your  position  is  going  to  be  on  those  House  provisions.  Have 
you  developed  a  position  on  the  House  provisions  in  that  mining  re- 
form bill? 

Mr.  Armstrong.  Our  basic  position  is  that  we  think  that  the 
House  bill  gets  at  the  problems  that  we  are  going  to  face  better 
than  the  Senate  bill.  But,  we  do  not  have  detailed  testimony  at  this 
point  on  the  House  bill. 

The  Secretary  has  just  said  there  are  three  or  four  things  that 
he  would  like  to  have  appropriately  covered  in  the  final  bill.  But, 
I  don't  think  that  we  have  gotten  into  this  much  detail. 
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Senator  Stevens.  Well,  I  hope  you  will  look  at  this  record. 
Mr.  Armstrong.  I  will. 
[The  information  follows:] 

Position  on  the  Mining  Law  Reform  Bill 

The  Administration  supports  the  provisions  of  H.R.  322,  the  bill  that  passed  the 
House. 

MINING  LAW  REFORM  BILL — REVEGETATION 

Senator  Stevens.  There  is  another  section,  207(b)(6),  that  re- 
quires revegetation  in  areas  that  have  been  subject  to  mining  with 
the  same  seasonal  variety  native  to  the  area.  Now,  our  University 
of  Alaska  spent  literally  millions  of  dollars  developing  new  vegeta- 
tion that  has  worked  in  the  areas  that  were  affected  by  the  pipe- 
line. 

Partially  as  a  result  of  that  new  vegetation,  the  caribou  herds  in 
that  area  have  expanded  almost  eightfold.  They  are  now  resident 
rather  than  migratory. 

We  have  found  ways  to  improve  the  vegetation.  But,  this  says 
the  same  variety  is  native  to  the  area. 

In  other  words,  we  would  have  to  go  replace  it  with  the  stuff  that 
didn't  work  to  provide  sustenance  for  our  caribou.  Now,  that 
doesn't  make  a  lot  of  sense  to  me. 

I  would  hope  you  would  take  a  look  at  that. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  Yes;  we  will. 

mining  law  reform  BILL — HABITAT  RESTORATION 

Senator  Stevens.  Then  another  one  requires  habitat  restoration 
prescribed  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  on  BLM  land.  I  think 
that  the  problem  there  is  who  is  going  to  be  the  person — I  guess 
that  would  mean  that  every  time  we  had  some  habitat  problem,  we 
would  have  to  go  up  to  an  Under  Secretary  because  we  have  got 
BLM  under  one  Assistant  Secretary  and  Fish  and  Wildlife  under 
the  other  and  both  are  working  on  the  habitat.  But,  they  usually 
have  not  been  working  on  BLM  land. 

I  don't  understand  that  shift  from  BLM  to  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  with  regard  to  habitat  restoration.  Are  you  familiar  with 
that? 

Mr.  Armstrong.  I  am  not  familiar  with  the  details. 

Senator  Stevens.  I  hope  that  my 

Senator  Reid.  Those  are  all  very  good  questions. 

Senator  Stevens.  I  am  belaboring  it.  But,  I  foresee  that  we  are 
going  to  get  into  conference  and  we  are  going  to  be  trying  to  ham- 
mer out  a  proposal  on  the  general  problem  of  mining  law  reform 
and  someone  is  going  to  say,  well,  let's  take  the  House  version  here 
with  that  whole  set  of  provisions  without  understanding  them. 

Now,  I  would  hope  that  we  get  your  expertise.  Having  spent  a 
little  time  down  there,  these  things  worry  me  a  little  bit  in  terms 
of  the  interworkings  of  the  bureaucracy  and  who  is  going  to  make 
the  final  decision  with  regard  to  BLM  habitat,  the  water  quality 
and  the  restoration  of  vegetation. 

They  are  very  touchy  issues  for  us  in  Alaska.  I  would  like  to  have 
your  help,  really  your  expertise,  in  notifying  the  conferees  whether 
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those  provisions  will  cause  the  Department  the  trouble  that  I  envi- 
sion they  would. 

I  have  taken  a  lot  of  your  time,  Mr.  Chairman.  Thank  you  very 
much. 

I  may  have  some  other  questions  to  submit,  if  I  may. 

Senator  Reid.  The  other  Senators  have.  What  I  told  the  wit- 
nesses is  that  they  should  submit  the  answers  both  to  the  commit- 
tee and  to  the  individual  Senator. 

Senator  Stevens.  Thank  you  very  much,  Harry.  I've  got  to  go 
back  to  Defense. 

Thank  you  very  much,  gentlemen. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  Yes,  sir. 

MULTIPLE  USE  MANAGEMENT 

Senator  Reid.  Thank  you.  The  1995  budget  request  proposes  sig- 
nificant funding  increases  for  the  President's  forest  plan,  rangeland 
reform,  mining  law  reform,  land  acquisition. 

Other  activities  such  as  oil  and  gas,  coal,  other  minerals  resource 
management,  Alaska  lands,  Alaska  cadastral  and  resource  manage- 
ment planning  programs  would  face  reductions.  What  does  this  tell 
us  about  your  policy  and  priorities  regarding  multiple  use  objec- 
tives on  public  lands? 

Mr.  Armstrong.  Basically,  we  have  the  proverbial  hard  fight 
with  the  short  stick.  We  are  trying  to  make  these  allocations  where 
they  will  do  the  most  good  to  manage  the  resource  as  best  that  we 
can. 

We  have  to  cut  funds  in  some  areas,  we've  made  those  decisions. 

But,  it  should  not  be  construed  in  any  way  that  we  are  not  going 
to  try  to  protect  that  resource.  It  was  tough  to  meet  the  President's 
requirement,  but,  we  have  done  that. 

But,  it  was  not  without  some  pain. 

RECREATION  MANAGEMENT 

Senator  Reid.  One  of  the  concerns  I  have  is  that  your  rec- 
reational management  budget  has  increased  by  only  $500,000. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  I  agree. 

Senator  Reid.  You  have  visitation  and  recreational  use  in  BLM 
lands  continuing  to  increase,  averaging  over  72  million  visits  last 
year.  And,  I  assume  they  are  going  to  continue  to  increase,  right? 

Mr.  Armstrong.  Every  indication  is  that  they  will. 

Senator  Reid.  Last  year,  the  Bureau  indicated  that  the  backlog 
for  additional  funding  needs  for  recreation  2000  consisted  of  $52 
million  in  recreation  resources  and  $36.5  million  in  recreation  fa- 
cilities maintenance.  Now,  has  that  gone  up,  because  we  haven't  re- 
tired that,  have  we? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  What  we  are  attempting.  Senator,  is  to  address 
our  highest  priorities  in  this  area,  realizing  that  there  is  a  backlog. 

Senator  Reid.  How  many  years  would  it  take  to  eliminate  the 
backlog  if  we  go  forward  on  the  basis  that  we  have — on  the  basis 
that  you  are  suggesting  we  go  forward? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  I  am  not  sure  we  would  get  there.  But,  we  would 
be  happy  to  take  a  close  look  at  that  and  provide  that. 

Senator  Reid.  I  mean,  my  fear  is  we  would  never  get  there 

Mr.  Armstrong.  I  agree. 
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Senator  Reid  [continuing].  Because  each  year  there  are  addi- 
tional maintenance  problems. 

Ms.  Meridith.  One  approach,  if  I  might  answer  that,  one  ap- 
proach that  we  are  trying  to  take  in  recreation  is  to  have  an  overall 
strategy  which  is  one  thing  that  BLM  has  suffered  from,  a  lack  of 
priorities  Bureauwide.  And,  I  have  a  group  right  now  that  is  com- 
posed of  not  just  BLM  people  but  we  have  outside  interests,  rep- 
resentatives of  the  American  Recreation  Coalition,  et  cetera,  the 
Forest  Service  and  other  agencies  to  work  on  a  consolidated  plan 
for  BLM  nationwide  on  recreation. 

Part  of  what  that  would  do  would  be  to  identify  what  is  our  key 
thrust  in  recreation.  Right  now,  we  have  tended  to  be  very  respon- 
sive and  very  dispersed. 

We  have  lots  of  campgrounds  that  we  can't  possibly  maintain.  I 
would  always  rather  have  a  few  quality  campgrounds. 

So,  what  we  are  going  to  do  is  look  at  all  of  our  facilities  nation- 
wide and  decide  which  ones  we  can  actually  maintain  and  provide 
good  service  for  and  which  ones  we  cannot. 

Senator  Reid.  I  agree  with  you.  I  think  nothing  looks  worse  than 
to  see  a  Federal  facility  junked.  i 

Ms.  Meridith.  Yes;  that  right. 

Senator  Reid.  You  are  right.  We  would  be  better  off  having  fewer 
quality  operations  than  trying  to  go  for  quantity. 

Ms.  Meridith.  I  am  also  trying  to  really  expand  our  partnerships 
a  lot  more  as  far  as  getting  other  people  to  help  out  in  volunteer 
situations.  We  are  entering  into  a  lot  of  cooperative  agreements 
with  many  recreation  groups. 

Senator  Reid.  Well,  I  appreciate  that.  But,  frankly,  that's  impor- 
tant. I  think  it's  great  for  communities. 

But,  it's  not  going  to  address  the  backlog  of  now  over  $1  million 
probably. 

Ms.  Meridith.  I  agree. 

recreation  user  fees 

Senator  Reid.  So,  what  has  happened  to  the — there  was  going  to 
be  some  work  done  to  find  out  what  could  be  done  charging  user 
fees  in  some  of  these  areas.  What  is  the  status  of  that? 

Ms.  Meridith.  They  are  still  working  on  that.  We  put  out  some 
initial  information  in  January  to  the  States  and  gave  them  some 
guidance,  initial  guidance,  on  user  fees. 

But,  as  part  of  the  strategy,  it  would  include  a  thorough  discus- 
sion on  user  fees,  and  how  we  could  best  organize  that  effort  as 
well.  The  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act,  you  know,  gave  us 
some  latitude  as  far  as  returning  some  of  the  fees  to  the  site. 

Senator  Reid.  I  know  we  had  a  bad  experience  in  southern  Ne- 
vada at  the  Lake  Mead  National  Recreational  Area. 

Ms.  Meridith.  Yes;  I  used  to  work  there. 

Senator  Reid.  The  park  manager  was  going  to  consider — ^you 
know,  we  have  9  million  visitors  there  every  year. 

Ms.  Meridith.  I  know. 

Senator  Reid.  And,  he  was  going  to  consider  some  type  of  an  en- 
trance fee.  But,  what  he  was  supposed  to  do  was  see  if  he  could 
gather  support  from  the  support  groups,  the  bass  fishermen  and, 
you  know,  all  these  groups  like  that. 
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But,  rather  than  do  that,  what  he  did  is  he  held  a  press  con- 
ference and  said  he  was  going  to  raise  entrance  fees.  And,  you  can 
imagine  how  that  went  over. 

Ms.  Meridith.  Yes;  I  can. 

Senator  Reid.  And,  immediately,  all  these  groups  who  should 
have  been  his  allies  turned — you  know,  I  have  no  problem  but  the 
way  it  was  handled  was  terrible.  And,  I  would  hope  that  in  those 
few  areas  where  that  has  been  considered  that  we  make  sure  that 
we  have  the  support  of  those  groups. 

They  are  all  over  the  country.  They  are  private  groups  that  sup- 
port our  parks  and  other  recreation  areas. 

And,  so  I  would  hope  that  that  is  taken  into  consideration. 

Ms.  Meridith.  That's  why  we  had  some  outside  people  on  this 
committee.  Also,  we  want  to  work  closer  with  Congress  on  that  as 
far  as  notification  in  advance  of  what  our  plans  are  regarding  noti- 
fication. 

Senator  Reid.  Just  make  sure  you  notify  everybody,  though, 
right. 

Ms.  Meridith.  I  will.  [Laughter.] 

I  listened  to  that.  I  will.  [Laughter.] 

Senator  Reid.  We  have  some  more  questions  that  we  are  going 
to  submit  to  you  in  writing  on  recreation  management  and  facilities 
maintenance.  These  are  extremely  important  areas. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  All  right,  sir. 

riparian  management 

Senator  Reid.  I  think  we  have  to  have  some  strategy  to  take  care 
of  what  we  have.  Riparian  areas  are  critical  to  many  fish  and  wild- 
life species  and  much  of  the  recreational  use  on  the  public  lands 
is  concentrated  in  these  areas. 

On  page  3-74  of  your  budget  presentation,  there  is  a  chart  which 
shows  that  the  condition  of  a  majority  of  the  riparian  habitats  on 
public  rangelands  remains  unknown.  How  will  the  $300,000  in- 
crease that  you  are  requesting  for  next  year  for  the  riparian  wet- 
lands initiative  be  used  to  address  this  deficiency? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  Senator,  the  $300,000  increase  will  be  directed  to 
high  priority,  on-the-ground  project  work,  including  new  develop- 
ments on  about  40  stream  miles.  Additionally,  we've  got  about  20 
maintenance  projects  that  will  be  funded  with  that  money. 

Senator  Reid.  Twenty  maintenance  projects  for  that  little 
amount  of  money? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  Yes;  they  are  small  projects. 

Senator  Reid.  Real  small.  Will  the  level  of  funding  requested  in 
1995,  which  is  $19  million,  allow  the  BLM  to  meet  the  riparian 
wetland  initiative's  goal  of  having  75  percent  of  riparian  areas  in 
proper  functioning  condition  by  1997? 

Mr.  DoMBECK.  Senator,  we  are  moving  in  that  direction. 

Senator  Reid.  So,  the  answer  is  none? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  At  this  point,  probably  not. 

Senator  Reid.  Why  don't  you  take  a  close  look  at  that  and  give 
us  another  estimate  as  to  when  we  can  catch  up  on  that,  OK? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  I  would  be  happy  to  provide  that. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Attaining  Riparian-Wetland  Goals 

In  fiscal  year  1993,  we  completed  our  final  assessment  procedures  for  determining 
proper  functioning  condition  and  are  emphasizing  the  determination  of  functioning 
condition  on  the  balance  of  the  unknown  areas.  The  Rangeland  Reform  initiative 
also  places  high  priority  on  ensuring  that  riparian  areas  function  properly.  Now  that 
our  guidance  on  assessing  proper  functioning  condition  is  in  place,  we  are  complet- 
ing BLM-wide  field  training  on  these  procedures  and  expect  to  complete  our  riparian 
classification  effort  within  one  to  two  years.  Consequently,  it  is  difficult  to  project 
when  we  will  meet  our  goal  of  having  75  percent  of  riparian  areas  in  properly  func- 
tioning condition.  If  the  condition  of  the  riparian  areas  that  have  not  been  classified 
are  in  the  same  condition  as  those  we  have  classified,  about  35  percent  of  the  ripar- 
ian areas  would  be  functioning  properly  and  about  45  percent  would  be  functioning 
at  risk  (susceptible  to  degradation).  Once  we  have  determined  the  condition  of  the 
remaining  unknown  areas,  we  will  be  able  to  accurately  project  a  time  period  for 
meeting  our  goal. 

GRAZING  FEE  MATCHING  FUND  CONCEPT 

Mr.  Armstrong.  There  is  going  to  be  a  concept  advanced  that  we 
take  some  of  the  increased  grazing  fees  and  get  authority  to  put 
them  into  a  matching  fund  with  people  like  Trout  Unlimited,  Melon 
Foundation,  wetlands  money,  and  try  to  get  a  bigger  bang  with  the 
buck  if  it's  on  the  riparian  area. 

Senator  Reid.  That  would  be  great. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  Especially  areas  where  the  fish  are  involved 
and  the  birds  are  involved. 

Senator  Reid.  This  past  August,  I  was  up  in — let's  see,  who  runs 
that?  It  must  be  Fish  and  Wildlife,  is  it? 

They  took  me  and  showed  me  two  little  streams  and  showed  me 
where  the  work  they  had  done  and  how  that  whole  area  had  been 
just  reinvigorated,  and  where  they  hadn't  done  it  on  the  same 
stream,  the  difference  you  could  see  so  easy.  And,  again,  it  was  a 
very  inexpensive  project. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  That's  right. 

Senator  Reid.  It  cost  just  a  few  dollars  to  do  that.  They  brought 
in  summer  help,  volunteers  and  some  real  cheap  help. 

And,  all  you  need  is  a  supervisor  and  some  people  to  do  some 
real  hard  work. 

PACFISH  AND  RIPARIAN  IMPROVEMENT 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  Senator,  I  believe  there  are  some  other  areas  that 
will  significantly  improve  riparian  habitats,  such  as  the  Pacfish  ini- 
tiative that  BLM  and  the  Forest  Service  are  jointly  moving  toward. 
It's  not  approved  at  this  point,  but  I  hope  it  will  be  very  soon. 

We  will  focus  on  riparian  conditions  and  the  condition  of  the  wa- 
tersheds associated  with  the  salmon  of  the  Pacific  Northwest  and 
also  in  the  range  reform  proposals  with  the  goal  of  improving  ripar- 
ian conditions.  So,  there  are  additional  efforts  along  those  lines. 

But,  we  realize  that  we  really  need  to  work  hard  in  that  area. 

Senator  Reid.  We  know  that  you  know  a  lot  about  fish.  It's  too 
bad  there  aren't  more  in  the  West. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  But,  think  how  significant  it  is  that  we  have 
him  doing  what  he  is  doing.  I  think  it's  great. 

OIL  AND  gas  drainage  PROGRAM 

Senator  Reid.  I  agree.  Since  1985,  BLM's  drainage  protection 
program  has  generated  in  excess  of  $129  million  in  revenues. 
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In  1989,  the  Department's  inspector  general  identified  a  drainage 
backlog  of  more  than  25,000  cases.  Has  there  been  any  progress 
made  in  reducing  this  backlog? 

Mr.  Armstrong.  The  drainage  program  effort  has  been  a  real 
success  story.  We  have  gotten  back  almost  $10  for  every  $1  on  the 
money  that  we  have  put  into  that  project. 

We  reduced  the  backlog  from  25,000  to  3,000,  as  I  recall.  We 
really  think  as  long  as  new  cases  keep  being  discovered  and  come 
up  that  we  are  just  going  to  have  to  keep  working  that  3,000  level. 

But,  we  have  produced  in  excess,  I  believe  from  memory,  of  $130 
million,  for  the  $12  million  we  spent  on  it.  Aren't  those  figures 
close? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  I  think  so. 

STRIPPER  WELL  ROYALTY  RATE  REDUCTION 

Senator  Reid.  In  August  1992,  the  BLM  instituted  a  royaltv  rate 
reduction  program  that  was  designed  to  bring  some  relief  to  the  do- 
mestic industry  for  stripper  production  properties.  How  many  wells 
have  been  granted  royalty  relief  and  what  evidence  could  you  pro- 
vide that  reduced  royalties  are  stemming  the  premature  abandon- 
ment or  shutting  in  of  wells? 

Mr.  Armstrong.  We  had  about  4,800  applications.  We  have  ap- 
proved over  3,600  of  them. 

Again  from  memory,  but  I  think  I  am  right  on  this,  we  have  only 
turned  down  161.  We  think  that  program  is  working  pretty  well. 

The  actual  figures  are  4,578  applications,  3,139  approved.  I 
missed  it  a  little. 

So,  we  believe  that  the  program  is  working,  and  that  we  are 
keeping  some  wells  on  line  that  we  would  not  have  done  if  we 
hadn't  has  this  program. 

LAND  exchanges 

Senator  Reid.  Mr.  Armstrong,  we  have  a  series  of  questions  that 
we  are  going  to  submit  to  you  on  land  exchanges.  But,  let  me  just 
say  this. 

I  mentioned  this  to  the  Acting  Director  when  I  met  with  him  ear- 
lier this  week. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  Yes;  he  told  me. 

Senator  Reid.  We  have  got  to  really  be  careful  with  what  is  hap- 
pening with  these  land  exchanges.  You  know.  Las  Vegas,  which  is 
such  a  great  place  to  own  land,  there  is  a  flood  of  people  buying 
land  in  the  Lake  Mead  National  Recreation  Area  in  Arizona  and 
wanting  to  trade  for  land  in  Nevada.  And,  that  takes  congressional 
approval. 

And,  I'm  not  going  to  give  any.  I  mean,  as  long  as  I'm  around, 
we  are  not  going  to  have  any  of  those. 

So,  you  might  as  well  not  waste  your  time  on  them.  OK? 

Mr.  Armstrong.  OK.  We  all  know  this. 

Senator  Reid.  I  have  had  some  real  bad  experiences.  The  first 
one  I  did  a  large  exchange  dealing  with  some  property  in  Florida, 
and  it  just  hasn't  worked  out  well  for  Nevada. 

I  also  say  this:  We  are  happy  to  work  with  you — and  I  think  I 
can  speak  for  the  whole  congressional  delegation — on  doing  ex- 
changes within  the  State  of  Nevada.  But,  you  are  going  to  really 
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have  a  problem  unless  we  have  some  notice  of  the  exchanges  you 
are  making,  because  you  are  getting  us  into  big  trouble  with  some 
of  the  local  governments. 

We  have  exchanges  that  your  land  managers  are  approving  with- 
out telling  us  anything  about  it,  without  taking  into  consideration 
local  governments,  the  impact.  They  can't  supply  water  to  some  of 
these  areas,  the  infrastructure. 

And,  it  is  just  creating  a  real  distaste,  for  lack  of  a  better  word, 
for  the  BLM.  And,  we  don't  need  to  do  this. 

Let  us  know.  We  will  work  with  you.  There  is  no  one  that  wants 
to  do  some  of  these  exchanges  more  than  I  do. 

But,  I  repeat:  We  are  creating  a  real  bad  name  for  the  Federal 
Government,  because  people  wind  up  owning  hundreds  or  thou- 
sands of  acres  of  land  and  then  they  demand  services  from  local 
government  and  they  can't  do  it.  We  have,  as  you  know — and  we 
appreciate  the  support  we  received  from  the  Secretary  and  his  peo- 
ple on  helping  with  the  water  problems  in  southern  Nevada,  but 
it  is  creating,  I  repeat,  a  very,  very  difficult  problem. 

And,  we  have  got  to  be  careful  on  these  land  exchanges. 

The  meeting  is  adjourned.  [Laughter.] 

Senator  Bumpers.  There  is  no  point  in  showing  up  unless  you 
can  do  it  with  a  little  flair.  [Laughter.] 

Senator  Reid.  So,  if  you  would  take  a  look  at  that,  we  would  real- 
ly appreciate  it. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  All  right,  sir. 

RS-2477  RIGHTS-OF-WAY 

Senator  Reid.  Here  is  a  real  controversial  area — and  we  will  get 
to  Senator  Bumpers  soon — RS-2477  rights-of-way. 

The  act  of  July  1866,  which  was  repealed  in  1976  with  the  pas- 
sage of  FLPMA,  provided:  "The  right-of-way  for  the  construction  of 
highways  over  public  lands,  not  reserved  for  public  use,  is  hereby 
granted."  Under  this  direct  grant,  thousands  of  miles  of  roads  were 
constructed  across  the  public  lands  in  the  Western  United  States. 

IMost  of  these  roads  were  constructed  without  documentation  of 
the  public  land  record.  Although  RS-2477  was  repealed  over  16 
years  ago,  valid  existing  rights  were  reserved. 

The  report  prepared  and  presented  by  BLIVI  last  year  identified 
BLlVI's  preferred  course  of  action  to  solve  outstanding  issues  related 
to  RS-2477.  Today,  controversies  still  arise  regarding  whether  con- 
struction of  a  road  established  a  public  highway  and,  if  so,  the  ex- 
tent of  the  rights  obtained  under  the  grant. 

And,  from  a  political  issue  in  rural  Nevada  and,  I  think,  rural 
America,  the  West  is  a  significant  problem.  People  who  have  trav- 
eled places  for  a  decade  are  suddenly  blocked  off. 

What  is  the  status  of  BLM's  regulations  governing  RS-2477 
rights-of-way? 

]VIr.  DoMBECK.  Senator,  we  hope  to  have  the  proposed  regulations 
published  within  a  month.  We  are  nearing  completion. 

Senator  Reid.  Excellent.  What  effect  does  the  recent  Shultz  deci- 
sion in  the  ninth  circuit  court  of  appeals  have  on  BLM's  draft  regu- 
lations? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  Well,  we  will  take  into  account  any  guidance  pro- 
vided by  the  court  decision  in  the  rules. 
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Senator  Reid.  Do  you  think  you  can  still  accomplish  what  you 
want  in  spite  of  Shultz? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  We  believe  we  can. 

Senator  Reid.  Good.  How  many  RS-2477  rights-of-way  assertions 
have  been  processed  since  BLM  established  its  de  facto  moratorium 
on  processing  assertions? 

Mr.  Dombeck.  Senator,  none  of  them  are  processed. 

PROCESSING  RS-2477  RIGHTS-OF-WAY  ASSERTIONS 

Senator  Reid.  In  Utah,  the  BLM  estimates  that  counties  will  ul- 
timately claim  more  than  10,000  separate  routes  totaling  thou- 
sands of  miles.  In  Alaska,  State  officials  estimate  that  there  are  po- 
tential RS-2477  rights-of-way  for  1,700  different  routes  or  trails 
and  that  they  plan  to  assert  claims  for  500  trails  during  this  next 
year. 

If  the  Department  of  Interior  is  going  to  get  involved  in  an  elabo- 
rate review  of  these  assertions,  what  role  will  BLM  have  in  proc- 
essing these  assertions? 

What  is  the  estimated  annual  workload  to  process  these  asser- 
tions? 

And,  what  do  you  estimate  will  be  the  level  and  source  of  funding 
required  annually  to  support  this  workload? 

Mr.  Dombeck.  Senator,  we  expect  a  substantial  increase  in  the 
workload.  And,  a  part  of  the  reason  for  requesting  an  additional 
$350,000  in  the  rights-of-way  budget  for  fiscal  year  1995  is  to  deal 
with  this  situation. 

Senator  Reid.  How  much? 

Mr.  Dombeck.  $350,000. 

NEVADA  WILDERNESS 

Senator  Reid.  It  has  been  several  years  since  the  Nevada  BLM 
has  submitted  its  Nevada  wilderness  recommendations.  And,  that 
involves  millions  of  acres. 

What  is  the  current  status? 

Ms.  Meridith.  Well,  as  of  right  now,  I  don't  know  that  there  has 
been  any  change  or  any  action  on  the  Nevada  legislation. 

Senator  Reid.  Do  you  have  a  timetable  set  for  reviewing  these 
recommendations?  And,  if  yes,  when? 

Ms.  Meridith.  We  don't  have  any  timetable  set,  no. 

Senator  Reid.  When  do  you  thirtk  you  are  going  to  have  one?  Or, 
are  you  going  to? 

Ms.  Meridith.  We  could  work  with  you  on  it.  We  have  almost 
been  in  a  reactionary  mode  when,  you  know,  interest  is  expressed 
in  moving  forward  on  it. 

Right  now,  the  Secretary  of  Interior  hasn't  moved  on  that  at  all. 

Senator  Reid.  Senator  Bumpers  was  a  big  help  in  our  Forest 
Service  wilderness,  which  took  Nevada  27  years  to  get.  I  hope  that 
we  don't  have  to  wait  that  long  this  go  around. 

LAW  enforcement 

There  is  a  slight  increase  for  BLM  law  enforcement  activities  in 
your  budget.   And,   with  an   increase  of  approximately — we  have 


308 

about  1  million  visitors  to  Red  Rock  Recreation  Area.  That's  what 
we  expect  this  year. 

And,  the  problem  we  have  that  you  don't  have  other  places  is  Las 
Vegas  is  a  24-hour  town.  And,  we  need — see,  I  don't  think  it's  ap- 
propriate and  I  don't  mind  trying  to  find  things  in  the  budget  for 
one-shot  appropriations  if  you  need  something  for  a  trail  to  be  con- 
structed or  something  like  that. 

But,  I  don't  think  it's  a  good  idea  for  members  of  the  committee 
or  Members  of  the  Senate  generally  to  fund  things  that  require  on- 
going appropriations,  for  example,  as  law  enforcement  is.  I  don't 
think  it's  right  for  me  to  come  up  with  money  this  year  for  law  en- 
forcement at  Red  Rock,  because  next  year  what  do  we  do? 

I  think  it's — you  know,  we  have  this  now  as  a  national  recreation 
area.  I  don't  know  if  you  have  a  place  in  the  country  that  has  more 
visitors  than  Red  Rock.  Do  you? 

Ms.  Meridith.  No. 

Senator  Reid.  Some  1  million,  and  we  really  have  to  do  a  better 
job  of  law  enforcement. 

People  need  to  be  safe  up  there.  And,  they  are  not  feeling  safe. 

You  know,  there  is  some  gang  activity  and  things  like  that  tak- 
ing place.  And,  you  need  to  direct  your  attention  to  Red  Rock  and 
make  sure  that  you  have  sufficient  law  enforcement  even  if  you 
have  to  bring  them  in  from  someplace  else. 

I  mean,  we  have  1  million  people  a  year  going  into  that  very 
small  area,  which  is  on  the  outskirts  of  Las  Vegas.  So,  would  you 
give  me  a  report  on  what  you  plan  to  do  there? 

Ms.  Meridith.  Yes;  I  started  my  career  in  the  Las  Vegas  district 
and  worked  on  the  original  Red  Rock  management  plan  there. 

Senator  Reid.  It's  a  beautiful  area. 

Ms.  Meridith.  It's  a  great  area.  And,  I've  seen  the  problems 
grow  over  the  years  there. 

Right  now,  also  we  are  reassessing  law  enforcement  capabilities. 
Last  year,  we  had  an  overall  reduction  in  the  parts  of  our  law  en- 
forcement program  related  to  drug  interdiction  along  the  border. 

What  we  are  doing  now  is  trying  to  refocus  our  efforts  more  on 
the  visitor  services,  more  on  the  visitor  protection  types  of  areas. 
So,  again,  as  I  mentioned  with  the  recreation  program,  we  are  look- 
ing at  shifting  some  of  those  resources  more  toward  the  ranger 
presence. 

We  have  had  really  good  success  with  rangers.  People  really  like 
to  see  them. 

They  do  an  excellent  job. 

Senator  Reid.  That's  right. 

Ms.  Meridith.  We  have  a  real  good  reputation  with  our  rangers. 
What  we  are  hoping  to  do  is  put  more  emphasis  on  that  part  of  the 
program,  and  a  little  less  on  some  of  the  undercover  drug  interdic- 
tion. 

Senator  Reid.  I  think  that's  appropriate.  Senator  Bumpers. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  May  I  be  excused  for  about  2  minutes? 

Senator  Reid.  If  you  were  smart,  you  wouldn't  come  back. 
[Laughter.] 

Please,  do  that. 

Senator  Bumpers.  You  would  like  to  adjourn  the  meeting  right 
now.  [Laughter.] 
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Senator  Reid.  The  Director  of  BLM  is  here.  Please. 
Senator  Bumpers.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  might  ask  Mr.  Dombeck  a 
few  questions. 
Senator  Reid.  Please. 

HARD  ROCK  MINING  ROYALTY  ASSUMPTION 

Senator  Bumpers.  Mr.  Dombeck,  I  note  that  you  assume  an  8 
percent  royalty  fee  on  mining  in  your  budget,  which  is  about  $133 
million.  That's  also  characterized  or  categorized  as  a  place  holder 
until  we  pass  some  kind  of  legislation. 

When  you  say  you  are  putting  it  in  as  a  place  holder,  what  does 
that  mean? 

Does  it  mean,  are  you  planning  to  spend  that  money  and  does 
your  budget  take  into  account  that  you  are  going  to  collect  that 
money? 

Mr.  Dombeck.  We  would  prefer  that  royalty  note,  and  we  would 
assume  that — this  is  an  assumption — some  action  will  occur. 

Senator  Bumpers.  But,  I  mean,  in  your  overall  budget,  you  as- 
sume you  are  going  to  collect  $133  million  next  year  from  mining. 
If  it  is  a  part  of  the  budget  and  you  don't  get  that  amount,  how 
do  you  propose  to  make  up  the  shortfall? 

Let  me  restate  the  question.  If  you  don't  collect  $133  million,  if 
you  collect  nothing  or  something  in  between,  how  are  you  proposing 
to  make  up  the  shortfall  in  your  budget? 

Mr.  Dombeck.  Well,  the  budget  assumption  is  that  we  would  not 
collect  the  royalties  until  1997. 

Senator  Bumpers.  So,  you  are  not  counting  it  in  the  1995  or  1996 
budgets? 

Mr.  Dombeck.  No,  sir;  we  are  not. 

MINERAL  PATENTS 

Senator  Bumpers.  Good.  Let  me  ask  you,  if  you  know,  how  many 
patents  have  been  granted  since  1990? 

Mr.  Benna.  Senator,  the  information  that  I  have  is  in  1990  we 
issued  34  mineral  patents.  In  1991,  we  issued  26,  28  in  1992  and 
9  in  1993. 

Senator  Bumpers.  A  number  of  applications  have  gone  in  the 
other  direction,  haven't  they? 

For  example,  how  many  patent  ..applications  did  you  get  in  1993 
compared  to  1992? 

Mr.  Benna.  In  1992,  we  received  450  applications,  and  in  1993 
we  received  600. 

Senator  Bumpers.  In  1993,  what? 

Mr.  Benna.  600  applications  were  received. 

Senator  Reid.  And,  you  granted  nine? 

Mr.  Benna.  Yes;  that's  correct. 

NUMBER  OF  MINING  CLAIMS  ACTIVE 

Senator  Bumpers.  Well,  that's  too  many.  [Laughter.] 
Can  you  tell  me,  with  any  degree  of  certainty,  how  many  claims 
have  been  dropped  as  a  result  of  the  $100  fee? 
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Mr.  Benna.  I  believe,  Senator,  we  started  out  with  an  estimate 
of  about  900,000  active  mining  claims  before  the  fee  was  instituted. 
And,  now  we  are  estimating  about  350,000. 

Senator  Bumpers.  300,000. 

Mr.  Benna.  Yes. 

Senator  Reid.  How  many  do  we  have  now? 

Mr.  Benna.  About  300,000. 

Senator  Reid.  Yes;  see,  so  we  have  dropped  off  about  600,000. 

Senator  BUMPERS.  I  think  a  few  years  ago,  we  had  over  1.2  mil- 
lion. What  do  your  figures  show,  say,  for  1989-90? 

[Mr.  Armstrong  returned  to  the  hearing  room.] 

Senator  Reid.  Bob,  you  haven't  missed  a  thing. 

Mr.  Benna.  I  am  just  advised  that  several  years  ago,  our  esti- 
mate was  that  there  were  about  1.2  million  claims.  In  the  last 
budget,  we  dropped  to  the  900,000  level  and  then  to  760,000,  and 
now  we  have  gone  down  to  about  300,000  that  paid  the  holding  fee. 

Senator  Reid.  Dale,  before  you  got  here,  one  of  the  things  that 
Senator  Stevens  brought  out,  because  of  that  small  miner's  exemp- 
tion we  have  about  100,000  that  are  in  that  category.  Isn't  that 
what  you  said? 

Mr.  Armstrong.  30,000  in  that  category. 

Senator  Reid.  30,000. 

Senator  Bumpers.  Small  miner's? 

Mr.  Armstrong.  Out  of  300,000. 

Senator  Reid.  So,  about  10  percent. 

mines  with  plans  of  operations 

Senator  Bumpers.  How  many  mines  are  operating  in  this  coun- 
try now  under  BLM  plans  of  operations? 
Mr.  Benna.  Under  a  plan  of  operation,  I  think  it's  about  400. 

Senator  Bumpers.  Do  you  know  how  many  of  those  have  bonds 
posted? 

Mr.  Benna.  No;  I  do  not,  sir. 

Senator  Bumpers.  Do  you  know,  Mr.  Armstrong? 

Mr.  Armstrong.  No,  sir;  I  would  have  to  presume  that  all  of 
them  would. 

Senator  Reid.  No,  no;  there  is  a  new  procedure.  It  was  only  last 
year  or  2  years  ago  that  they  started  requiring  bonds. 

Senator  BUMPERS.  The  Forest  Service  generally  required  bonds 
all  along.  BLM  did  not. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  I  didn't  realize  that.  I  would  think  we  should 
have. 

mining  claims  in  national  parks 

Senator  BUMPERS.  No  kidding.  [Laughter.] 

Do  you  know  how  many  claims  we  have  in  national  parks  still 
valid? 

Senator  Reid.  What  was  your  question? 

Senator  Bumpers.  How  many  claims  in  national  parks  that  are 
still  valid  claims.  If  you  don't  know  the  answer  to  that,  you  can  fur- 
nish it  for  the  record. 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  We  would  be  happy  to  do  that.  Senator. 

Senator  Bumpers.  Can  you  do  that? 
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Mr.  Armstrong.  We  would  be  happy  to  do  that.  It's  easy  to  find, 
because  I  think  I  knew  that  at  one  time  when  we  were  talking 
about  the  abandonment  and  reclamation  problems. 

Senator  Reid.  Dale,  I  think  it  would  be  a  help,  if  you  wouldn't 
mind,  just  to  enlarge  that  to  include  not  only  in  parks  but  also 
BLM  and  Forest  Service  and  Fish  and  Wildlife. 

[The  information  follows:] 

MINING  CLAIMS  IN  AREAS  ADMINISTERED  BY  FEDERAL  AGENCIES 
[Mining  claims  in  National  Park  Service  units] 


National  Park  Service — regional/park  unit 

Number  of  cli 

urns 

Total 

Unpatented 

Patented 

Alaska  region: 

Bearing  Land  Bridge  National  Park  

17 

17 

Denali  National  Park  and  Preserve  

188 

22 

210 

Gates  of  the  Arctic  National  Park  and  Preserve 

13     ... 

13 

Glacier  Bay  National  Park  and  Preserve  

20 

20 

Kenai  Fjords  National  Park 

8     ... 

8 

Lake  Clark  National  Park  and  Preserve  

13 

458 

15 

15 
3 
5 

13 

Wrangell-St  Elias  National  Park  and  Preserve 

94 

552 

Yukon-Charlie  National  Park  

129 

144 

Pacific  Northwest  region. 

North  Cascades  National  Park  

15 

Olympic  National  Park  

3 

Ross  Lake  National  Park  

5 

Rocky  Mountain  region: 

Bighorn  Canyon  National  Park  

5 

5 

Glacier  National  Park 

4 
119 

4 

Western  region: 

Death  Valley  National  Monument  

102 

•    221 

Great  Basin  National  Park 

247 

247 

Grand  Canyon  National  Park 

5 
12 
32 

6 

3 

732 

5 

Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  

12 

Lake  Mead  National  Recreation  Area  

Saguaro  National  Monument  

4 

36 
6 

Sequoia  and  Kings  Canyon  National  Parks 

3 

Total,  National  Park  Service 

813 

1  545 

Mining  Claims  in  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Units 
The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  reports  the  following  information: 


Refuge:  claims 

Arctic 9 

Alaska  maritime  1 

Alaska  Peninsula  70 

Becharof 1 

Innoko  (upper) 2 

Tetlin  4 

Togiak  35 

Yukon  Delta  13 

Cabexa  Prieta  (AZ)  4 

Kofa  90 

Total  229 

In  addition,  the  Sheldon  National  Wildlife  Flefuge  in  Nevada  contains  a  68,000 

acre  mining  district.  There  may  be  a  few  thousand  individual  claims  located  within 
the  mining  district. 
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Mining  claims  on  Forest  Service  and  BLM  Lands 

We  know  the  number  of  mining  claims  on  Federal  land,  as  a  whole,  and  in  Na- 
tional Parks,  but  neither  the  Forest  Service  nor  BLM  maintains  records  on  the  num- 
ber of  mining  claims  W  individual  forest  or  BLM  district.  Previous  estimates  sug- 
gest that  60  percent  of  all  claims  are  located  on  Forest  Service  lands.  If  that  ratio 
is  still  valid,  there  would  be  approximately  180,000  claims  on  Forest  Service  lands. 

NUMBER  OF  CLAIMS  IN  NATIONAL  PARKS 

Senator  Bumpers.  Break  it  down.  I  am  really  increasingly  con- 
cerned, though,  about  the  number  of  claims  in  national  parks. 

You  know,  we  appropriated  $12  million  for  purposes  of  claims  at 
Denali.  How  is  that  going? 

Can  you  answer  that? 

Mr.  Armstrong.  I  think  that's  just  something  George  Frampton 
would  know.  I  will  have  to  find  out. 

Mr.  DoMBECK.  Senator,  the  answer  to  your  previous  question  on 
the  number  of  active  claims  in  national  parks,  the  data  that  I  have 
shows  1,545. 

Senator  Bumpers.  1,545? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  Yes,  Senator. 

Senator  BUMPERS.  Can  I  assume  that  those  claims  are  all  for  20 
acres  each? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  Those  are  patented  and  unpatented  claims. 

Senator  Bumpers.  Patented  and  unpatented? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  Yes;  that's  right. 

Senator  Bumpers.  How  many  of  them  are  patented? 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  632. 

Senator  Bumpers.  In  national  parks? 

Mr.  Benna.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Bumpers.  Dr.  Dombeck,  do  you  know  the  answer  to  that 
question  about  how  you  are  doing  in  Denali? 

Mr.  Dombeck.  I  do  not,  sir. 

Senator  Bumpers.  That's  an  important  question.  I  would  like  to 
get  an  answer  to  that  for  the  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Mining  Claims  in  Denali  National  Park 

There  are  188  unpatented  claims  in  the  Denali  National  Park  for  which  rental 
has  been  paid  and  a  notice  of  intent  to  hold  the  claim  has  been  filed. 

COMMUNICATIONS  SITE  USER  FEES 

Senator  Bumpers.  How  about  user  fees?  How  are  you  coming 
along  on  your  regulations  on  user  fees? 

Senator  Reid.  I  asked  them  that,  Dale.  They  are  moving  along. 

Senator  BUMPERS.  OK.  I  am  mildly  concerned  about  that  and  I 
am  anxious  to  see  the  final  regs  on  it. 

One  other  question.  I  don't  know  whether  you  know  or  kept  up 
with  this  or  not,  but  the  Forest  Service  has  done  a  study  on  the 
fees  charged  by  the  Forest  Service  for  communications  facilities  lo- 
cated on  its  land  compared  to  the  private  sector. 

Now,  what  has  BLM  done? 

Mr.  Armstrong.  We  are  aware  of  that  survey. 

Senator  BUMPERS.  Are  you  doing  your  own  study? 

Mr.  Armstrong.  We  think  that  it  tells  us  that  we  are  way  short 
on  getting  appropriate  appraisals  before  we  lease  for  that  purpose. 
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That  was  one  of  the  first  things  that  we  worked  on  when  I  got 
here,  was  to  try  to  get  up  to  speed  on  that. 

We  think  the  Forest  Service  tells  us  what  we  know  and  that  is 
that  we  need  to 

Senator  Bumpers.  I  am  not  sure  that  you  need  to  do  an  inde- 
pendent study  on  that.  It  seems  to  me  that  you  could  probably  use 
the  Forest  Service  study,  because  I  can't  think  of  many  places 
where  there  would  be  a  variance  between  theirs  and  yours. 

Dr.  Dombeck,  do  you  want  to  say  something  on  that? 

Mr.  Dombeck.  Senator,  we  have  been  part  of  an  effort  with  the 
Forest  Service  and  expect  to  publish  proposed  regulations  on  this 
in  April. 

Senator  Bumpers.  Good  for  you. 

Mr.  Dombeck.  So,  we  are  moving  forward  with  that  issue. 

Senator  Bumpers.  Good  for  you.  Just  a  part  of  my  antiwestem 
bias.  [Laughter.] 

Senator  Reid.  I  thought  Arkansas  was  part  of  the  West.  That's 
what  President  Clinton  tells  us. 

1993  MINING  CLAIM  FEE  COLLECTIONS 

Senator  Bumpers.  We  are  part  of  the  West.  That  shows  what  a 
good  guy  I  am.  [Laughter.] 

How  much  did  we  collect  in  1993  on  mining  claim  fees,  the  $100 
fees? 

Mr.  Armstrong.  $53  million. 

Senator  Bumpers.  $53  million? 

Mr.  Armstrong.  Yes,  sir;  now,  they  are  $200  on  that  one. 

Senator  Bumpers.  That  was  a  $200  fee  involved? 

Mr.  Armstrong.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Bumpers.  And  a  $25  location  fee? 

Mr.  Armstrong.  That's  correct. 

Senator  Bumpers.  You  know,  I  think  that  even  so  unrecon- 
structed a  westerner  as  our  distinguished  chairman  would  agree 
that  that  should  have  been  done  a  long  time  ago.  I  don't  have  any 
further  questions,  Mr.  Chairman. 

CENTRAL  HAZMAT  ACCOUNT 

Senator  Reid.  Thank  you,  Senator  Bumpers.  BLM's  1995  budget 
request  proposes  an  increase  of  $14  million  to  establish  a  new  haz- 
ardous materials  account  for  the  mitigation  of  hazardous  materials 
that  occur  on  public  lands  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior. 

Under  this  proposal,  BLM  would  administer  the  new  fund,  mak- 
ing allocations  to  other  Bureaus  within  the  Department  based  on 
the  decisions  of  a  departmental  oversight  group.  What  authority 
does  the  Department  have  to  establish  this  new  Hazmat  account? 

Ms.  Lawler.  We  are  asking  that  the  account  be  established  as 
part  of  the  budget  process. 

Senator  Reid.  How  will  this  relate  to  BLM's  ongoing  responsibil- 
ities for  hazardous  waste  management? 

Ms.  Meridith.  Well,  we  feel  that  it  will  enhance  it.  What  this  ac- 
count will  do  will  pool  resources  from  several  different  agencies  to 
address  priorities  for  the  Department. 
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Of  the  10  priorities  that  we  are  looking  at  in  this  first  year  of 
operation,  five  would  be  BLM  sites.  So,  we  see  that  as  a  real  bene- 
fit or  help  to  us. 

LAND  ACQUISITION 

Senator  Reid.  BLM  is  requesting,  as  we  have  already  talked,  $21 
million  approximately  for  land  acquisition,  an  increase  of  $9  mil- 
lion. Given  that  BLM  has  its  facilities  maintenance  backlog,  as 
we've  already  talked  about,  we  have  the  rights-of-way  determina- 
tions and  all  the  many  other  things,  how  can  we  afford  to  purchase 
more  land? 

Mr.  Armstrong.  Basically,  we  do  that  when  we  have  money  that 
comes  to  us  either  through  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund 
or  we  have  a  unique  opportunity.  Most  of  what  we  do  in  terms  of 
acquisition  involves  trades  and  exchanges. 

Senator  Reid.  But,  even  that  says  why  do  we  need  more  land 
when  we  can't  take  care  of  what  we  have.  You  know,  I've  been  one 
of  the  biggest  advocates  of  getting  new  land  for  the  Bureau. 

But,  we  can't  take  care  of  what  we  have. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  Would  you  like  to  take  a  cut  at  that?  The  one 
that  I  particularly  know  about  is  we  had  one  opportunity  that 
comes  along  once  in  a  lifetime. 

Senator  Reid.  But,  that's  the  way  most  of  them  are. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  Well,  that's  true.  I  think  you  and  I  met  at  Se- 
cret Bay,  if  I  recall  correctly,  on  an  exchange  involving  BLM  per- 
haps in  trust  of  public  lands,  which  I  thought  was  a  once  in  a  life- 
time opportunity. 

Senator  Reid.  I  guess  the  answer  is  we  can  get  the  land  and 
hope  someday  we  can  take  care  of  it. 

Mr.  DOMBECK.  Senator,  I  think  what  we  are  attempting  to  do  is 
balance  competing  needs  and  the  need  for  threatened  or  endan- 
gered species  habitat,  high  or  very  important  cultural  sites,  those 
kinds  of  things. 

Senator  Reid.  But,  still  how — I  understand  that.  But,  do  we  have 
a  long-range  plan  as  to  how  we  are  going  to  take  care  of  that? 

We  can't  take  care  of  what  we  have.  We  have  already  acknowl- 
edged that. 

Mr.  Armstrong.  I  know  of  no  long-range  plan.  But,  I  share  your 
hope  that  at  some  point  we  can.  You  know,  the  other  place  that  is 
just  aching  right  now  is  the  park  system. 

It  would  seem  that  somewhere  we  could  make  an  allocation  of 
our  resources  that  would  acknowledge  what  is  happening  in  both 
the  BLM  recreation  and  the  parks.  But,  it's  difficult  to  do  that. 

Senator  Reid.  Well,  we  are  having  trouble  even  inventorying  our 
new  acquisitions.  So,  I  think  that  those  people  who  raise  an  objec- 
tion of  why  are  we  buying  new  land  when  we  can't  take  care  of 
what  we  have  is  a  real  problem. 

I  appreciate  the  hearing  today.  I  have  been  conducting  these 
hearings  for  Senator  Byrd  for  a  number  of  years  now  and  I  think 
this  was  the  best  hearing  that  we've  had  for  this  agency. 

I  think  one  reason  is  that  there  has  been  a  spreading  out  of  the 
responsibilities.  We  have  people  who  have  answered  the  questions 
that  have  the  information  and  it  makes  for  a  much  better  hearing. 
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And  I — this  may  have  come  about  by  mistake,  because  you  are 
just  new  as  Acting  Director.  But,  I  would  hope  that  next  year  we 
would  try  the  same  procedure. 

I  think  it  works  a  lot  better  to  have  one  of  the  bosses  here  and 
the  agency  Director  and  then  those  people  that  are  responsible  for 
various  areas  within  this  agency.  So,  I  appreciate  this. 

ADDITIONAL  COMMITTEE  QUESTIONS 

I  would  ask  that  you  provide  answers  to  these  questions  that  the 
subcommittee  has  and  various  Senators  have  said  they  want  to 
submit,  and  I  would  appreciate  hearing  back  from  you  within  2  or 
3  weeks.  We  need  those  back  as  quickly  as  possible  so  we  can  mark 
up  this  year's  bill. 

[The  following  questions  were  not  asked  at  the  hearing,  but  were 
submitted  to  the  Department  for  response  subsequent  to  the  hear- 
ing:] 
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ADDITIONAL  COMMITTEE  QUESTIONS 


Proposed  Changes  in  the  BLM  Budget  Structure 

The  Bureau  is  proposing  to  change  its  appropriations  budget  structure.  SpeciBcally,  the  Bureau 
is  proposing  to  combine  three  existing  appropriations  accounts  (Management  of  Lands  and 
Resources,  Oregon  and  California  Grant  Lands,  and  Construction  and  Access)  into  a  single  main 
operations  appropriation.  Within  this  new  operations  account,  the  Bureau  is  proposing  to 
consolidate  16  current  activities  and  45  existing  subactivities  into  six  major  activities  and  19 
subactivities.  In  addition,  the  Bureau  is  proposing  to  have  all  of  these  funds  made  available  on 
a  "no  year"  basis. 

Question:  The  House  and  Senate  Interior  Appropriations  Subcommittees  currently  utilize 
reprogramming  guidelines  which  require  that  agencies  within  their  jurisdiction 
provide  to  the  Subcommittees  written  requests  for  any  funding  shifts  that  will 
exceed  $250,000.  These  requests  are  then  subject  to  a  30-day  review  by  the 
Subcommittees  and  these  requests  must  be  approved  by  the  Subcommittees.  Is 
it  your  intention  that  the  Subcommittees  exempt  the  BLM  from  their 
reprogramming  guidelines? 

Answer:  Our  proposal  does  not  request  an  exemption  from  the  reprogramming  rules 

established  by  the  Committees.  What  we  are  requesting  is  that  the  current 
reprogramming  guidelines  for  obtaining  prior  approval  of  changes  would  be 
applied  at  the  activity  level,  rather  than  at  the  lower  subactivity  levels,  of  the  new 
appropriation  account.  Having  the  reprogramming  guidelines  apply  at  the  activity 
level  is  virtually  identical  to  the  situation  which  we  currently  have  in  the  Oregon 
&  California  Grant  Lands  appropriation  (where  fund  control  and  Committee 
mark-up  is  at  the  activity  level  and  subactivity  data  is  provided  for  information 
only).  We  believe  that  we  have  been  responsive  to  the  wishes  of  the  Committees 
with  regard  to  the  O  &  C  appropriation,  and  would  anticipate  the  same  in  the 
new  structure.  By  applying  the  reprogramming  guidelines  for  prior  approval  at 
the  activity  level,  we  would  have  the  flexibility  at  the  subactivity  or  line  item  level 
to  adjust  funding  to  meet  changing  needs  on  the  ground,  and  would  report  any 
such  adjustments  from  any  Committee  marks  made  at  that  level  to  the 
Committees  on  a  quarterly  basis. 

Recreation  Management 

The  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1993,  P.L.  103-66,  allows  agencies  to  retain  and 
expend,  without  further  appropriation,  up  to  15  percent  of  the  recreation  fee  receipts  collected 
each  fiscal  year  to  cover  fee  collection  costs. 

Question:  What  actions  has  BLM  taken  to  implement  the  provisions  of  P.L.  103-66 
regarding  fee  collections? 

Answer:  The  BLM  has  conducted  monthly  interagency  meetings  since  passage  of  the 

amendment  to  coordinate  efforts.  In  addition,  on  1/27/94,  the  Director  sent  a 
memorandum  to  all  field  offices  describing  how  the  Amendment  affects  BLM's 
recreation  fee  program  and  provided  national  guidance  in  order  to  ensure 
consistency  and  effective  implementation  of  any  new  fee  collection  efforts).  TTie 
guidance  covered  the  following  topic  areas: 

•  Entrance  Fees  for  National  Conservation  Areas 

•  Recreation  Use  Fees  for  campgrounds 

•  Specialized  sites,  facilities,  equipment  and  service  fees 

•  Biennial  fee  assessments 

•  Golden  Age  and  Golden  Eagle  Passport  Fees 

Field  offices  have  evaluated  the  guidance  and  reported  back  to  our  headquarters 
office  with  recommendations  on  fee  collection  for  any  new  areas,  including 
National  Conservation  Areas  (NCA). 
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Notification  of  decisions  to  initiate  entrance  fee  collections  at  any  NCA  will  be 
made,  as  required  by  the  amendment,  to  the  Chairmen  of  both  Houses  of 
Congress  60  days  in  advance  of  the  implementation  date.  In  determining  the 
pricing  of  entrance  fees,  field  offices  will  validate,  through  the  comparability 
analysis  process  for  their  respective  NCA  an  acceptable  fee. 

Additional  related  guidance  is  being  formulated  on  the  following  topic  areas: 

•  Deposit  and  retention  of  fees 

•  Supply  sources  for  fee  collection  equipment  and  implementation 

•  Public  Information  and  Media  Outreach 

•  Heritage  and  Interpretive  Center  Status  for  fee  collection 

•  Fee  collections  by  volunteers 

•  Interagency  coordination  with  adjacent  fee  areas/units 

•  Special  Recreation  Permit  and  related  fee  evaluation 

•  Legislative  amendments  to  expand  fee  collection  authorities 

Facilities  Maintenance 

Question:  Last    year    the    BLM    stated    that    its    facilities    maintenance   backlog    totalled 

$167,000,000.   What  is  the  extent  of  this  backlog  currently? 

Answer:  The    backlog    is    currently    estimated    at    about    $238    million    of   needs    for 

rehabilitation/maintenance  (including  roads)  and  $102  million  for  reconstruction. 

Question:  In    FY    1994,   the    BLM    requested    an    increase   of  $4   million    for   facilities 

maintenance  of  which  the  Congress  appropriated  $3.2  million.  In  your  FY  1995 
request  you  are  proposing  to  increase  facilities  maintenance  by  $121,000.  Is 
reducing  the  facilities  maintenance  backlog  no  longer  a  priority  for  BLM? 

Answer:  Reducing  the  backlog  remains  a  priority  for  the  Bureau,  and  we  appreciate  the 

support  that  the  committees  have  provided  in  the  past. 

The  1995  President's  Budget  request  will  provide  for  continuing  the  higher  level 
of  funding  enacted  in  1994. 

BLM's  goals  are  to  maintain,  repair,  and  rehabilitate  facilities  on  Public  Lands. 
The  maintenance  funding  level  requested  will  be  targeted  toward  the  highest 
priority  needs  at  the  State  level,  such  as  recreation  site  maintenance,  improving 
disability  access  to  facilities,  and  safety  improvements  for  facilities.  While  we  may 
not  be  addressing  all  maintenance  needs,  we  are  addressing  the  highest  priorities. 

Question:         At  the  level  requested  for  FY  1995,  how  long  will  it  take  you  to  eliminate  BLM's 
facilities  maintenance  backlog? 

Answer:  The  maintenance  backlog  would  continue  to  grow.  Scheduled  maintenance  needs 

(items  which  recur  on  a  cyclical  basis)  are  estimated  to  be  $58  million  for  FY 
1995,  leaving  a  shortfall  of  about  $25  million.  The  funding  level  in  the 
President's  Budget  allows  the  Bureau  to  address  the  highest  priority  maintenance 
needs. 


Riparian  Management 

Question:  Riparian  areas  are  critical  to  many  fish  and  wildlife  species  and  much  of  the 

recreational  use  on  the  Public  Lands  is  concentrated  on  these  areas.  As  a  result, 
the  Committee  considers  management  of  riparian  and  wetland  areas  an  important 
BLM  responsibility.  In  FY  1994,  the  Congress  appropriated  $18,700,000  to 
continue  the  implementation  of  the  Riparian- Wetlands  Initiative.  Would  you 
provide  to  the  committee  a  breakdown  of  expenditures  for  this  program 
including: 
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—  the  acreage/mileage  of  riparian  inventory  expected  to  be  completed  in  FY 
1994; 

—  The  number  of  riparian  restoration  plans  expected  to  be  prepared  in  1994; 

—  The  number  of  riparian  restoration  plans  expected  to  be  implemented  in  FY 
1994; 

—  The  percentage  of  riparian  habitats  that  will  be  monitored  in  FY  1994. 

Answer:  Wc  anticipate  completing  inventory  on  4,200,000  acres/  5,700  miles  of  riparian 

habitat  and  associated  uplands  in  FY  1994. 

We  anticipate  preparing  or  revising  about  475  activity  plans  to  incorporate 
riparian  objectives  and  management  needs.  These  plans  are  prepared  on  an 
interdisciplinary  basis  and  include  allotment  management  plans,  wildlife  habitat 
management  plans  and  watershed  plans.  We  do  not  prepare  specific  riparian 
restoration  plans. 

We  plan  on  completing  some  650  riparian  restoration  projects  in  FY  1994.  These 
projects  will  be  completed  as  part  of  the  riparian  habitat  improvement  needs 
identified  in  various  interdisciplinary  activity  plans,  including  allotment 
management  plans,  wildlife  habitat  management  plans  and  watershed  plans.  We 
do  not  prepare  sfjecific  riparian  restoration  plans. 

We  do  not  currently  track  the  percentage  of  riparian  habitats  that  are  monitored 
annually.  In  FY  1994,  we  plan  on  monitoring  over  1,000  activity  plans  which 
have  riparian  related  objectives. 

Rangeland  Reform  '94  Initiative 

The  FY  1995  budget  request  for  the  BLM  includes  a  proposed  increase  of  $14.5  million  ($8.0 
million  in  Rangeland  Management,  $3.5  million  in  Soil,  Water,  and  Air,  $2.5  million  in  Wildlife 
Habitat  and  Fisheries  Management,  and  $500,000  in  Wild  Horses  and  Burros)  to  begin 
implementation  the  Secretary's  Rangeland  Reform  '94  Initiative. 

Question:  Would  you  outline  the  major  elements  of  the  Secretary's  Rangeland  Reform  '94 

Initiative?  What  are  the  specific  goals  and  objectives  of  the  Secretary's  initiative? 

Answer:  Development  of  the  Range  Reform  proposal  is  still  underway.  The  proposed  rule 

which  outlines  the  proposal  in  detail  was  published  on  March  25,  1994.  We  will 
continue  to  consult  with  the  Congress,  Western  State  Governors,  the  livestock 
industry,  environmental  organizations  and  other  constituent  groups  in  developing 
a  final  plan  which  best  meets  the  needs  of  everyone  concerned.  Final  regulations 
for  the  proposal  will  be  published  late  this  calendar  year. 

The  Rangeland  Reform  initiative  is  a  multi-resource  effort  to  accelerate 
improvement  of  upland  and  riparian  resources.  It  is  designed  to  meet  the  needs 
for  rangeland  resources,  fisheries  and  wildlife  species  and  habitat,  wild  horses  and 
burros,  watershed  values,  and  other  resources  while  providing  for  sustainable 
development.  It  focuses  on  assuring  that  rangeland  ecosystems  function  properly. 
Tliis  initiative  will  expand  the  opportunities  for  stakeholders  and  interested 
citizens  to  have  a  voice  in  decisions  that  impact  the  management  of  Public  Lands. 

The  purpose  or  goals  of  the  Rangeland  Reform  proposal  are  to: 

•  make  the  BLM's  rangeland  management  program  more  consistent  with 
ecosystem  management, 

*  to  accelerate  restoration  and  improvement  of  the  public  rangelands. 
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•  to  obtain  for  the  public  fair  and  reasonable  compensation  for  the  grazing 
of  livestock  on  public  lands, 

•  to  streamline  certain  administrative  functions, 

•  to  provide  a  mechanism  for  effective  public  participation  in  decision 
making,  and 

•  to  focus  Federal  and  non  Federal  management  efforts  where  they  will 
result  in  the  greatest  benefit. 

There  are  five  major  categories  of  proposed  management  actions  addressed  in 
Rangeland  Reform.   These  categories  are: 

1)  the  Federal  grazing  fee  and  associated  incentives, 

2)  effective  public  participation  in  rangeland  management, 

3)  administrative  practices, 

4)  range  improvements  and  water  rights,  and 

5)  resource  management  requirements,  including  standards  and  guidelines. 

Question:  How  long  a  time  period  would  you  estimate  it  will  take  to  accomplish  these  goals 

and  objectives? 

Answer:  Several  of  the  goals  and  objectives  (such  as  those  relating  to  the  base  grazing  fee 

and  streamlining  certain  administrative  functions)  will  be  accomplished  with 
publication  of  the  final  rule.  Other  aspects,  such  as  the  establishment  of  State  and 
eco-region  standards  and  guidelines,  the  development  of  qualification  criteria  for 
an  incentive-based  fee,  and  the  establishment  of  multiple  resource  advisory 
councils  will  occur  within  one  to  two  years.  Ecosystem  management  actions  will 
occur  over  a  5- 10  year  period,  consistent  with  available  funding.  These  ecosystem 
management  actions  include  upland  and  riparian  area  assessments  and 
evaluation,  the  development  of  interdisciplinary  activity  plans,  the  development 
of  appropriate  terms  and  conditions  for  grazing  permits  and  leases,  and  the 
implementation  of  needed  improvement  and  restoration  projects. 

Question:  What  is  your  estimate  of  the  total  cost  to  implement  the  Secretary's  Rangeland 
Reform  '94  Initiative  and  what  is  your  estimate  of  the  optimum  level  of  annual 
appropriations  required  to  implement  this  initiative? 

Answer:  Finite  implementation  costs  of  rangeland  reform  are  unknown  at  this  time  since 

we  are  still  working  closely  with  involved  and  interested  parties  to  develop  the 
final  proposal. 

However,  the  Budget  assumes  the  $14.5  million  increase  requested  for  FY  1995 
will  be  continued  as  part  of  BLM's  base  funding  in  the  immediate  future.  While 
some  portions  of  the  increase  will  be  substantially  completed  in  1995,  such  as  the 
administrative  expenses  associated  with  implementing  the  subleasing  surcharge, 
other  administrative  measures,  and  allotment  categorization  or  prioritization,  this 
funding  will  be  shifted  to  other  as|)ects  of  the  Rangeland  Reform  effort  in  future 
years,  including  the  continuation  of  resource  evaluations,  ecosystem  planning  and 
the  implementation  of  grazing  permit/lease  terms  and  conditions.  The  funding 
provided  in  1995  will  address  the  resource  management  needs  associated  with  the 
highest  priority  allotments  or  ecosystems. 

The  Secretary's  Proposed  Rangeland  Rulemaking 

Question:  How  does  the  Secretary's  Rangeland  Reform  '94  Initiative  relate  to  the  Secretary's 

proposed  rangeland  reform  rulemaking? 

Answer:  The  proposed  rule  released  on  March  25,  1994,  outlines  the  provisions  of  the 

Secretary's  Rangeland  Reform  '94  initiative. 
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Question:  If  the  Secretary's  proposed  rulemaking  becomes  stalled  and  implementation  has 

to  be  delayed,  would  you  recommend  deferring  the  proposed  $14.5  million 
increase  included  in  your  FY  1995  budget  request  to  initiate  the  implementation 
of  the  Rangeland  Reform  '94  Initiative? 

Answer:  At  this  time,  the  BLM  has  no  indication  that  the  plan  will  not  be  completed  as 

scheduled.  As  you  are  aware,  the  Secretary  has  made  a  concerted  effort  to 
develop  and  coordinate  the  proposal  with  affected  and  interested  parties.  We  feel 
this  coordination  will  help  considerably  in  gaining  acceptance  for  the  plan.  Even 
if  the  plan  is  not  completed  on  schedule,  funding  increases  directed  towards 
implementation  actions  will  be  needed  to  develop  the  final  proposal  in  FY  1995 
(e.g.  revision  and  analysis  of  the  final  plan,  completion  of  the  final  rule  and  EIS 
or  resolving  protests  and  appeals).  Increased  funding  for  some  components  of 
the  plan,  such  as  ecosystem  evaluations  (particularly  riparian  habitat  assessments), 
setting  allotment/ecosystem  priorities,  preliminary  work  on  regional  standards  and 
guidelines,  and  use  supervision,  can  be  initiated  prior  to  finalization  of  the  plan 
since  they  are  ongoing  activities  which  would  benefit  from  increased  funding 
levels  or  would  be  supportive  of  a  final  range  reform  proposal. 

Question:  On  page  1-5  of  your  FY  1995  budget  justification,  you  estimate  that  grazing  fees 

will  be  increased  to  $4.28  per  AUM  over  a  three-year  period,  starting  with  a 
grazing  fee  of  $2.76  per  AUM  in  FY  1995.  Has  the  level  of  increase  in  the 
grazing  fee  changed? 

Answer:  Yes.  The  proposed  rule  proposes  that  grazing  fees  will  be  increased  to  $3.96  by 

the  year  1997.  The  proposal  also  considers  provisions  for  incentives  in  the  form 
.    of  a  30%  fee  reduction  for  operators  who  practice  good  stewardship. 

Question:  I  understand  that  you  are  now  considering  further  reductions  in  the  grazing  fee 

to  be  offered  as  incentives  for  "good  stewardship"  on  the  public  lands.  How 
would  these  incentives  work  and  how  would  they  be  administered? 

Answer:  The  proposed  rule  considers  provisions  for  incentives  in  the  form  of  a  30%  fee 

reduction  for  operators  who  practice  good  stewardship  of  the  public  land.  The 
eligibility  criteria  for  the  incentive  will  be  developed  under  a  separate  rulemaking. 
If  eligibility  criteria  for  the  incentive  are  not  developed  by  199*7,  an  alternative  fee 
of  $3.50  would  be  implemented  in  1997. 

Question:  When  Secretary  Babbitt  held  his  grazing  Hearings  in  the  western  States  last 

spring,  he  indicated  that  he  had  discovered  that  there  was  virtually  no  support 
among  any  of  the  effected  groups  (ranchers,  environmentalists,  local 
governmental  officials)  for  an  incentive  based  grazing  fee.  What  has  changed  his 
mind? 


Answer:  After  listening  to  the  concerns  raised  by  many  responsible  operators,  as  well  as 

environmentalists  and  other  constituent  groups,  the  Secretary  concluded  that 
ranchers  could  be  rewarded  for  their  demonstration  of  good  land  stewardship. 
Although  designing  and  implementing  an  incentive  system  may  offer 
management  challenges  to  the  BLM  and  to  its  advisors  and  constituent  groups, 
it  can  be  a  valuable  tool  to  encourage  healthy,  sustainable  rangelands. 

Question:  With  grazing  fees  reduced  from  $4.28  per  AUM  to  $3.96  per  AUM  and  further 

reduced  by  up  to  30  percent  as  incentives  for  good  stewardship,  will  the  increased 
revenues  from  grazing  fees  be  sufficient  to  fund  future  implementation  of 
rangeland  reforms  and  improvement? 

Answer:  By  law,  grazing  fee  receipts  which  are  returned  to  BLM  through  the  Range 

Improvements  Appropriation  are  generally  limited  to  funding  range 
rehabilitation,  protection,  and  improvement  work.  Many  elements  of  rangeland 
reform,  such  as  the  development  of  standards  and  guidelines,  ecosystem 
evaluation,  ecosystem  planning  and  ecosystem  monitoring  cannot  be 
appropriately  funded  from  the  Range  Improvement  Appropriation.    However, 
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Question: 


the  implementation  of  needed  on-the-ground  management  measures  identified 
through  ecosystem  evaluations  and  planning  could  be  funded  through  the  Range 
Improvements  Appropriation.  Increased  fees  would  improve  BLM's  capability 
to  put  more  dollars  on-the-ground  consistent  with  ecosystem  plans  developed. 

Charters  for  the  40  existing  Grazing  Advisory  Boards  will  expire  on  April  20, 
1994.    Does  BLM  intend  to  recharter  these  boards? 


Answer:  No.  We  plan  to  organize  and  charter  new  Multiple  Resource  Advisory  Councils, 

which  we  believe  will  better  serve  the  BLM  in  addressing  ecosystem  management 
needs. 

Question:  Grazing  Advisory  Boards  have  been  found  to  be  using  the  State  and  local  share 

of  the  Range  Betterment  Fund  for  inappropriate  activities  including  lobbying 
Congress,  funding  litigation,  and  providing  "emergency"  pay-outs  to  livestock 
permittees.  What  steps  has  the  BLM  taken  to  ensure  that  grazing  fee  receipts 
dispersed  to  the  States  and  local  governments  are  spent  on  legitimate  range 
improvement  activities? 

Answer:  The  grazing  fee  funds  returned  to  the  States  and  Counties  become  State  and  local 

funds,  and  their  use  is  governed  by  State  law.  Where  state  law  identifies  that  the 
funds  be  utilized  for  range  improvements  on  public  lands,  the  BLM  will 
coordinate  with  appropriate  state  and  local  entities  in  implementing  resource 
improvement  projects. 

Question:  The  Secretary's  Rangeland  Reform  '94  Initiative  contemplates  broadening  the  use 

of  the  Range  Betterment  Fund  to  include  rangeland  enhancement,  monitoring, 
and  inventory  activities.  Given  the  criticisms  of  the  General  Accounting  OfBce 
and  others  regarding  BLM's  poor  track  record  in  accounting  for  expenditures  out 
of  this  Fund,  what  steps  will  the  BLM  take  to  ensure  that  the  funding  available 
from  the  Range  Betterment  Fund  will  be  used  for  all  public  lands  activities? 

Ajiswer:  The    Rangeland    Reform    Initiative    does    not    propose    to    use    the    Range 

Improvement  (Betterment)  fund  for  "all  public  lands  activities".  By  law,  the  use 
of  range  improvement  funding  is  limited  to  range  rehabilitation,  protection  and 
improvement  activities.  This  could  include  riparian  enhancement  projects, 
wildlife  habitat  improvements,  watershed  improvement  projects,  livestock 
management  projects,  and  others.  The  range  reform  proposal  would  clarify  that 
range  improvement  includes  activities  such  as  planning,  design,  layout, 
modification,  and  monitoring/evaluating  the  effectiveness  of  specific  range 
improvements  in  achieving  resource  condition  and  management  objectives. 

Resource  Advisory  Councils 

The  Rangeland  Reform  '94  Initiative  anticipates  the  creation  of  local  Resource  Advisory  Councils 
to  develop  range  management  plans  and  to  develop  local  standards  and  guidelines  for  range 
management.   BLM's  FY  1995  budget  request  does  not  include  any  funding  for  these  councils. 

Question:  What  are  the  estimated  costs  associated  with  the  establishment  of  the  Resource 
Advisory  Councils? 

Answer:  We  do  not  anticipate  any  major  costs  associated   with  establishment  of  the 

Resource  Advisory  Councils.  The  establishment  of  multiple  resource  advisory 
councils  will  be  accomplished  through  a  nomination/selection  procedure  followed 
by  the  development  of  appropriate  charters.  Costs  will  primarily  be 
administrative  in  nature  and  will  be  funded  from  with  our  base  programs. 

Question:  Will  BLM  provide  administrative,  staff  or  travel  funding  for  these  councils?  If  so, 
what  is  your  estimate  of  these  costs  for  FY  1995  and  what  will  be  the  source  of 
these  funds? 

Answer:  The  BLM  will  provide  administrative  support  and  reimburse  members  of  the 

proposed  multiple  resource  advisory  committees  for  travel  and  per  diem  expenses 


322 


Question: 


Answer: 


while  on  advisory  committee  business.  We  do  not  currently  have  an  estimate  of 
the  costs  associated  with  the  administration  and  operation  of  the  new  councils. 
The  administration  and  operation  costs  of  the  Crazing  Advisory  Boards  and 
District  Advisory  Councils,  which  will  be  discontinued,  was  an  estimated  $545,000 
in  FY  1993.  The  new  multiple  resource  advisory  councils  will  be  larger  than  the 
District  Advisory  Councils  and  we  anticipate  they  will  meet  more  often  than  the 
District  Advisory  Councils  or  Grazing  Advisory  Boards  met.  Also,  we  are 
proposing  the  multiple  resource  advisory  council  members  attend  training  in  the 
management  of  rangeland  ecosystems.  Consequently,  the  support  costs  for  the 
new  councils  could  be  a  little  higher  than  for  the  old  councils.  A  portion  of  the 
costs  associated  with  the  new  multiple  resource  advisory  councils  would  be  funded 
from  within  our  base  program  with  funds  previously  directed  to  the  Grazing 
Advisory  Boards  and  District  Advisory  Councils.  The  balance  would  be  funded 
from  the  requested  increase  for  Rangeland  Reform. 

BLM  has  attempted  several  consensus-building  efforts  in  the  past  under  the 
Experimental  Stewardship  Program.  What  were  the  costs  to  the  Bureau 
associated  with  these  experimental  efforts? 

Since  the  late  1970's,  sixteen  Exfjerimental  Stewardship  Areas  were  established 
throughout  the  BLM.  However,  the  BLM  did  not  establish  a  mechanism  for 
tracking  the  costs  associated  with  these  individual  efforts.  Currendy,  only  4  of 
these  areas  are  functioning  as  Experimental  Stewardship  Areas.  On  an  average, 
we  spend  between  $20,000  and  $30,000  annually  for  coordination  efforts 
associated  with  each  of  these  areas. 


Question:  The  Rangeland  Reform  '94  Initiative  anticipates  that  the  Resource  Council 
participants  will  be  trained  through  BLM  training  courses.  What  are  the 
estimated  costs  associated  with  these  training  course  including  staff  support  and 
travel  for  Council  participants?  What  will  BLM  use  as  the  source  for  these  funds? 

Answer:  Training  courses  would  only  be  approved  by  BLM.    We  are  just  now  looking  at 

possible  options  for  these  training  courses  and  do  not  have  any  cost  estimates  at 
this  time.  Any  associated  training  costs  would  be  funded  from  the  proposed 
increase  for  Rangeland  Reform. 

Question:  What  are  the  costs  estimated  to  be  for  the  Resource  and  Technical  Review 

Teams?  What  will  be  the  funding  source  to  cover  expenses  associated  with  these 
teams? 

Answer:  Except  for  Multiple  Resource  Advisory  Council  members  who  serve  on  these 

teams,  we  do  not  propose  reimbursing  members  for  their  expenses.  Costs 
associated  with  Multiple  Resource  Advisory  Council  member  participation  would 
be  funded  to  the  extent  possible  with  funds  previously  directed  to  the  Grazing 
Advisory  Boards  and  District  Advisory  Councils.  Any  costs  above  this  level  would 
be  funded  from  the  proposed  increase  for  Rangeland  Reform. 

Permit/Lease  Terms  and  Conditions 

Question:  BLM's  FY  1995  budget  request  proposes  an  increase  of  $3,000,000  in  Rangeland 

Management  for  the  development  of  appropriated  grazing  permit  lease  terms  and 
conditions  consistent  with  the  new  standards  and  guidelines.  What  is  the 
proposed  schedule  for  review  of  livestock  grazing  permits  in  order  to  update 
those  permits  with  the  new  standards  and  guidelines? 

Answer:  We  will  incorporate  terms  and  conditions  into  permits  and  leases  as  they  are 

transferred  or  when  they  expire.  We  will  also  incorporate  appropriate  terms  and 
conditions  when  monitoring  indicates  a  need  to  make  changes. 


Question:  How   many   grazing   permits   will   be   reviewed   each    year   with   the   funding 

requested? 
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Answer:  Our  goal  is  to  address  5  high  priority  allotments/ecosysteins  (800  allotments  BLM 

wide)  the  first  year.  As  appropriate,  terms  and  conditions  will  be  applied  to  the 
permits  and  leases  associated  with  these  allotments.  The  level  in  subsequent  years 
will  increase  as  the  up-front  rangeland  reform  components  are  completed  and 
funding  can  be  shifted  to  completing  additional  allotment  assessments,  ecosystem 
plans  and  to  incorporate  appropriate  terms  and  conditions  onto  permits  and 
leases. 

Question:  How  much  is  available  in  the  base  budget  for  permit  modifications  to  bring 

permits  into  compliance  with  the  Rangeland  Reform  '94  Initiative? 

Answer:  About  $  17  million  of  the  rangeland  management  subactivity  is  currently  directed 

to  livestock  grazing  administration  activities,  including  the  issuance  and 
modification  of  grazing  permits  and  leases.  This  base  funding  will  partially  fund 
the  necessary  permit  modifications  stemming  from  new  allotment/ecosystem 
evaluations  and  the  development  of  standards  and  guidelines.  The  increase 
requested  for  FY  1995  will  allow  us  to  accelerate  these  permit  modifications. 

Mining  Oaim  Fees 

Question:  What  is  the  status  of  the  BLM's  rulemaking  for  the  mining  claim  fee  provisions 

contained  in  the  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1993? 

Answer:  TTie  proposed  rulemaking  package  has  been  completed  by  BLM  and  is  currently 

processing  through  normal  Departmental  review.  Target  date  to  publish  the 
proposed  rule  is  no  later  than  May  11,  1994. 

Question:  How  have  the  provisions  regarding  the  so-called   "small  miner"  exemption 

changed  under  the  new  law? 

Answer:  The  mining  claim  fee  provision  in  the  1993  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act 

allows  for  a  waiver  from  the  fee  for  those  claimants  who  hold  ten  or  fewer  claims. 
The  original  law  also  allowed  such  a  waiver,  but  it  required  that  the  claimant  have 
a  notice  or  plan  of  operations,  to  not  have  disturbed  more  than  10  acres,  and  to 
have  met  certain  production  or  exploration  requirements.  The  new  law  requires 
the  claimant  to  certify  that  he  or  she  holds  ten  claims  or  fewer.  Whether  claims 
are  under  a  notice  or  plan  or  operations  is  no  longer  relevant.  TTie  requirements 
of  the  old  law  stated  above  are  no  longer  operative.  These  new  requirements 
should  be  easier  to  administer.  The  following  differences  should  not  have  a 
significant  impact:  1)  the  new  provisions  more  strictly  ensure  that  claimants  who 
file  for  the  10  or  fewer  claim  waivers  are  truly  independent  entities,  and  are  not 
controlled  by  other  claimants,  2)  the  new  law  calls  for  a  $25  location  fee  to  be 
paid  at  the  time  of  recordation  for  each  new  claim  located,  while  the  old  law  did 
not  require  such  a  fee,  and  3)  the  new  law  requires  that  the  fees  be  adjusted 
according  to  changes  in  the  Consumer  Price  Index  at  least  every  five  years). 

Question:         How  has  the  imposition  of  the  $100  holding  fee  affected  the  number  of  mining 
claims  on  Federal  lands? 

Answer:  The  number  of  active  mining  claims  has  historically  fluctuated  and  had  been 

steadily  declining  in  the  recent  years  leading  up  to  1992  for  various  reasons, 
including  uncertainty  over  future  change  in  the  Mining  Law  and  increasing 
Federal  oversight.  In  March  1993  the  number  of  active  claims  had  dropped  to 
760,000.  Immediately  following  the  August  31,  1993,  deadline  for  payment  of 
two  year's  worth  of  rental  payments  ($200  per  claim)  the  number  of  active  claims 
dropped  to  about  300,000.  In  the  first  quarter  of  Fiscal  Year  1994  there  were 
about  17,000  new  locations.  This  number  is  comparable  for  new  locations  in  the 
first  quarter  of  recent  fiscal  years.  The  $25  location  fee  mandated  in  the  new 
legislation  was  paid  for  these  claims  also.  There  are  an  estimated  330,000  active 
claims  currently. 

Question:         How  much  revenue  was  generated  by  the  rental  fee  in  1993? 
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Answer:  Revenues  from  rental  fees  collected  in  Fiscal  Year  1993  were  about  $53  million. 

It  should  be  noted  that  two  year's  worth  (1993  and  1994)  of  fees  were  collected 
in  Fiscal  Year  1993,  and  in  subsequent  years  only  one  year's  worth  will  be 
collected. 

Question:  How  many  mining  patents  have  been  issued  by  the  Secretary  since  he  removed 

BLM's  delegation  of  authority  to  issue  patents  in  March  last  year,  and  how  does 
this  compare  with  the  number  of  patents  issued  in  previous  years? 

Answer:  The  number  of  patents  issued  in  recent  years  had  been  steady  (34  in  FY  1990, 26 

in  FY  1991,  28  in  FY  1992)  until  the  authority  to  issue  patents  was  removed  from 
BLM  last  year.  Nine  patents  had  been  issued  in  FY  1993  before  the  Secretary 
assumed  direct  authority  to  issue  patents  in  March  1993.  None  have  been  issued 
since,  but  the  Secretary  recendy  signed  three  first  half  final  certificates. 

Question:  Have  applications  for  mineral  patents  increased  in  recent  years?    How  many 

applications  for  mineral  patents  are  now  pending? 

Answer:  New  applications  have  increased  dramatically  from  76  in  FY  1987  and  75  in  FY 

1990  to  102  in  FY  1991,  134  in  FY  1992,  and  148  in  FY  1993.  Only  19  have 
been  received  so  far  in  FY  1994.  There  are  currently  about  600  applications 
pending. 

Question:  What  is  the  estimated  value  of  lands  and  minerals  subject  to  pending  patent 

applications? 

Answer:  We  do  not  have  an  estimate  on  the  value  of  the  land  and  minerals  for  which 

patent  applications  have  been  filed.  Under  current  law,  BLM  is  not  concerned 
with  the  value  of  the  patent  application,  but  rather  whether  the  applicant  truly 
has  a  discovery  which  can  be  mined  for  economic  gain.  As  a  genera!  rule,  the 
patent  process  examines  the  "reasonable  prospect  of  success  in  developing  a 
valuable  mine".  The  test  is  based  on  a  mineral  property,  which  may  include 
several  mining  claims.  Therefore,  we  do  not  estimate  the  mineral  value  of 
individual  claims. 

Question:  How  many  mineral  patent  applications  have  been  forwarded  to  Washington  for 

Departmental  review? 

Answer:  A  total  of  17  applications  have  been  sent  to  the  BLM  Washington  Office  for 

Departmental  review  for  sufficiency  to  issue  patent. 


Mining  Law  Reform 

BLM's  FY  1995  budget  request  proposes  an  increase  of  $12,350,000  for  mining  law 
administration.  Of  this  proposed  increase,  BLM  proposes  that  $7,000,000  and  40  additional 
FTEs  will  be  used  to  implement  mining  law  reform  legislation  and  $5,350,000  and  35  additional 
FTEs  will  be  used  to  enhance  existing  mining  inspection  and  enforcement  activities. 

Question:  BLM's  FY  1995  budget  request  assumes,  as  a  "placeholder",  an  8  percent  royalty 

charged  to  the  "net  smelter"  return  for  hard  rock  mining.  What  is  your  estimate 
of  the  revenues  that  would  be  generated  from  an  8  percent  royalty  in  1995? 

Answer:  If  mining  law  reform  legislation  is  enacted  in  1994,  the  first  full  year  of  royalty 

collections  would  be  in  FY  1997.  (Some  royalty  payments  might  possibly  be 
collected  for  the  last  few  months  of  FY  1996).  This  is  because  it  would  take  about 
two  years  from  enactment  to  put  in  place  a  royalty  collection  system. 

Question:  What  is  the  current  projected  number  of  mining  operations  on  public  lands  that 

would  be  subject  to  the  Mining  Law  Reform  legislation  now  before  Congress? 

Answer:  There  are  an  estimated  330,000  mining  claims  on  Federal  land,  about  400  on 

BLM  lands  are  considered  to  be  active  mining  operations.  All  would  be  subject 
to  mining  law  reform  legislation. 
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Question:  If  mining  reform  legislation  is  not  enacted  this  year,  would  BLM  recommend 

deferring  the  $7,000,000  and  40  FTEs  requested  for  1995  to  implement  the  new 
law? 

Answer:  Yes.  If  mining  law  reform  legislation  is  not  enacted  in  1994,  then  the  $7,000,000 

and  40  FTE  increase,  earmarked  to  implement  the  new  law,  would  not  be  needed 
in  1995. 

Question:  What  is  the  current  number  of  mining  operations  on  public  lands  that  are  subject 
to  the  BLM  cyanide  policy?  Please  provide  for  the  record  the  number  of  mining 
operations  using  cyanide  on  Federal  lands  by  State. 

Answer:  As  of  March  1,  1994,  there  were  a  total  of  126  cyanide  operations  on  BLM  lands 

under  a  Plan  of  Operations.   The  State  breakdown  is  as  follows: 


Sute 

Number  of  Cyanide  Operations 
under  a  Plan  of  Operations 

Alaska 

0 

Arizona 

1 

California 

12 

Colorado 

2 

Idaho 

5 

Montana 

6 

Nevada 

96 

New  Mexico 

0 

Oregon 

1 

Utah 

2 

Washington 

1 

Wyoming 

0 

Total 

126 

Question:  Based  on  the  FY  1994  enacted  funding  level,  what  percentage  of  the  inspections 

required  under  the  BLM  cyanide  policy  will  be  completed?  What  percentage  of 
inspections  for  other  mining  operations  will  be  completed? 

Answer:  At  the  1994  enacted  level,  we  expect  to  complete  all  inspections  related  to  cyanide 

operations.  We  expect  to  achieve  about  50%,  or  9,300,  of  our  desired  inspections 
on  non-cyanide  operations.  Our  efforts  are  geared  towards  active  sites.  Thus  we 
are  not  inspecting  those  sites  which  are  not  considered  to  be  currently  active.  If 
we  were  to  complete  all  inspections  required  under  our  surface  management 
policy,  we  would  have  to  conduct  approximately  20,000  inspections  in  1994. 

Question:  With  the  requested  increase  of  $5,350,000  for  FY  1995,  BLM  states,  on  page  3-31 
of  its  1995  budget  justifications,  that  60  percent  of  the  required  inspections  on  all 
hard  rock  mining  operations  will  be  completed  in  FY  1995.  What  level  of 
funding  would  be  required  in  order  for  the  BLM  to  complete  100  percent  of  the 
required  inspections  in  FY  1995? 

Answer:  The  1995  proposed  level  of  funding  will  permit  BLM  to  complete  the  highest 

priority  inspections.  Therefore,  under  current  legal  and  policy  requirements,  we 
estimate  that  an  additional  $5  million  would  allow  the  BLM  to  accomplish  all 
required  inspections.    However,  in  1995  there  are  higher  bureau  priorities  that 
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require  additional  funding,  such  as  Rangeland  Reform,  Mining  Law  Reform,  and 
the  Forest  Plan. 

CNl  &  Gas 

Question:  Since  1985,  BLVf's  drainage  protection  program  has  generated  in  excess  of  $129 

million  in  revenue  to  the  Treasury.  In  1989,  the  Department's  Inspector  General 
identified  a  drainage  backlog  of  more  than  25,000  cases.  What  progress  has  BLM 
made  in  reducing  this  backlog,  and  why  are  you  proposing  to  reduce  funding  for 
the  drainage  review  program  in  FY  1995  by  $500,000  and  4  FTEs?  How  much 
revenue  will  be  foregone  as  a  result  of  this  proposed  reduction? 

Answer:  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  has  been  working  diligently  to  reduce  the 

backlog  and  bring  all  offices  to  "maintenance  level"  (new  cases  only)  by  the  end 
of  Fiscal  Year  1995.  By  the  end  of  1995,  the  backlog  is  expected  to  be  reduced 
to  a  working  inventory  of  about  3,000  cases.    No  revenue  will  be  lost. 

Question:         What  makes  a  "maintenance  level"  of  3,000  cases  acceptable?    Why  not  reduce 
the  backlog  to  "0"? 

Answer:  3,000  cases  is  essentially  a  maintenance  level.  There  are  always  new  cases  coming 

in  so  we  would  never  get  to  zero  (0)  cases. 

Question:  What  is  the  status  of  the  oil  8c  gas  inspection  and  enforcement  program? 

Answer:  BLM  has  increased  the  number  of  inspection  personnel  (we  currently  have  155 

FTE  positions  dedicated  I&E  work).  We  have  established  procedures  that; 
provide  for  verification  of  production  volumes,  provide  for  witnessing  or 
independently  performing  measurement  activities  to  verify  that  the  procedures 
used  by  the  operator  are  in  accordance  with  applicable  requirements  and 
ensuring  that  the  environment  and  public  health  and  safety  are  protected.  We 
are  in  the  final  steps  of  finalizing  an  I&E  strategy  manual.  We  have  established 
procedures  for  reporting  suspected  fraud  to  law  enforcement  personnel.  We 
have  created  an  IfcE  for  Managers  course  to  improve  program  involvement  and 
understanding.  We  have  required  states  to  perform  oversight  of  their  l&E 
programs  to  ensure  that  inspections  are  properly  conducted  and  documented. 
We  have  conducted  outreach  to  individual  Tribes,  Allottees  and  BIA  to  inform 
them  of  our  program  and  the  types  of  inspections  that  we  conduct).  In  1995,  we 
plan  to  spend  about  $12.6  million  for  l&E,  the  same  as  in  1994. 

Question:         What  has  been  the  experience  to  date  and  what  are  your  projections  for  oil  &  gas 
production  on  BLM  lands? 

Answer:  The  following  table  shows  oil  and  gas  production  for  FY  1993: 


FY  1993  Oil  and  Gas  Production                                      | 

Federal  Lands 

Indian  Lands 

Total 

Oil 
(millions  of  barrels) 

128.8 

12.8 

141.6 

Gas 
(trillion  cubic  feet) 

1.604 

0.152 

1.756 

There  has  been  a  general  decline  in  oil  production  on  federal  lands.  We  expect 
that  decline  to  continue.  On  the  other  hand,  gas  production  has  increased,  due 
in  part  to  coalbed  methane  production  and  new  transportation  allowances  which 
have  made  gas  more  economical  to  produce. 

Land  Exchanges 

BLM's  FY  1995  budget  request  includes  increases  of  $500,000  and  8  FTEs  in  Lands  and  Realty 
Management  and  $5,000,000  and  46  FTEs  out  of  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund 
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appropriation  for  land  exchanges.  In  FY  1994,  Congress  appropriated  an  additional  $2,000,000 
for  land  exchanges. 

Qiiestion:  What  do  you  expect  to  accomplish  in  FY  1994  through  land  exchanges?   Please 

provide  for  the  record  a  listing  of  land  exchanges  by  State. 

Answer:  BLM  is  planning  to  exchange  about  160,000  acres  of  Federal  land  in  FY  1994. 

A  listing  of  exchanges  proposed  to  be  completed  in  FY  1994  is  attached. 

Question:  On  page  9- 18  of  your  FY  1995  budget  justification  you  state  the  250,000  acres  are 
acquired  annually  through  land  exchanges.  Given  the  level  of  increase  you  are 
requesting  for  land  exchanges  in  FY  1995,  how  many  acres  can  we  expect  will  be 
acquired  through  land  exchanges  if  Congress  were  to  appropriate  the  full 
$5,000,000 increase  that  you  are  requesting  for  FY  1995?  Please  provide  a  listing 
of  anticipated  land  exchanges  by  State. 

Answer:  Property  having  a  total  value  in  excess  of  $5,000,000  has  been  identified  for 

acquisition  within  the  desert  southwest.  Negotiations  for  much  of  the  property 
must  be  concluded  before  completion  of  the  exchanges.  Having  an  appropriation 
of  the  size  requested  enables  allocation  of  the  funds  among  the  four  states  having 
desert  tortoise  habitat.  This  will  allow  each  of  those  states  to  proceed  rapidly  with 
their  high  priority  exchanges.  Although  not  all  potential  exchanges  to  be 
addressed  in  FY  1995  have  been  identified,  some  of  the  exchanges  proposed  to 
be  completed  in  FY  1995  are  included  in  the  attached  list. 

Bureau  of  Land  Management   LAND  EXCHANGES,  FT  1994 


Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 


Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Planned  Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Planned  Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


State  of  Arizona 

Arizona;  Yavapai,  Maricopa,  Pima 

10,000 

37,500 

$30,000,000 

$30,000,000 

Final  phase  of  acquisition  of  lands  for  BLM  and  FWS 

under  condemnation  authority  and  the  provisions  of  the 

Arizona-Idaho  Conservation  Act  of  1988  (the  Semta  Rita 

Legislation).   Compensation  is  made  in  land. 

FY  1994 

Eversole 

Arizona;  Mohave 

487.28 

640 

$135,400 

$128,000 

Improve  multiple  use  management 

FY  1994 

NTS  Investments  Inc. 

Arizona;  Pima 

239.34 

1,050 

$2,150,000 

$2,152,500 

Watershed  and  wildlife  values 

FY  1994 

Menges 

Arizona;  Greenlee 

125.49 

160 

$18,800 

$14,400 

Improve  multiple  use  management 

FY  1994 
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Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (n  on -Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


Phelps-Dodge  Corp. 

Arizona;  Graham 

1.990 

955 

$250,000 

$250,000 

Riparian  and  wildlife  habitat  in  Gila  Box  NCA 

FY  1994 

Maricopa  County 

Arizona;  Maricopa 

2.055 

258 

$617,000 

$616,800 

Acquire  recreation  lands  and  disposal  for  regional  landflU 

FY  1994 

Jack  Jakub 

Arizona;  Mohave 

9,732 

10,871 

$1,500,000 

$1,200,000 

Wildlife  and  multiple  use  values 

FY  1994 

Santa  Fe  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Arizona;  Mohave 

234 

18,000  (sub-surface  only) 

not  yet  determined 

not  yet  determined 

Mineral  acquisition  to  consolidate  split  estate 

FY  1994 

Carter  Hendrick 

Arizona;  Yuma 

15 

570 

$60,000 

$57,000 

Gila  River  Cultural  ACEC 

FY  1994 

Tamerisk 

Arizona;  Coconino 

5 

5 

$30,000 

$30,000 

Scenic  and  recreational  values 

FY  1994 

Hancock 

Arizona;  Mohave 

240 

783 

$230,000 

$217,000 

Wilderness  inholdings 

FY  1994 

Scott  Dunton 

Arizona;  Mohave 

528 

1,060 

$132,000 

$132,500 

Desert  tortoise  habitat 

FY  1994 
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Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Planned  Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreeige): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non -Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


Santa  Fe  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Arizona;  Mohave 

55,000 

55,000 

not  yet  determined 

not  yet  determined 

Wildlife  habitat,  recreation,  and  consolidation 

FY  1994 

Marvin  Lustiger 

Arizona;  Mohave 

2,500 

2,500 

not  yet  determined 

not  yet  determined 

Lands  in  Joshua  Tree  ACEC 

FY  1994 

ASARCO  II  (Ray) 

Arizona;  Pinal,  Gila,  Pima 

10,800 

8,000 

not  yet  determined 

not  yet  determined 

Multiple  use  values 

FY  1994 

Planet  Ranch 

Arizona;  Mohave  and  La  Paz 

not  yet  determined 

8,400 

not  yet  determined 

not  yet  determined 

Riparian  and  multiple  use  values 

FY  1994 

Overholt 

Arizona;  Yavapai 

400 

900 

not  yet  determined 

not  yet  determined 

Multiple  use  management 

FY  1994 

Gillette 

Arizona;  Yavapai 

40 

80 

not  yet  determined 

not  yet  determined 

Riparian  values 

FY  1994 

John  Neal 

Arizona;  Mohave 

10,000 

7,000 

not  yet  determined 

not  yet  determined 

Multiple  use  resource  values 

FY  1994 

McDowell  Mountains  Project 

Arizona;  Maricopa 

6,000 

10,000 

not  yet  determined 

not  yet  determined 

Improve  multiple  use  management 

""  1Q04 
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Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


Pleasant  Country  Partners 

Arizona;  Maricopa 

4,500 

8,000 

not  yet  determined 

not  yet  determined 

Improve  multiple  use  management 

FY  1995 

Cache  Creek  III  Livermore 

California;  Lake 

765 

232 

$  218,000 

$  250,000 

Recreation  and  ACEC  inholding 

FY  1994 

Mattole/TNC 

California;  Humboldt 

600 

403 

$  612,500 

$  434,000 

Riparian 

FY  1994 

George  Johnson 

California;  San  Diego 

166.70 

640 

$  150,000 

$  160,000 

WSA 

FY  1994 

Smith/Trinity  River 

California;  Trinity 

105 

65 

$  75,000 

$  75,000 

Wild  &  Scenic  River 

FY  1994 

Santa  Rosa  I/TNC  Toro  Cyn 

California;  Riverside 

638.56 

3,207.24 

$  830,000 

$  1,234.000 

Santa  Roea  NSA 

FY  1994 

Hart(BaB8)/TNC  Dos  Palmas 

California;  Riverside 

10 

0 

$  40,000 

unknown 

Wetlands 

FY  1994 

Pushwalla/TNC  Dos  Palmas 

California;  Riverside 

551.78 

0 

$  286,900 

$     0 

Wetlands 

FY  1994 
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Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Fedend  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  Non-federal  party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


Lewis  Valley/TNC  Dos  Palmas 

California;  Riverside 

360 

0 

$  432,000 

$    0 

Wetlands 

FY  1994 

Eagle  Mtn  Mine 

California;  Riverside 

0 

0 

$0 

$0 

Landfill  and  ACEC 

FY  1994 

Kraus/TNC/Cosumnes 

California;  Sacramento 

0 

241.70 

$0 

$  531,470 

Wetlands 

FY  1994 

Spencer 

California;  San  Diego 

440 

520 

$  2,200,000 

$  2,080,000 

WSA 

FY  1994 

Dos  Palmas/TNC 

California;  Riverside 

0 

1,371.80 

$0 

$  2,100,000 

Wetlands 

FY  1994 

Monroe  Ph  11 

California;  San  Bernardino 

117.50 

190 

$  138,000 

$  123,000 

OHV  Open  Area 

FY  1994 

.  Bowdish  Homestead/TPL 
California;  San  Diego 
40 

529.70 
$  1,150,000 
$  1,300,000 
WSA 
FY  1994 

Lusardi  I  Land  Co 

California;  Riverside 

160 

1,347 

$  275,000 

$250,000 

Santa  Rosa  NSA 

FY  1994 
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Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Vtdue  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


Santa  Roea  II/TNC  Lowe 

California;  Riverside 

160 

0 

$  128,000 

$0 

Santa  Roea  NSA 

FY  1994 

Dos  Palmas/TNC  Ventura 

California;  Riverside 

649.70 

0 

$  340,000 

$0 

Santa  Roea  NSA 

FY  1994 

El  Dorado  Co/American  River  Land  Trust 

California;  El  Dorado 

115 

250 

$  400,000 

$  400,000 

Wild  &  Scenic  River 

FY  1994 

P&V  Enterprises/LTA 

California;  San  Bernardino 

15,777 

15,440 

$  2,895,000 

$  1,158,000 

West  Mojave  LTA 

FY  1994 

Santa  Rosa/TNC  Befeld 

California;  Riverside 

150 

0 

$0 

$0 

Santa  Rosa  NSA 

FY  1994 

Santa  Rosa/TNC  Los  Verdez 

California;  Riverside 

41.61 

0 

$0 

$0 

Santa  Rosa  NSA 

FY  1994 

Schroder/TNC/Cosumnes 

California;  El  Dorado 

4.35 

0 

$  10,000 

$0 

Wetlands 

FY  1994 

P&V  Enterprises  II/LTA 

California;  San  Bernardino 

1,232.20 

7,053.93 

$  5,041,000 

$  4,946,601 

West  Mojave  LTA 

FY  1994 


333 


Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreeige): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non -Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non -Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


Bunyard/High  Rock 

Nevada;  Washoe 

4,200 

4,200 

$  1,250,000 

$  1,250,000 

Wildlife 

FY  1994 

All  American  Pipeline. 

California;  Riverside 

40 

40 

$  12,000 

$  10,000 

ACEC 

FY  1994 

Taft  Excel  Mineral/TNC 

California;  San  Luis  Obispo 

640 

640 

$  4,000,000 

$0 

T&E  Species  and  mineral  development 

FY  1994 


Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 

Al  AGG/TNC  Dos  Palmas 

Location  (slate  and  county): 

California;  Riverside 

Area  (Federal  acreage): 

68.10 

Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 

0 

Value  (Federal): 

$  500,000 

Value  (non-Federal): 

$0 

Public  Benefit: 

Wetlands 

Completion  Date: 

FY  1994 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 

Chang/TNC  Dos  Palmas 

Location  (state  and  county): 

California;  Riverside 

Area  (Federal  acreage): 

479.04 

Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 

0 

Value  (Federal): 

$  670,000 

Value  (non-Federal): 

$0 

Public  Benefit: 

Wetlands 

Completion  Date: 

FY  1994 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 

City  of  Victorville 

Location  (state  and  county): 

California;  San  Bernardino 

Area  (Federal  acreage): 

40 

Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 

160 

Value  (Federal): 

$  53,000 

Value  (non-Federal): 

$  53,000 

Public  Benefit: 

West  Mojave  LTA 

Completion  Date: 

FY  1994 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 

Deception  Cyn/TNC  Dos  Palmas 

Location  (state  and  county): 

California;  Riverside 

Area  (Federal  acreage): 

843.  S4 

Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 

0 

Value  (Federal): 

$  380,000 

Value  (non-Federal): 

$  0 

Public  Benefit: 

Wetlands 

Completion  Date: 

FY  1994 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 

DTNA 

Location  (state  and  county): 

California;  Kern 

Area  (Federal  acreeige): 

640 

Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 

640 

Value  (Federal): 

$0 

Value  (non-Federal): 

$0 

Public  Benefit: 

Desert  Tortoise 

Completion  Date: 

FY  1994 

334 


Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  Non-federal  party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  I  non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreeige): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


Bristol  Lake 

California;  San  Bernardino 

1,600 

1,800 

$  160,000 

$  180,000 

Landfill  and  ACEC 

FY  1994 

Santa  Rosa  I/TNC 

California;  Riverside 

0 

640 

$0 

$  116,000 

Santa  Rosa  NSA 

FY  1994 

Landmark  -  Yergensen 

California;  Riverside 

119.83 

160 

$  99,000 

$  80,000 

Santa  Rosa  NSA 

FY  1994 

Santa  Fe/TNC  Dos  Palmas 

California;  Riverside 

0 

1,555.63 

$0 

$  1,322,385 

Wetlands 

FY  1994 

Roseburg  Lumber 

California;  Lassen 

0 

1,000 

$0 

$0 

Recreation 

FY  1994 

San  Bernardino  County 

California;  San  Bernardino 

0 

0 

$0 

$0 

Recreation 

FY  1994 

Pearson 

California;  Lassen 

1,500 

1,160 

$  200,000 

$  200,000 

Recreation 

FY  1994 

Bertrand 

Nevada,  Washoe 

20 

320 

$  30,000 

$  30,000 

Riparian  and  Wildlife 

FY  1994 


335 


Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non -Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


Iverson 

Nevada,  Washoe 

0 

160 

$  30,000 

$  30,000 

Wildlife  and  ACEC 

FY  1994 

Simplot 

Nevada,  Wzishoe 

0 

200 

$  35.000 

$  35,000 

Wildlife  and  ACEC 

FY  1994 

Table  Mountain 
California;  Tehama 
3,400 

1,864 
$0 

$  3,500,000 
Wild  &  Scenic  River 
FY  1994 

Wahl  (Eastside) 

California;  Tehama 

0 

1.881 

$  0 

$  1.500,000 

Recreation 

FY  1994 


Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreaige): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


Santa  Rosa  II/TNC  Gosaer 

California;  Riverside 

1,200 

320 

$  435,000 

$  161,000 

Santa  Rosa  NSA 

FY  1994 


Name  of  non -Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-federal); 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


Santa  Rosa  IITNC  Hertz 

California;  Riverside 

0 

0 

$  1,800,000 

$  0 

Santa  Rosa  NSA 

FY  1994 

Lusardi  Land  Co  II 

California;  Riverside 

0 

1,997.52 

$0 

$  4,500,000 

Santa  Rosa  NSA 

FY  1994 


336 


Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-federal); 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  agent); 
Area  (non-Federal); 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acrejige): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date; 


Markleeville/TPL 

California;  Alpine 

40 

80 

$  124.000 

$  280,000 

Wildlife 

FY  1994 

Santa  Margarita  I/TNC/Carrizo  Plain 
California;  San  Luis  Obispo 
203.52 

0 
$  197,000 
$0 

T&E  Species 
FY  1994 

Frog  Pond/TNC/Carrizo  Plain 

California;  San  Luis  Obispo 

153.43 

0 

$  100,000 

$0 

T&E  Species 

FY  1994 

Santa  Margarita  III/TNC/Carrizo  Plain 

California;  San  Luis  Obispo 

1,267.07 

0 

$  600,000 

$  0 

T&E  Species 

FY  1994 

Santa  Margarita  II/TNC/Carrizo  Plain 

California;  San  Luis  Obispo 

357.89 

0 

$  243,000 

$0 

T&E  Species 

FY  1994 

Nordic  Trucking 

California;  Tehama 

280 

249 

$  150.000 

$  150,000 

Riparian 

FY  1994 

Sage  Route/TNC  Dos  Palmas 

California;  Riverside 

329.35 

0 

$  1,054,000 

$0 

Wetlands 

FY  1994 

South  Fork  American  River/ARLT/TPL 

California;  El  Dorado 

101 

330.65 

$  500,000 

$  496,000 

River  recreation 

FY  1994 
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Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage*: 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreeige): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


John  Cooley 

California;  San  Bernardino 

214.41 

986.64 

$  606,000 

$  461,400 

West  Mojave  LTA 

FY  1994 

Santa  Rosa  I/TNC  Cotton 

California;  Riverside 

0 

640 

$0 

$  300,000 

Santa  Rosa  NSA 

FY  1994 

Siskiyou  Ranch/TPL 

California;  Siskiyou 

88.09 

320 

$  81,000 

$  60,000 

Wildlife 

FY  1994 

Amen/American  Land  Conservancy 

California;  Tehama 

1,325.26 

925 

$  3,000,000 

$  3,000,000 

Recreation  and  wildlife 

FY  1994 

TPL/Sacramento  River 

California;  Tehama,  Butte 

780.72 

429.39 

$0 

$0 

Riparian  and  recreation 

FY  1994 

Sand  Canyon 

California;  Inyo,  Kern 

115 

640 

$  575,000 

$  128,000 

WSA 

FY  1994 

Santa  Rosa  I/TNC  Pool 

California;  Riverside 

1,000 

1280 

$  200,000 

$  200,000 

Santa  Rosa  NSA 

FY  1994 

CAL  BLMX-Cache  Creek 

California;  Lake 

7,000 

13,000 

$0 

$  1,300,000 

Recreation  and  ACEC 

FY  1994 


338 


Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal*: 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


Tucker  I 

California;  Shasta  Trinity 

175 

268.20 

$  252,000 

$  252.000 

Wild  &  Scenic  River 

FY  1994 

Sierra  Pacific  Industries 

California;  Shasta,  Trinity 

5,700 

8,900 

$  6,900,000 

$  5,500,000 

OHV  open  area 

FY  1994 

CAL-BLMX,  Inc  Phase  IV 

California;  San  Benito 

20,369 

23,988 

$  0 

$0 

T&E  Species  and  Biodiversity 

FY  1994 

Rancho  Santa  Fe/TPL 

California;  Riverside 

40 

920 

$  1,150,000 

$  1,185,000 

Riparian  WSA  T&E 

FY  1994 

Tate  Land  Co/LTA 

California;  San  Bernardino 

86.96 

658 

$  348,000 

$  348,000 

West  Mojave  LTA 

FY  1994 

Goldstone  Enterprise/LTA 

California;  San  Bernardino 

120 

336.56 

$  264.000 

$  264.000 

West  Mojave  LTA 

FY  1994 

Coachella  Valley  Water  District 

California;  Riverside 

32.50 

15 

$  48,950 

$  57,750 

T&E  Species 

FY  1994 

Santa  Rosa/TNC/Desert  Water  AG 

California;  Riverside 

160 

0 

$0 

$0 

Santa  Rosa  NSA 

FY  1994 


339 


Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acrejige): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non -Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal); 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date; 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party; 

Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal); 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date; 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party; 
Location  (state  and  county); 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage); 
Value  (Federal); 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit; 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage); 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal I; 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit; 
Completion  Date; 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party; 
Location  (state  and  county); 
Area  (Federal  acreage); 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal); 
Public  Benefit; 
Completion  Date; 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party; 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date; 


Loomis 

California;  San  Bernardino 

80 

320 

$  160 

$  160 

West  Mojave  LTA 

FY  1994 

Shepardson 

California;  Riverside 

160 

160 

$  67,000 

$  72,000 

Recreation 

FY  1994 

Steele  Peak/TNC 

California;  Riverside 

160 

160 

$  350,000 

$  350,000 

T&E  Species 

FY  1994 

Beauty  Mountain 
California;  San  Diego 
1,552.98 
2,267.03 
$  3,062,000 
$  3,400,500 

Recreation  and  wildlife 
FY  1994 

Domenigoni/Riverside  Habitat 

California;  Riverside 

120 

106.79 

$  1,000,000 

$  1,000,000 

T&E  Species  and  reservoir 

FY  1994 

Potrero  Creek 

California;  Riverside 

120.25 

106.79 

$0 

$0 

T&E  Species 

FY  1994 

Cosumnes  River/TNC 
California;  Sacramento 
^  685 
481 

$  1,718,000 
$  1,085,000 
Wetlands 
FY  1994 

New  Owl  Rock  ProducU/LTA 

California;  San  Bernardino 

295 

1,920 

$  1,056,000 

$  1,056,000 

West  Mojave  LTA 

FY  1994 


340 


Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Ffderal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal I: 
Value  (non-Federal I; 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non -Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal': 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acresige): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


Bellonzi 

California;  Lake,  Yolo 

40.86 

232.15 

$0 

$0 

Recreation  and  ACEC 

FY  1994 

TPL/Sacramento  River/Orwick 

California;  Tehama 

0 

4,900 

$0 

$  5,000,000 

Riparian  and  recreation 

FY  1994 

Cosumnes/TNC/Deer  Creek 

California;  El  Dorado 

120 

483 

$  480,000 

$  1,062,600 

Wetlands 

FY  1994 

North  Eagle  Lake  Campground/TPL 

California;  Lassen 

365 

138.15 

$  365,000 

$  260,000 

Recreation 

FY  1994 

DTNA 

California;  Kern 

400 

400 

$  140,000 

$  140,000 

Desert  Tortoise 

FY  1994 

Pine  Dunes/Roberts/TPL 

California;  Lassen 

0 

160 

$0 

$0 

Recreation 

FY  1994 

Payne  Ranch 

California;  Colusa 

0 

20,000 

$  0 

$  6,000,000 

Recreation  and  ACEC 

FY  1994 

Indian  Canyons 

California;  Riverside 

0 

0 

$  3,500,000 

$0 

Santa  Rosa  NSA 

FY  1994 


341 


Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (^state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreaige): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreaige): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acresige): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acrejige): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


TPL/Saron/Morton  Family  Trust 

California;  Tehama 

949 

513 

$  1,700,000 

$  1,700,000 

Sacramento  River 

FY  1994 

TPL/Gabrych 

California;  Tehama 

5,000 

3,806 

$  1.600.000 

$  1.600,000 

Sacramento  River 

FY  1994 

Phil  Braken 

California;  Shasta 

640 

640 

$  320.000 

$  320.000 

Recreation 

FY  1994 

Muletown 

California;  Shasta 

320 

320 

$  320,000 

$  320.000 

Recreation 

FY  1994 

Driscoll  Strawberry  Assoc 

California;  Tehama 

3.000 

493 

$  750.000 

$  750,000 

Fisheries  and  riparian 

FY  1994 

Dulin 

California;  San  Bernardino 

160 

2 

$  80.000 

$  80,000 

East  Mojave  NSA 

FY  1994 

Benson 

XIalifornia;  San  Bernardino 

20 

20 

$0 

$0 

East  Mojave  NSA 

FY  1994 

Unis-Ring 

California;  San  Bernardino 

1,297.64 

1,270.19 

$0 

$0 

Bighorn  WSA 

FY  1994 


342 


Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage); 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date; 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (FederaP: 
Value  (non-federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (n  on -Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non -Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreaige): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


Summit  Valley  Ranches 

California;  San  Bernardino 

700 

5,120 

$0 

$  0 

West  Mojave  LTA 

FY  1994 

Massey 

California;  Riverside 

0 

0 

$0 

$  0 

WSA  Inholdings 

FY  1994 

ARC  Las  Flores  Phase  III 

California;  San  Bernardino 

500 

1,235 

$  1,300,000 

$  1,300,000 

ACEC 

FY  1994 

Loomis 

California;  San  Bernardino 

207 

390 

$  866,600 

$  866,600 

West  Mojave  LTA 

FY  1994 

Estil/Red  Rock 

California;  Lassen 

1,200 

1,000 

$  120,000 

$  100,000 

Wetlands  and  wildlife 

FY  1994 

Woodystone 

California;  San  Bernardino 

100 

500 

$0 

$0 

West  Mojave  LTA 

FY  1994 

Inland  Group 

California;  San  Bernardino 

55 

600 

$  100,500 

$  100,500 

West  Mojave  LTA 

FY  1994 

Lamont  Meadows/Chimney  Peak  TPL 

California;  Tulare 

754.98 

240 

$  320,000 

$  320,000 

WSA 

FY  1994 


343 


Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acresige): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


Cambria/TNC  Carrizo  Plain 

California;  San  Luis  Obispo 

1,138.56 

0 

$  350,000 

$  350,000 

T&E  Species 

FY  1994 

Sinton/TNC  Carrizo  Plain 

California;  San  Luis  Obispo 

285 

160 

$  25,000 

$  21,000 

T&E  Species 

FY  1994 

East  County/TNC  Carrizo  Plain 

California;  San  Luis  Obispo 

4,170.25 

5,000 

$  800,000 

$  800,000 

T&E  Species 

FY  1994 

Ferguson/TPL  Merced  River 

California;  Mariposa 

0 

0 

$0 

$  50,000 

Wild  &  Scenic  River 

FY  1994 

Castleberry/TPL  Merced 

California;  Mariposa 

0 

0 

$0 

$  53,500 

Wild  &  Scenic  River 

FY  1994 

Homan/TPL  Merced 

California;  Mariposa 

0 

0 

$0 

$  95,000 

Wild  &  Scenic  River 

FY  1994 

Perati/TPL  Merced 

California;  Mariposa 

0 

0 

$0 

$  12,000 

Wild  &  Scenic  River 

FY  1994 

Linse/TPL  Merced 

California;  Mariposa 

0 

0 

$0 

$  50,000 

Wild  &  Scenic  River 

FY  1994 


344 


Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  I  non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


Craig 

California;  Tulare 

0 

1,060 

$  2,000,000 

$  2,000,000 

Riparian  and  recreation 

FY  1994 

Mojave  Emp 

California;  San  Bernardino 

80 

640 

$  320,000 

$  320,000 

West  Mojave  LTA 

Fi'  1994 

Pacific  Gtwy 

California;  San  Bernardino 

460 

2,024 

$  1,012,000 

$  1,012,000 

West  Mojave  LTA 

FY  1994 

Loom  is 

California;  San  Bernardino 

100 

100 

$  80,000 

$  80.000 

West  Mojave  LTA 

FY  1994 

Keene/TNC  Carrizo  Plain 

California,  Kern 

1,160.96 

0 

$  120,000 

$  120,000 

T&E  Species 

FY  1994 

Tehachapi/TNC  Carrizo 

California;  Kern 

320 

1,984.17 

$  500,000 

$  386,910 

T&E  Species 

FY  1994 

Merced  River/TPL 

California;  Mariposa 

0 

600 

$0 

$0 

Wild  &  Scenic  River 

FY  1994 

Eel  River/GP 

California;  Mendocino 

40 

55 

$0 

$0 

Wildlife  and  timber 

FY  1994 


345 


Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 

CAL-BLMX  Kettleman 

Location  (state  and  county): 

California;  Fresno,  Kings 

Area  (Federal  acreage): 

4.000 

Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 

4,000 

Value  (Federal): 

$  800,000 

Value  (non-Federal): 

$  800,000 

Public  Benefit: 

T&E  Species  Range 

Completion  Date: 

FY  1994 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 

Allen/TNC 

Location  (state  and  county): 

California;  Kern 

Area  (Federal  acreage): 

8.000 

Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 

8.000 

Value  (Federal): 

$  350,000 

Value  (non-federal): 

$  350,000 

Public  Benefit: 

Riparian  and  cultui-al 

Completion  Date: 

FY  1994 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 

Etter 

Location  (state  and  county): 

California;  Humboldt 

Area  (Federal  acreage): 

40 

Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 

40 

Value  (Federal): 

$  65,000 

Value  (non-Federal): 

$  65,000 

Public  Benefit: 

Recreation  access 

Completion  Date: 

FY  1994 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 

CALBLMX  PH  II  Cache  Creek 

Location  (state  and  county): 

California;  Colusa  Lake 

Area  (Federal  acreage): 

7.000 

Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 

2,000 

Value  (Federal): 

$  800,000 

Value  (non-Federal): 

$  800,000 

Public  Benefit: 

Cultural  and  wildlife 

Completion  Date: 

FY  1994 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 

Jim  Fee/Cowhead  Slough 

Location  (state  and  county): 

Nevada;  Washoe 

Area  (Federal  acrezige): 

400 

Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 

400 

Value  (Federal): 

$  50,000 

Value  (non-Federal): 

$  50,000 

Public  Benefit: 

Wetlands 

Completion  Date: 

FY  1994 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 

Dora 

Location  (state  and  county): 

California;  San  Bernardino 

Area  (Federal  acreage): 

0 

Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 

0 

Value  (Federal): 

$0 

Value  (non-Federal): 

$0 

Public  Benefit: 

Recreation 

Completion  Date: 

FY  1994 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 

Southern  California  Gas 

Location  (state  and  county): 

California;  San  Bernardino 

Area  (Federal  acreeige): 

^ 

Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 

0 

Value  (Federal): 

$0 

Value  (non-Federal): 

$0 

Public  Benefit: 

Completion  Date: 

FY  1994 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 

Ward/TNC  Carrizo  Plain 

Location  (state  and  county): 

California;  San  Luis  Obispo 

Area  (Federal  acreage): 

240 

Area  (non -Federal  acreage): 

617 

Value  (Federal): 

$  130,000 

Value  (non-Federal): 

$  185,100 

Public  Benefit: 

T&E  Species 

Completion  Date: 

FY  1994 

346 


Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (stale  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acresige): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


TPL/Sacramento  River/Gover 

California;  Tehama 

0 

1.400 

$0 

$  4,000,000 

Sacramento  River 

FY  1995 

R.C.  RobertsAVall  Canyon 

Nevada;  Washoe 

2,300 

2,300 

$  230,000 

$  230,000 

T&E  and  recreation 

FY  1995 

Hawxhurst 

Colorado;  Mesa 

700 

700 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Wildlife  and  recreation 

June,  1994 

Nickel-Brown 

Colorado;  Hinsdale 

4.5 

41 

36,000 

34,500 

Access,  wilderness,  and  recreation 

FY  1994 

Seely 

Colorado;  Moffat,  Rio  Blanco 

980 

2.000 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Recreation 

August,  1994 

Shepard  &  Associates 

Colorado;  Park,  Fremont 

1,000 

1,380 

350,000 

350,000 

Wilderness 

FY  1994 

Westlands  Ranch 

Colorado;  Rio  Blanco 

1,000 

960 

300,000 

300,000 

Wildlife 

June,  1994 

State  Land  Board 

Colorado;  Alamosa,  Rio  Grande 

1,220 

1,220 

200,000 

200,000 

Wilderness  and  recreation 

July,  1994 


347 


Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal >: 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  t  non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal); 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal); 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit; 
Completion  Date; 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage); 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal); 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit; 
Completion  Date; 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party; 
Location  (state  and  county); 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage); 
Value  (Federal); 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit; 
Completion  Date; 


Visintainer  Sheep  Co.  (King  Mtn.'' 

Colorado;  Moffatt,  Routt,  Eagle,  Pitkin 

8,600 

4,284 

1,200,000 

1,175,000 

Access,  forestry,  wildlife,  and  recreation 

December,  1994 

P.  Moltz 

Colorado;  Chaffee 

160 

70 

120,000 

120,000 

Recreation 

May,  1994 

Hall 

Colorado;  Fremont 

80 

80 

30,000 

30,000 

Recreation  and  cultural  resources 

September,  1994 

T.  Redmond 

Colorado;  Huerfano 

11,000 -t- 

Undetermined 

2,000,000 

2,000,000 

Wildlife  and  recreation 

FY  1994 

Oxford 

Colorado;  Park 

240 

240 

50,000 

50.000 

Wildlife 

FY  1994 

Speight 

Colorado;  Fremont 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Recreation 

FY  1994 

Tezak 

Qolorado;  Fremont 

Undetermined 

280 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Recreation 

FY  1994 

Jacquez 

Colorado;  Lake,  Gilpin 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Recreation 

FY  1994 


348 


Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage); 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage); 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal); 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit; 
Completion  Date; 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal); 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit; 
Completion  Date; 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage); 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal); 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit; 
Completion  Date; 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party; 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage); 
Value  (Federal); 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit; 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage); 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal); 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit; 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage); 
Value  (Federal); 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date; 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  'Federal); 
Value  (n on -Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


Steele 

Colorado;  Moffat 

350 

12 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Recreation 

FY  1994 

Kourlis 

Colorado;  Moffat 

20 

120 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Recreation 

FY  1994 

Bridges 

Colorado;  Moffat 

360 

640 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Recreation 

FY  1994 

Ritchie 

Colorado;  Grand 

5,563 

3,322 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Recreation 

FY  1994 

Denver  Water  Board 

Colorado;  Grand 

1,485 

1,439 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Recreation 

FY  1994 

Elk  Trout  Lodge 

Colorado;  Grand 

30 

30 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Recreation 

FY  1994 

Piney  Peak 

Colorado;  Eagle 

243 

243 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Recreation 

FY  1994 

Hamilton-Duncan 

Colorado;  Grand 

80 

80 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Recreation 

FY  1994 


349 


Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (FederaH: 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal); 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  I  non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-FederaH: 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  ( Federal V 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


WHI,  Inc. 

Colorado;  Garfield 

604 

603 

211,500 

196,000 

Access,  recreation 

FY  1994 

T.  Smith 

Colorado;  ChafTee 

240 

90 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Recreation 

FY  1994 

Gossage 

Colorado;  Fremont 

1,900 

1,900 

380,000 

380,000 

Wildlife 

FY  1994 

Heather 

Colorado;  Fremont 

480 

260 

200,000 

200.000 

Wilderness 

FY  1994 

Rec  1 

Idaho;  Twin  Falls,  Blaine,  Power,  Bannock 

1,000 

800 

$168,000 

$168,000 

Access,  recreation,  and  riparian 

FY  1994 

Wild  1 

Idaho;  Twin  Falls,  Cassia 

680 

820 

$103,000 

$103,000 

Riparian  and  wildlife 

FY  1994 

Wild  2 

Idaho;  Twin  Fails,  Oneida 

1,940 

1,940 

$194,000 

$194,000 

Access,  fisheries,  riparian,  and  wildlife 

September,  1994 

Dewey 

Idaho;  Ada,  Gem 

168 

128 

$120,000 

$200,000 

Fisheries  and  wildlife 

FY  1995 


350 


Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal); 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreeige): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


Marshall 

Idaho;  Ada,  Gem 

21 

40 

$8,400 

$8,800 

Fisheries,  wildlife,  and  T&E  plants 

FY  1994 

Maverick  Ranches 

Idaho;  Washington 

4,868 

4,868 

$364,500 

$364,500 

Fisheries  and  wildlife 

FY  1995 

Stilwell 

Idaho;  Idaho,  Ada 

200 

168 

$68,000 

$68,000 

Fisheries,  wildlife,  and  T&E  plants 

FY  1994 

Elmore  County 

Idaho;  Idaho,  Elmore 

440 

425 

$25,000 

$24,000 

Community  expansion 

FY  1994 

The  Nature  Conservancy 

Idaho;  Idaho,  Washington,  Elmore 

480 

633 

$137,000 

$137,000 

Fisheries,  wildlife,  and  riparian 

FY  1994 

Wing 

Idaho;  Idaho,  Elmore 

200 

330 

$24,000 

$24,000 

Fisheries  and  wildlife 

FY  1994 

Envirosafe 

Idaho;  Idaho,  Owyhee 

520 

121 

$35,000 

$188,000 

Fisheries,  wildlife,  recreation,  and  riparian 

FY  1994 

Smith 

Idaho;  Idaho,  Elmore 

156 

55 

$40,000 

$40,000 

Fisheries,  wildlife,  recreation,  and  riparian 

FY  1994 


351 


Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 

Southwest,  Inc. 

Location  (state  and  county): 

Idaho;  Idaho, 

Ada 

Area  (Federal  acreage): 

640 

Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 

640 

Value  (Federal): 

Unknown 

Value  (non-Federal): 

Unknown 

Public  Benefit: 

Fisheries  and 

wildlife 

Completion  Date: 

Unknown 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 

Y-T  Ranches 

Location  (state  and  county): 

Idaho;  Idaho, 

Owyhee 

Area  (Federal  acreage): 

280 

Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 

180 

Value  (Federal): 

Unknown 

Value  (non-Federal): 

Unknown 

Public  Benefit: 

Unknown 

Completion  Date: 

Unknown 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 

State  of  Idahc 

-) 

Location  (state  and  county): 

Idaho;  Idaho, 

Ada 

Area  (Federal  acreage): 

3,000 

Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 

1,800 

Value  (Federal): 

Unknown 

Value  (non-Federal): 

Unknown 

Public  Benefit: 

Unknown 

Completion  Date: 

Unknown 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 

Miller 

Location  (state  and  county): 

Idaho;  Idaho, 

Owyhee 

Area  (Federal  acreage); 

40 

Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 

40 

Value  (Federal): 

$8,000 

Value  (non-Federal): 

$8,000 

Public  Benefit: 

Fisheries,  wildlife,  and  riparian 

Completion  Date: 

FY  1995 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 

Parkinson 

Location  (state  and  county): 

Idaho;  Idaho, 

Owyhee 

Area  (Federal  acreage): 

200 

Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 

275 

Value  (Federal): 

Unknown 

Value  (non-Federal): 

Unknown 

Public  Benefit: 

Unknown 

Completion  Date: 

FY  1995 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 

Steiner 

Location  (state  and  county): 

Idaho;  Idaho, 

,  Owyhee 

Area  (Federal  acreage): 

40 

Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 

20 

Value  (Federal): 

Unknown 

Value  (non-Federal): 

Unknown 

Public  Benefit: 

Unknown 

Completion  Date: 

Unknown 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 

Garrett 

Location  (state  and  county): 

Idaho;  Idaho 

,  Owyhee 

Area  (Federal  acreage): 

848 

Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 

720 

Value  (Federal): 

Unknown 

Value  (non-Federal): 

Unknown 

Public  Benefit: 

Unknown 

Completion  Date: 

Unknown 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 

Weeks 

Location  (state  and  county): 

Idaho;  Bonneville 

Area  (Federal  acreage): 

16 

Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 

32 

Value  (Federal): 

$8,000 

Value  (non-Federal): 

$8,000 

Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Wildlife 
FY  1994 

352 


Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acrecige): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  ( non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non -Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


Pancheri 

Idaho;  Butte 

1,037 

1,000 

$150,000 

$150,000 

Fisheries,  riparian,  and  access 

FY  1994 

Shievley 

Idaho;  Jefferson 

140 

835 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Riparian  and  wildlife 

FY  1994 

Clement 

Idaho;  Jefferson 

1,314 

1,320 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Wildlife 

Unknown 

Sullivan 

Idaho;  Clark 

160 

158 

$14,400 

$19,750 

Riparian  and  wildlife 

FY  1994 

State  of  Idaho 

Idaho;  Jefferson 

5,091 

8,264 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Wildlife 

FY  1994 

Forsgren 

Idaho;  Franklin 

120 

120 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Riparian  and  wildlife 

FY  1994 

Bingham  County 

Idaho;  Bingham 

220 

120 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Riparian  and  access 

FY  1994 

Desano 

Idaho;  Bannock 

160 

160 

$52,000 

$52,000 

Wildlife  and  recreation 

FY  1994 


353 


Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


Deer  Creek 

Idaho;  Lemhi 

40 

40 

$20,000 

$20,000 

Wildlife,  recreation,  access,  and  riparian 

FY  1994 

Dowton 

Idaho;  Custer 

60 

150 

$30,000 

$30,000 

Wildlife,  recreation,  access,  and  riparian 

FY  1994 

Idaho  Power  Co. 

Idaho;  Jerome 

710 

550 

$335,000 

$55,000 

Wildlife 

FY  1994 

Salmon  River  Properties 

Idaho;  Lemhi 

329 

240 

$32,000 

$42,000 

Recreation,  wildlife,  riparian,  and  access 

FY  1994 

Peterson  Creek 

Idaho;  Lemhi 

40 

40 

$4,000 

$4,000 

Wildlife,  cultural,. and  riparian 

FY  1994 


Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


Geertson  Creek 

Idaho;  Lemhi 

40 

40 

$4,000 

$4,000 

Wildlife,  cultural,  and  riparian 

FY  1994 

Whitworth 

Idalio;  Custer 

300 

300 

$30,000 

$30,000 

Wildlife  and  riparian 

FY  1994 

Birch  Creek  II 

Idaho;  Lemhi 

400 

640 

$40,000 

$60,000 

Wildlife  and  riparian 

FY  1994 


354 


Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


Tex  Creek 

Idaho;  Lemhi 

200 

200 

$20,000 

$20,000 

Wildlife,  fisheries,  riparian,  and  T&E  plants 

FY  1994 

Chilly  Slough  (Fulton) 

Idaho;  Custer 

100 

100 

$10,000 

$10,000 

Waterfowl  Habitat 

FY  1994 

Chilly  Slough  (San  Felipe) 

Idaho;  Custer 

400 

400 

$40,000 

$40,000 

Waterfowl  Habitat 

FY  1994 

Pardue 

Idaho;  Blaine 

79.32 

80 

$3,000 

$3,000 

Access,  riparian,  and  wildlife 

FY  1994 

State  of  Idaho  -  Wendell  Phase  II 

Idaho;  Blaine,  Elmore,  Gooding 

6,350 

9,440 

$240,000 

$240,000 

Access,  wildlife,  wilderness,  and  riparian 

FY  1994 


Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 

Leavell 

Location  (state  and  county): 

Idaho;  Gooding 

Area  (Federal  acreage): 

303 

Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 

160 

Value  (Federal): 

$25,000 

Value  (non-Federal): 

$25,000 

Public  Benefit: 

Access 

Completion  Date: 

FY  1994 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 

Hamm 

Location  (state  and  county): 

Idaho;  Lincoln 

Area  (Federal  acreeige): 

80 

Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 

20 

Value  (Federal): 

$8,000 

Value  (non-Federal): 

$8,000 

Public  Benefit: 

Expansion  of  administrative  facilities 

Completion  Date: 

FY  1994 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 

West 

Location  (state  and  county): 

Idaho;  Blaine 

Area  (Federal  acreage): 

571 

Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 

569 

Value  (Federal): 

$114,000 

Value  (non-Federal): 

$114,000 

Public  Benefit: 

Wildlife,  timber,  and  range 

Completion  Date: 

FY  1996 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


355 

North  Side  Canal 

Idaho;  Jerome,  Gooding 

40 

40 

$5,000 

$5,000 

Recreation  and  wildlife 

FY  1994 

State  of  Idaho  (Phase  III) 

Idaho;  Jerome,  Lincoln 

30,000 

30,000 

$1,000,000 

$1,000,000 

Access,  wildlife,  riparian,  and  range 

FY  1995 


Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 

Perron  II 

Location  (state  and  county): 

Idaho;  Blaine 

Area  (Federal  acreage): 

440 

Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 

480 

Value  (Federal): 

$200,000 

Value  (non-Federal): 

$200,000 

Public  Benefit: 

Wildlife  and  riparian 

Completion  Date: 

FY  1996 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 

Cole 

Location  (state  and  county): 

Idaho;  Gooding 

Area  (Federal  acreage): 

120 

Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 

120 

Value  (Federal): 

$12,000 

Value  (non-Federal): 

$12,000 

Public  Benefit: 

Riparian 

Completion  Date: 

FY  1995 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 

Patterson 

Location  (state  and  county): 

Idaho;  Gooding, 

Lincolr 

Area  (Federal  acreage): 

3,000 

Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 

308 

Value  (Federal): 

$300,000 

Value  (non-Federal): 

$80,000 

Public  Benefit: 
C.ninnlption  Date: 

Recreation  and 
FY  1995 

wildlife 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


State  of  Idaho  ,        . 

Idaho;  Kootenai,  Boise,  Adams,  Valley,  Washington 

635 

5,110 

$1,600,000 

$1,600,000 

Recreation 

FY  1994 

Schilling 

Idaho;  Nez  Perce 

400      ^ 

13 

$250,000 

$250,000 

Recreation 

FY  1994 

Flex/Robbins 

Idaho;  Lewis 

700 

700 

$200,000 

$200,000 

Recreation  and  wildlife 

FY  1994 


356 


Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  benefit: 
Completion  date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  benefit: 
Completion  date: 


Keymore/Gregg 

Idaho;  Lewis 

200 

40 

$80,000 

$80,000 

Recreation 

FY  1994 

Cereghino 

Idaho;  Idaho 

40 

120 

$120,000 

$120,000 

T&E  plants  and  wildlife 

FY  1994 

Keymore/Bream 

Idaho;  Lewis 

200 

21 

$150,000 

$150,000 

Recreation 

FY  1994 

Daw  I 

Idaho;  Shoshone,  Kootenai,  Bonner,  Boundary 

600 

55 

$900,000 

$900,000 

Recreation 

FY  1994 

IfiS 

Idaho;  Shoshone,  Bonner 

380 

900 

$800,000 

$800,000 

Recreation,  wildlife,  and  forestry 

FY  1994 

Daw  II 

Idaho;  Kootenai,  Benewah,  Bonner 

840 

1,120 

$1,700,000 

$1,700,000 

Watershed,  wildlife,  and  forestry 

FY  1994 

State  of  Montana 

Montana;  Park  and  Beaverhead 

320 

16 

$30,000 

$49,000 

Acquisition  of  inholding  within  Yellowstone  National  Park 

FY  1994 

Montana  Tunnels/Hunsaker 

Montana;  Jefferson  and  Broadwater 

500 

500 

$70,000 

$70,000 

Riparian  and  wetlands  along  the  Missouri  River 

FY  1994 
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Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-federal): 
Public  benefit: 


Completion  date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal); 
Public  benefit: 


Completion  date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 

Area  (Federal  acre£ige): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  benefit: 

Completion  date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  benefit: 

Completion  date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  benefit: 

Completion  date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Pao^y: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  benefit: 
Completion  date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreeige): 
Area  (non-Federal): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  benefit: 
Completion  date: 


Williams 

Montana;  Beaverhead 

240 

360 

$106,000 

$106,000 

Riparian  values,  year-round  habitat  for  elk,  deer  habitat, 

adjacent  to  a  WSA,  land  consolidation,  and  prevention  of 

a  subdivision  within  a  large  and  remote  block  of  BLM 

land 

FY  1994 

Champion  International 

Montana;  Missoula,  Powell 

5,200 

5,200 

$1,500,000 

$1,500,000 

Riparian,    fisheries,   &    wildlife   values;    will    allow   for 

acquisition  of  several  miles  of  land  along  the  "endangered" 

Blackfoot  River 

FY  1994 

Plum  Creek  Timber  Co. 

Montana;     Missoula,     Powell,     Granite,     Beaverhead, 
Madison,  Gallatin,  Jefferson,  Broadwater,  and  Park 
6,000 
9,000 

$2,500,000 
$2,500,000 

Riparian,  wildlife  habitat,  land  consolidation,  and 
commercial  forest  land. 
FY  1994 

High  Mountain  Ranches  (Red  Rock  Land  Exchange) 

Montana;  Beaverhead 

3.500 

3.500 

$400,000 

$400,000 

Riparian,  fisheries,  wildlife,  land  consolidation,  elk  winter 

range,  and  habitat  for  deer,  antelope,  and  sage  grouse. 

FY  1994 

Huempfner 

Montana;  Broadwater.  Gallatin 

250 

250 

$50,000 

$50,000 

Riparian,  public  access  to  the  Missouri  River  and  Sixteen 

Mile  Creek 

FY  1994 

Schnell 

North  Dakota;  Stark  County,  et.  al. 

2,000 

700 

$100,000 

$100,000 

Recreation 

FY  1994 

Pugsley 

Montana;  Liberty 

503.44 

113.17 

$20,138 

$14,146 

Riparian  and  access 

FY  1994 
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Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  benefit: 
Completion  date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  benefit: 
Completion  date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreaige): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (n  on -Federal): 
Public  benefit: 
Completion  date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreeige): 
Area  (non-federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  benefit: 
Completion  date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  benefit: 
Completion  date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  benefit: 
Completion  date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non -Federal): 
Public  benefit: 
Completion  date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  benefit: 
Completion  date: 


Anderson 

Montana;  Valley 

151.04 

160.02 

$5,286 

$5,600 

Access 

FY  1994 

Gay 

Montana;  Powder  River 

4,582 

4,582 

$198,000 

$198,000 

Recreation 

FY  1994 

Meridian 

Montana;  Yellowstone 

153 

153 

$33,000 

$33,000 

Recreation 

FY  1994 

Cave  Hills 

South  Dakota;  Harding 

1,000 

1,000 

$70,000 

$70,000 

Recreation 

FY  1994 

Montana  State 

Montana;  Yellowstone 

160 

160 

$80,000 

$80,000 

Recreation 

FY  1994 

Htmsen 

Montana;  Carter 

2,080 

2,080 

$145,600 

$145,600 

Riparian 

FY  1994 

Two-Rivers 

South  Dakota;  Pennington 

1,500 

1,500 

$112,500 

$112,500 

Recreation 

FY  1994 

Nefsy 

Montana;  Prairie 

1,000 

1,000 

$45,000 

$45,000 

Recreation 

FY  1994 


359 


Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  benefit: 
Completion  date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  benefit: 
Completion  date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-federal): 
Public  benefit: 
Completion  date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  benefit: 
Completion  date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  benefit: 
Completion  date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  benefit: 
Completion  date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acretige): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


Rypkema 

Montana;  Powder  River 

1,840 

1,840 

$72,000 

$72,000 

Recreation 

FY  1994 

Big  Dry 

Montana;  Garfield  et.  al. 

2,500 

2,500 

$112,500 

$112,500 

Recreation 

FY  1995 

Homestake  II 

South  Dakota;  Butte 

3,000 

3,000 

$225,000 

$225,000 

Riparian 

FY  1995 

Lindsey 

South  Dakota;  Butte 

1.500 

1,500 

$112,500 

$112,500 

Range 

FY  1995 

Thaut 

Montana;  Yellowstone 

320 

320 

$80,000 

$80,000 

Recreation 

FY  1995 

Tilstra 

Montana;  Carbon 

1,000 

1,000 

$50,000 

$50,000 

Recreation 

FY  1995 

Van  Norman 

Nevada;  Elko 

116 

160 

$8,900 

$8,800 

Agricultural  trespass  resolution  and  riparian  acquisition 

FY  1994 

Newmont 

Nevada;  Elko 

283 

280 

$35,200 

$21,000 

Protection  of  Dorsey  Creek  watershed 

FY  1994 


360 


Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acresige): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non -Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 

Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Ptwty: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


O'Neil 

Nevada;  Elko 

4,200 

4,200 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Wildlife  Habitat  and  consolidation  of  land 

FY  1994 

Simplot 

Nevada;  Elko 

21,000 

21,000 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Wildlife  habitat  and  consolidation  on  land  ownership 

FY  1994 

Ken  Jones 

Nevada;  Elko 

3,200 

1,265 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Acquisition  of  private  inholdings  in  Humboldt  National 

Forest 

FY  1994 

City  of  Elko 

Nevada;  Elko 

Undetermined 

10 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Expansion  of  Elko  District  Office  site 

FY  1994 

Richard  Drake 

Nevada;  Humboldt 

2,000 

500 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Recreation,  wildlife,  grazing,  and  accees  to  public  land 

FY  1994 

Pitchfork  Ranch 

Nevada;  Lyon 

207 

40 

$39,500 

$39,000 

Access  to  East  Walker  River  and  its  riparian  habitat 

FY  1994 

Lakes  at  Las  Vegtts 

Nevada;  Clark 

1,900 

62 

$2,160,000 

$1,887,870 

Acquisition  of  inholdings  within  Red  Rock  Canyon  NCA 

FY  1994 

Olympic  Nevada,  Inc.  (Red  Rock) 

Nevada;  Clark 

Undetermined 

320 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Recreation,  wildlife,  riparian,  and  wetland 

FY  1994 
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Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  find  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreeige): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreeige): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreeige): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreeige): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


American  Land  Conservancy  (Depauli  Ranch) 

Nevada;  Clark,  Washoe 

Undetermined 

11,055 

Undetermined 

$5,000,000 

Inholdings  within  the  Pyramid  Lake  Indian  Reservation 

Undetermined 

Ash  Springs 

Nevada;  Lincoln 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Recreation,  wildlife,  and  riparian 

Undetermined 

Portal  #1  and  #2 

Nevada;  Clark 

Undetermined 

4 

Undetermined 

$135,000 

Access  and  inholdings  within  the  Red  Rock  Canyon  NCA 

Undetermined 

Nevada  Bighorns  Unlimited 

Nevada;  Clark,  Storey 

40 

4,988 

Undetermined 

$388,000 

Back  Country  Byways,  public  access,  and  riparian 

Undetermined 

Walters 

Nevada;  Clark 

Undetermined 

38 

Undetermined 

$1,000,000 

Acquisition  of  inholding  within  Red  Rock  Canyon  NCA 

Undetermined 

Elmer  Gamsey 

New  Mexico;  Chaves 

3,450 

720 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Riparian,  wildlife,  and  recreation 

FY  1994 

Lincoln  Valley  Land  Company 

New  Mexico;  Lincoln 

25,010 

429  plus  132  acres  of  water  rights 

$1,457,900 

$1,430,000 

Riparian,  wildlife,  cultural,  and  recreation 

FY  1994 

Lincoln  Valley  Land  Company 

New  Mexico;  Lincoln,  Vedencia 

5,826 

686  plus  192  acres  of  water  rights 

$2,150,000 

$2,040,000 

Riparian,  wildlife,  cultural,  and  recreation 

FY  1994 
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Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acretige): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non -Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 

Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acrezige): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit: 

Completion  Date: 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non -Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


Lincoln  Valley  Land  Company 

New  Mexico;  Eddy 

450 

1,400 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Riparian,  wildlife,  and  recreation 

FY  1994 

King  Brothers 

New  Mexico;  Cibola,  Santa  Fe 

710 

17,430 

$3,200 

$100 

Wilderness  inholdings/edgeholdings,  riparian,  and  T&E 

FY  1994 

King  Brothers 

New  Mexico;  Cibola,  Santa  Fe 

697 

2,445 

$132,700 

$132,700 

Access  into  Dittert  Site,  NCA  parcels,  historic  homestead 

FY  1994 

Archaeological  Conservancy 

New  Mexico;  McKinley,  Taos,  Santa  Fe 

80-1- 

640 -K 

$256,000 

$255,000 

Chacoan  Outlier 

FY  1994 


Nature  Conservancy 

New  Mexico;  Rio  Arriba,  Dona  Ana 

80 

922-1- 

$196,000 

$196,000 

NCA  inholdings 

FY  1994 

New  Mexico  State  Land  Department 

New  Mexico;  Sandoval,  Santa  Fe,  McKinley,  San  Juan, 

Taos, 'Cibola 

22,000 

Undetermined 

$4,400,000  (est.) 

$4,400,000 

WSA  inholdings,  De-na-zin  wilderness,  ACEC's,  riparian. 

Wild  &  Scenic,  and  archeological  values. 

FY  1994 

Acoma  Tribe 

New  Mexico;  Cibola 

2,500 

112 

$500,000 

Equivalent  value 

Acquisition  of  NCA  parcels  and  NM 

FY  1994 

Rio  Grande  Putnership 

New  Mexico;  Santa  Fe,  Taos 

200 

1,000 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Big  game  winter  habitat 

FY  1994 
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Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acresige): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreiige): 
Area  (n  on -Federal  acrejige): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreeige): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-FederaJ  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 

Completion  Date: 


Klauer 

New  Mexico;  Taos 

970 

640 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Scenic  visteis  overlooking  Orilla  Verde  Recreation  Area 

FY  1994 

Ernest  Hurt 

New  Mexico;  Grant 

40 

40 

$10,000 

$10,000 

Trespsiss  resolution  of  an  old  ranch  headquarters 

FY  1994 

Myer 

New  Mexico;  San  Juan 

67 

107.5 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Cultural  and  wildlife 

FY  1994 

Candelaria 

New  Mexico;  San  Juan 

160 

40 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Wildlife,  recreation,  and  land  consolidation 

FY  1994 

Lewis 

New  Mexico;  San  Juan 

160 

40 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Wildernees 

FY  1994 

Harrison 

New  Mexico;  San  Juan 

160 

40 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Wilderness 

FY  1994 

George 

New  Mexico;  San  Juan 

160 

40 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Wilderness 

FY  1994 

Navajo  Tribe 

New  Mexico;  McKinley 

27,000 

24,000 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Resolve  two  occupancy  trespasses  and  obtain  land  in  RMP 

retention  area  for  Itmd  consolidation. 

FY  1994 
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Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (state  and  county): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 

Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 

Completion  Date 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (N  on -Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 

Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 

Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


Navajo  Tribe 

New  Mexico;  McKinley 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Resolve  occupancy  tresptisBee  and  for  land  consolidation. 

FY  1994 

O'Connor 

Oregon;  Klamath 

120 

120 

Unkown 

Unknown 

Range  and  recreation 

FY  1994 

Nevin  Thompson 

Oregon;  Hao'ney 

3,315 

640 

$98,000 

$90,000 

Recreation,  wildlife,  riparian,  and  botanical  protection 

FY  1994 

Boise  Cascade  Corp./Clearwater  Realty 

Oregon;  Wallowa,  Umatilla 

400 

640 

$  undetermined 

$  undetermined 

ACEC     inholding,     recreation,     anadromous     fisheries, 

riparian  habitat,  visual  resources 

FY  1994 

Richard  Eiguren 

Oregon;  Malheur 

1,240 

1,748 

$91,760 

$78,660  . 

Wildlife    values    (deer    winter    range),    improved    land 

pattern,  eliminate  agricultural  trespass 

FY  1994 

Windswept  Land  &  Livestock 

Oregon;  Baker 

1,090.71 

996.42 

$54,500 

$54,500  ...  J,      . 

Deer  winter  and  antelope  range,  riparian,  improved  land 

ownership  pattern 

FY  1994 

Ralph  Byrne 

Oregon;  Baker 

393.04 

436.52 

$22,700 

$22,600 

Deer  winter  range,  riparian  and  wetland  habitat,  reservoir 

shoreline,  V2  mile  of  Powder  River 

FY  1994 

Steams/Dean  Family  Trust 

Oregon;  Crook 

80 

420 

$20,000 

$20,000  . 

Acquisition  of  lands  in  designated  Wild  and  Scenic  River 

FY  1994 
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Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 


Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date; 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  &  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 

Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  &  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 

Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 

Value  (Non-Federal): 

Public  Benefit: 


Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acresige): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 


Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  &  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


Pickett 

Oregon;  Crook 

80 

80 

$24,000 

$12,009 

Acquisition  of  riparian  areas  implements  land  use  plan 

Completion  Date:  FY  1994 

Hatfield 

Oregon;  Crook,  Deschutes 

160 

160 

$9,600 

$9,600 

Consolidation  of  public  land  ownership  with  legal  access 

FY  1994 


McMinneville  Water  and  Light 

Oregon;  Tillamook,  Yamhill 

160 

120 

$75,000 

$75,000 

More   efficient    management,   bald 

control  of  municipal  watershed. 

FY  1994 


eagle   habitat,    and 


increase 


(estimate   -   cruise   and   appraisal    not  yet 
(estimate    -    cruise    and    appraisal    not   yet 


State  of  Oregon,  Dept.  of  Forestry 

Oregon;  Yamhill 

240 

240 

$156,000 

$156,000 

More   efficient    land   ownership   pattern,    and 

property  protection. 

FY  1994 

John  Hancock  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Company 

Oregon;  Lane 

240 

1,692 

$3    million 

completed) 

$3    million 

completed) 

Key  parcel  on  the  McKenzie  River  benefits  recreation. 

Other  lands  have  high  values  for  wildlife,  fisheries,  and 

timber  management.    Consolidates  BLM  ownership. 

FY  1994 

Willamette  Industries,  Inc. 

Oregon;  Lane,  Linn,  Polk 

about  2,567 

2,779 

$17.2  million  (estimated) 

$17.2  million  (estimated) 

Consolidates  BLM  ownership.      Bringing  nearly  all  of 

Upper  Lake  Creek  drauneige  into  public  ownership  would 

facilitate  fisheries  habitat  enhancement  projects  and  open 

several     miles     of     fisheries.  Recreation      facilities 

(campground,  picnic  site,  interpretive  facilities,  etc.)  will 

be    built.         Also     improves     wildlife     and     botanical 

management. 

FY  1994 

Herzberg 

Oregon;  Josephine,  Jackson 

40 

43 

$75,000 

$69,000 

Timber,  wildlife 

FY  1994 
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Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage)  : 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acrestge): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 

Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 

Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 

Area  (Federal  acretige): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 


Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 

Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreiige): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


Crook  Trust  Estate 

Oregon;  Curry 

40 

160 

$400,000 

$400,000 

Maneigement  efficiency  and  biodiversity  improvement. 

FY  1994 

Boise  Cascade  (Lincoln  Co.  II) 

Washington;  Ferry,  Stevens,  Lincoln 

1,500 

15,000 

$1.8  million 

$1.8  million 

Enhances  management  efficiency.    Acquired  lands  have 

values  for  recreation,  riparian  arests  and  wildlife  habitat. 

FY  1994 

David  Stevens,  Okanogan  County,  &  Apple  Management 

Co. 

Washington;  Grant,  Okanogan,  Douglas,  Klickitat 

1,886.04 

640 

$117,000 

$122,000 

Resource  management  efficiency  improvement 

FY  1994 

Washington  State  DNR 

Washington;  Clallum,  King,  Lincoln,  Okanogan,  San  Juan, 

Skagit 

365 

1,340 

$1.2  million 

$1.2  million 

Management  efficiency  through  consolidation  of  federal 

lands.       Establishment    of  consolidated    natural    area. 

Enhance  recreation  and  wildlife  habitat  values. 

FY  1994 

State  of  Oregon  (Warner  Valley) 

Oregon;  Lake 

1,610 

1,253 

$137,000 

$130,000 

Ownership  consolidation,  recreation,  wildlife  and  wetland 

habitat 

August,  1994 

Jeldwen 

Oregon;  Klamath 

1,500 

2,500 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Recreation,  wildlife,  forestry,  and  watershed 

August,  1994 

Lynch  Brothers 

Oregon;  Lake 

4.790 

3,536 

$280,000 

$283,000 

Ownership  consolidation,  recreation,  wildlife  habitat 

August,  1994 
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Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 


Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 


Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 


Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 

Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 

Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non -Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


Charlie  and  Elsune  Petersen 

Oregon;  Harney 

2,430 

1,435 

$222,000 

$265,000 

Acquisition  of  about  two  miles  of  high  quality  riparian 

and     fisheries     habitat.  Improvement     in     grazing 

administration  and  public  and  private  land  consolidation. 

January,  1994 

Benjamin  and  Genevieve  Flemming 

Oregon;  Harney,  Grant 

4,052 

3,313 

Approximately  $400,000 

Approximately  $400,000 

Consolidation    of   public    and    private    lands.       Public 

acquisition  of  wetland,  wet  meadow,  and  riparian  habitat. 

Efficient    management    of    wildlife    habitat,    liveetock 

grazing,  and  timber  production  on  public  and  private 

lands. 

January,  1994 

Glenn  and  Sherri  Harris 

Oregon;  Harney 

3,800 

780 

Approximately  $178,000 

Approximately  $114,000 

Public   acquisition    of  320   acres   adjacent   to   Diamond 

Craters  ACEC.    In  addition,  a  portion  of  Tudor  Lake,  an 

ephemer2J    playa,    would    be    acquired.        It    contzuns 

important  wildlife  and  wetland  habitat  values. 

September,  1994 

R-Y  Timber  Resources  /  Clearwater  Realty 

Washington;  Asotin,  Garfield 

720  est. 

1,000  est 

$  undetermined 

$  undetermined 

ACEC     Inholding,     recreation,     anadromous     fisheries, 

riparian  habitat,  and  visual  resources 

FY  1994 

Boise  Cascade  Corp.  /  Clearwater  Realty 

Oregon;  Wallowa,  Union 

2,200  est. 

1,800  est    . 

$  undetermined 

$  undetermined 

Wild  &  Scenic  River  inholding,  recreation,  anadromous 

fisheries,  riparian  habitat,  and  visual  resources 

FY  1994 

Robert  Butler  (OT  Farms) 

Oregon;  Malheur 

1,353.01 

802.64 

$101,475 

$80,200 

Rare  plant  habitat,  part  of  the  Oregon  Trail  and  a  spring 

FY  1994 
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Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 

Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acrejige): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 

Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


Oregon  Department  of  Transportation 

Oregon;  Wheeler 

40 

10 

$4,000 

$20,000 

Public  access  to  boat  launch  site  on  the  John  Day  River 

FY  1994 

Woodward  -  Cherry 

Oregon;  Deschutes,  Crook 

880 

385 

$210,000 

$220,000 

Recreation,  acquisition  of  area  adjacent  to  the  Deschutes 

River  (within  State  Scenic  Waterway) 

FY  1994 

Guttierez 

Oregon;  Crook 

3,000 

560 

$140,000 

$140,000 

Acquisition  of  Wild  and  Scenic  River  inholdings 

December,  1994 

Beck 

Oregon;  Wheeler,  Gilliam 

5,000 

5,000 

$380,000 

$380,000 

Acquisition  of  Wild  and  Scenic  River  frontage  and  riparian 

habitat.    Blocks  up  public  land  ownership  pattern. 

June,  1995 

Weyerhauser  Company 

Oregon;  Douglas 

2,500 

2,500 

$750,000  -  Bareland  value 

$750,000  -  Bareland  value 

Recreation,  timber  management 

August,  1995 

Roseburg  Resources 

Oregon;  Douglas 

170 

170 

$51,000  -  Bareland  value 

$51,000  -  Bareland  value 

Wildlife,  Timber  Manetgement 

August,  1995 

The  Nature  Conservancy 

Oregon;  Jackson 

450 

260 

Undetermined 

$242,000 

Recreation,  botanical 

July,  1994 
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Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benent: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 

Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 

Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 


Completion  Date: 


Brazier 

Oregon;  Josephine 

40 

758 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Wildlife  habitat 

July,  1994 

Sause  Bros.  Ocean  Towing  Co. 

Oregon;  Curry 

120 

65 

about  $1,500,000 

about  $1,500,000 

Recreation  and  wildlife  habitat 

September,  1994 

South  Coast  Lumber  Company 

Oregon;  Curry 

1,400 

2,890 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Wildlife  habitat,  T&E  pletnt,  wetlands,  add  to  proposed 

ACEC,  improve  access  and  land  ownership  pattern 

September,  1994 

Oregon  International  Port  of  Coos  Bay 

Oregon;  Coos 

141 

148 

$211,000 

$195,000 

Recreation  and  wildlife  habitat.    Community  needs  land 

for  economic  expansion. 

December  1994 

Washington  State  DOT,  S.  Martinez  Livestock,  Inc. 

Washington;  Yakima 

1,000 

1,720 

$100,000 

$70,000  -  $130,000 

Wildlife  and  recreation 

FY  1994 

Bethel  Fuel  Sales  (Vic  Jansen) 

W{tshington;  Grant  &  Kittitas 

317 

961 

$142,700    . 

$114,000 

Wildlife  and  recreation 

FY  1994 

Arden  Tree  Farms 

Washington;  Stevens 

800 

800 

$800,000 

$800,000 

Enhance     management     efficiency,      consolidation      of 

timberland  in  N.E.  Washington.  Recreational  and  wildlife 

habitat  values. 

FY  1994 
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Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 

Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (N  on -Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 

Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 

Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


Bennett,  W.  T. 

Washington;  Franklin 

700 

700 

$70,000 

$70,000 

Public    access    to    Juniper    Dunes 

recreation,  wilderness  values. 

FY  1994 


Wilderness    Area, 


Boise  Cascade  (Lincoln  Co.  II) 

Washington;  Ferry,  Stevens,  Lincoln 

3,000 

30,000 

$3  million 

$3  million 

Enhance  management  efficiency.     Recreation,  riparian 

areas,  and  wildlife  habitat. 

FY  1994 

Chelan  Butte  Assoc./Snow  Creek 

Weishington;  Chelan,  Klickitat 

820 

240 

$123,000 

$  60,000 

Recreation,  access,  and  wildlife 

FY  1995 

Washington  State  DNR 

Washington;     Okanogan,     Kittitas,     Douglas,     Benton, 

Franklin,  Lincoln,  Ferry 

3,765  identified 

17,219  identified 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Wildlife,  recreation,  range,  and  general  administration 

September,  1995 


Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 

USPCI  (#1) 

Location  (State  and  County): 

Utah;  Box  Elder,  Tooele,  Utah,  Washington 

Area  (Federal  acreage): 

954 

Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 

2612 

Value  (Federal): 

$511,240 

Value  (non-Federal): 

$481,680 

Public  Benefit: 

Wildlife  and  recreation 

Completion  Date: 

FY  1994 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 

Sanders 

Location  (State  and  County): 

Utah;  Box  Elder 

Area  (Federal  acreage): 

160 

Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 

160 

Value  (Federal): 

$16,000 

Value  (non-Federal): 

$16,000 

Public  Benefit: 

Range 

Completion  Date: 

FY  1994 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 

Bradshaw 

Location  (State  and  County): 

Utah;  Iron 

Area  (Federal  acreage): 

440 

Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 

440 

Value  (Federal): 

$66,000 

Value  (non-Federal): 

$66,000 

Public  Benefit: 

Recreation,  wildlife,  and  access 

Completion  Date: 

FY  1994 
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Name  of  non-Fed«raJ  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 

Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 

Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


Kazan 

UUh;  Garfleld 

120 

120 

$18,000 

$18,000 

Access  and  range 

FY  1994 

Thomaa/Larsen 

Utah;  Box  Elder 

853 

not  final 

$65,000 

$65,000 

Range,  wildlife,  and  riparian 

FY  1994 

Doug  Larsen 

Utah;  Tooele 

360 

480 

$48,000 

$48,000 

Range  and  recreation 

FY  1994 

Hill,  Cripple  Cowboy  Ranch  (Book  Cliffs  Conservation 

Initiative) 

Utah;  Uintah 

6,000 

6,042 

undetermined 

undetermined 

Wildlife  and  riparian 

FY  1994 

State  of  Utah  (Beaver  Dam  Slope) 

Utah;  Washington 

2,500 

2,393 

$240,000 

$240,000 

Wildlife,  Threatened  &  Endangered  Species 

FY  1994 

C.  H.  Redd 

Utah;  San  Juan 

80 

80 

$40,000 

$40,000 

Recreation,  riparian,  and  historic 

FY  1994 

State  of  Utah 

Utah;    Wayne,    Garfield,     Kane,    Grand,    San    Juan, 

Washington 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

$3,500,000 

$3,500,000 

National  Park  inholdings 

FY  1994 
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Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Pfu^y: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
\rea  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreaige): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


Utah  Div.  of  Wildlife  Reeourcee  (Ruple  Ranch) 

Utah;  Uintah  County 

200 

736 

$50,370 

$50,370 

National  Park  inholding 

FY  1994 

Allen 

Utah;  Daggett 

700 

720 

$52,500 

$52,500 

Wildlife  and  riparian 

FY  1994 

USPCI  (#2) 

Utah;  Tooele.  Utah,  Box  Elder,  Rich 

1920 

not  final 

$1,000,000  (estimated) 

$1,000,000 

Wildlife,  recreation,  range,  and  riparian 

FY  1994 

Simplot 

Utah;  Box  Elder 

3693 

3589 

$360,000 

$360,000 

Range,  recreation,  wildlife,  and  riparian 

FY  1994 

Calvin  Olson 

Utah;  Tooele 

120 

r20 

$12,000 

$12,000 

Range,  riparian,  and  wildlife 

FY  1994 

LDS  Church 

Utah;  Washington 

120 

147 

$30,000 

$30,000 

Zion  National  Park  inholdings  and  BLM  access 

FY  1994 

Allred 

Utah;  Grand 

400 

460 

$30,000 

$30,000 

Archaeology  and  wildlife 

FY  1994 
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Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benent: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acretige): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federtil  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


Morton  International 

Utah;  Tooele 

1,280 

720 

$32,000 

$32,000 

Recreation  and  access 

FY  1994 

Envirocare 

Utah;  Tooele,  Summit 

67 

1,500 

not  determined 

not  determined 

Recreation,  wildlife,  access,  «uid  riparian 

FY  1994 

State  of  Utah 

Utah;  Washington 

not  identified 

1,200 

to  be  equal  vcdue 

$180,000 

Threatened  &  Endangered  species  habitat 

FY  1994 

Gardner 

Utah;  Washington 

not  identified 

240 

to  be  equal  value 

$1  million  (est) 

Threatened  &  Endangered  species  habitat 

FY  1994 

E.  Randall 

Utah;  San  Juan 

60 

80 

to  be  determined 

to  be  determined 

Archaeology 

FY  1994 

Broken  Arrow 

Utah;  Tooele 

160 

400 

not  determined 

not  determined 

Wildlife  and  recreation 

FY  1995 

State  of  Utah  (Sand  Mtn.) 

Utah;  Washington 

560 

2,480 

$300,000 

$300,000 

Recreation 

FY  1995 
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Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  Acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  the  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  the  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (n  on -Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  the  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


Calvin  Lowe 

Utah;  Washington 

120 

210 

$30,000 

$30,000 

Zion  National  Park  inholdings  and  riparian 

FY  1996 

State  of  Wyoming 

Wyoming;  Sweetwater,  Fremont 

Unknown 

1,280 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Reduce  proposed  WSA  inholdings  and  block  up  State  land. 

FY  1994 

State  of  Wyoming 

Wyoming;  Lincoln 

Unknown 

1,320 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Reduce  inholdings  in  proposed  WSA,  block  up  State  land. 

FY  1994 

Red  Creek 

Wyoming;  Fremont,  Carbon,  Natrona,  Crook 

2,400 

2,861 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Wildlife 

FY  1994 

Carter  Mountain 

Wyoming;  Park 

3,580 

3,200 

Unknown 

Unknown 

T&E  species  habitat  inside  a  BLM  ACEC 

FY  1996 

Tueller 

Wyoming;  Lincoln 

120 

280 

Unknown 

Unknown 

T&E  animals  and  wetland  habitat 

FY  1994 

Clabaugh 

Wyoming;  Campbell 

1.534 

1,124 

$73,000 

$56,000 

Recreation,  wildlife,  and  access 

FY  1994 
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Name  of  the  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  the  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  the  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  the  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Planned  Completion  Date: 

Name  of  the  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  Acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  the  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  the  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


Woods 

Wyoming;  Sheridan 

44.02 

40 

$2,800 

$2,800 

Resolve  occupancy  trespass 

FY  1994 

Steers 

Wyoming;  Fremont 

80 

80 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Wildlife 

FY  1994 

Berks  Buffalo  Monument  State  Exchange 

Wyoming;  Fremont,  Carbon,  Sweetwater 

3,040 

3,040 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Wilderness  and  recreation 

FY  1994 

Pole  Mountain 

Wyoming;  Albany 

2,400 

1,961 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Recreation,  access,  emd  range 

FY  1994 

Sun  Ranch 

Wyoming;  Fremont 

100 

200 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Cultural  resources  and  access 

FY  1994 

Cooper  Lake 

Wyoming;  Albany 

10,000 

10,000 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Recreation  and  range 

FY  1994 

McGinnis 

Wyoming;  Lincoln 

150 

100 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Range,  wildlife  habitat,  riparian  habitat 

FY  1994 
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Name  of  the  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  the  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  the  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  the  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreeige): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  the  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  the  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  the  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acrejige): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


Vernon  Mrak 

Wyoming;  Sublette 

1,000 

640 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Range,  recreation,  wildlife  and  riparian  habitat 

FY  1994 

Grayson  Jones 

Wyoming;  Lincoln 

200 

160 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Range,  wildlife  and  riparian  habitat,  recreation,  oil  &  gaa 

FY  1994 

Tom  Harrower 

Wyoming;  Lincoln 

1,400 

1,400 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Range,  recreation,  wildlife  and  riparian  habitat 

FY  1994 

John  Christmann 

Wyoming;  Sublette 

240 

240 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Range,  recreation,  wildlife  and  riparian  habitat 

FY  1994 

John  Anselmi 

Wyoming;  Sublette 

640 

640 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Range,  recreation,  wildlife  and  riparian  habitat 

FY  1994 

Bob  Harrower 

Wyoming;  Lincoln 

500 

500 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Range,  recreation,  forestry,  wildlife  &  riparian  habitat 

FY  1994 

Truman  Julian 

Wyoming;  Lincoln 

1,040 

1,040 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Range,  recreation,  wildlife  &  riparian  habitat 

FY  1994 


Name  of  the  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 

Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 
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Jackson  Canyon/Golden  Eye  State  Exchange 

Wyoming;    Crook,    Weston,    Fremont,    Natrona,    Park, 

Carbon 

6,200 

5,200 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Wildlife,  mainly  Bald  Eagle  habitat 

FY  1994 


Note:  This  exchange  will  be  delayed  by  pending  IBLA  appeals  to  the  Jackson  Canyon  Habitat 
Management  Plan.  The  Golden  Eye  portion  of  this  proposal  may  be  acquired  as  part  of  the 
Berk  Buffalo  Monument  exchange. 


Name  of  the  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Planned  Completion  Date: 

Name  of  the  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  the  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  the  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 

Name  of  the  non-Federal  Party: 
Location  (State  and  County): 
Area  (Federal  acreage): 
Area  (non-Federal  acreage): 
Value  (Federal): 
Value  (non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit: 
Completion  Date: 


Coffman 

Wyoming;  Natrona,  Washakie 

15,000 

6,000 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Recreation,  access,  wildlife  habitat,  T&E  species 

FY  1994 

Wright/Whoopup  Canyon 

Wyoming;  Weston 

1,600 

960 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Cultural  resources 

FY  1994 

Wyoming  Game  and  Fish 

Wyoming;  Platte,  Goehen,  Converse 

2,500 

2,000 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Wildlife  habitat 

FY  1994 

Wilbum  Newland 

Wyoming;  Crook 

1,920 

1,012 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Range 

FY  1994 

Windy  Peak/Christensen 

Wyoming;  Converse,  Johnson,  Campbell 

4,000 

1,120 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Medicine  Bow  National  Forest  inholdings 

FY  1995 
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BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT  PROPOSED  EXCHANGES,  FY  1995 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 


Planent  Ranch 

Arizona,  Mohave,  LaPaz 

500 

8,398 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Improve  multiple  use  management,  riparian  values 

FY  95 

Santa  Fe  Pacific  Minerals 

Arizona,  Mohave 

75,000 

75,000 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

T&E  vole  habitat,  recreation,  access,  consolidating  lands 

FY  93 

FY  95 

ASARCO  II  (Ray) 

Arizona,  multiple  counties 

6,500 

6,500 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Wilderness  inholdings  | 

FY  94  and  FY  95 

Overholt 

Arizona,  Yavapai 

400 

900 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Improve  multiple  use  management 

FY  95 

John  Neal 

Arizona,  Mohave 

10,000 

7,000 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Recreation,  Cerbat  wild  horses,  wildlife  habitat,  and  cultural  resources 

FY  94 

FY  95 

Gillette 

Arizona,  Yavapai 

40 

80 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Riparian 

FY  94 

FY  95 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


Pleasant  Country  Partners 

Arizona,  Maricopa 

4,000 

8,000 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Improve  multiple  use  management 

FY  95 

Cyprus  Bagdad  Copper 

Arizona,  Mohave 

669  surface,  2280  minerals 

1,795 

$133,800 

$359,000 

Tortoise  habitat,  improved  management, 

FY  94-FY  95 


burros,  sheep,  ACEC. 
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Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State.  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 

Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 


Scott  Dunton 

Arizona,  Mohave 

526 

1,060 

$142,000 

SI  34,000 

Improved  management,  wild  horses,  desert  tortoise 

FY  95 

Joe  Hancock 

Arizona,  Mohave 

240 

1,085 

$218,000 

$228,000 

Recreation,  access,  improved  management,  ACEC.  wilderness,  riparian, 

sheep,  burro,  wildlife. 

FY  94 

FY  95 

Phelps  Dodge 

Arizona,  Graham 

8,600 

2,500 

$1.1  million 

$1.1  million 

NCA  inholdings,  riparian  and  wildlife 

FY  94 

FY  95 


Name  of  Non-Federal  party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


Green  Creek/TPL 

California,  Bridgeport 

100.00 

240.00 

$  600,000 

$  600,000 

Riparian,  Historical 

1995 


Name  of  Non-Federal  party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


Bacchi/So  Fork  American 

California,  El  Dorado 

41.13 

29.00 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Riparian,  wildlife 

1995 


Name  of  Non-Federal  party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


Leder-Adams 

California,  El  Dorado 

0.00 

61.1  1 

Undetermined 

$  153,000 

River  Recreation 

1995 


Name  of  Non-Federal  party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


CAL-BLMX,  Inc  Phase  V/VI  Silver  Creek 

California,  San  Benito" 

10,848.77 

12,001.81 

$  2,000,000 

$  2,000,000 

T&E  Species  habitat 

1995 


Name  of  Non-Federal  party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


Inland  Group 

California,  San  Bernardino 

55.00 

600.00 

$  100,500 

S  100,500 

West  Mojave  Land  Tenure  Adjustment 

1995 
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Name  of  Non-Federal  party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal): 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


Molycorp  Inc 

California,  San  Bernardino 

879.00 

640.00 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Trespass/Hazmat  resolution 

1995 

Olivenhain  Water  District 

California,  San  Diego 

75.23 

314.75 

S  500,000 

$  500,000 

Gnatcatcher  Habitat 

1995 

Massacre  Ranch/ALC 

Nevada,  Washoe 

4,200.00 

4,200.00 

$  1,250,000 

$  1,250,000 

Wildlife  High  Rock  ACEC 

1995 

Estill/Red  Rock 

California,  Lassen 

18.00 

378.00 

$  221,000 

S  146,000 

Wetland,  wildlife 

1995 

Table  Mtn/Roseburg 
California,  Tehama 
960.00 
1,760.00 
$  3,500,000 
$  3,500,000 
Sacramento  River 
1995 

Walt  Saunders 

California,  Trinity 

0.00 

160.00 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Grass  Valley  Creek 

1995 

Bail  Out/Lamont  Meadows 

California,  Tehama 

2,244.00 

Undetermined 

$  4,000,000 

Undetermined 

Wildlife 

1995 

Braken 

California,  Shasta 
240.00 
602.00 
Undetermined 
Undetermined 
Recreation  (OHV) 
1995 


i 
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Name  of  Non-Federal  party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


Lowden 

California,  Trinity 
276.25 
200.00 
Undetermined 
Undetermined 
Recreation  (OHV) 
1995 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 


CAL-BLMX,  INC. 

California,  Lake,  Colusa,  Glenn,  Napa,  Yolo 

5,500 

2,400 

$1,100,000 

$1,150,000 

Access,  riparian,  recreation,  T&E,  cultural  resources 

September  30,  1994 

FY  1995 


Name  of  Non- Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


The  Trust  For  Public  Lands 

California,  Trinity 

Undetermined 

250 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Recreation 

9-30-94 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


Phil  Braken 

California,  Shasta 

600 

120 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Recreation  (OHV) 

9-30-94 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


American  Land  Conservancy, 

California,  Siskyou 

2,500 

4,600 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Wetlands,  wildlife,  recreation 

8-31-94 

FY  1995 

The  Trust  For  Public  Lands 

California,  Siskyou 

Undetermined 

4,000 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Wetlands,  wildlife,  recreation 

9-30-94 


Phase  II  (Gene  Davis) 


Name  of  Non- Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


Bill  Etter 

California,  Humboldt 

48 

64 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Recreation 

9-30-95 

Currant  Creek 

Colorado,  Fremont 

500 

2,000 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Wildlife,  cultural  resources, 

FY  1995 


riparian  habitat 


382 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 

Cripple  Creek  /  Victor 

Location  (State,  County) 

Colorado,  Teller 

Area  (Federal  acreage) 

40 

Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 

50 

Value  (Federal) 

Undetermined 

Value  (Non-Federal) 

Undetermined 

Public  Benefit 

Recreation 

Planned  Completion  Date 

FY  1935 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 

Crystal  River 

Location  (State.  County) 

Colorado,  Eagle  &  Pitkin 

Area  (Federal  acreage) 

2,900 

Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 

1,260 

Value  (Federal) 

Undetermined 

Value  (Non-Federal) 

Undetermined 

Public  Benefit 

Recreation,  wildlife 

Planned  Completion  Date 

FY  1995 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 

Big  Spring 

Location  (State,  County) 

Colorado,  Fremont 

Area  (Federal  acreage) 

200 

Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 

160 

Value  (Federal) 

Undetermined 

Value  (Non-Federal) 

Undetermined 

Public  Benefit 

Wildlife 

Planned  Completion  Date 

8/94 

Revised  Completion  Date 

FY  1995 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 

Welch 

Location  (State,  County) 

Colorado 

Area  (Federal  acreage) 

160 

Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 

160 

Value  (Federal) 

Undetermined 

Value  (Non-Federal) 

Undetermined 

Public  Benefit 

Wildlife 

Planned  Completion  Date 

8/94 

Revised  Completion  Date 

FY  1995 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 

Seely 

Location  (State,  County) 

Colorado,  Moffat  &  Rio 

Area  (Federal  acreage) 

980 

Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 

2,000 

Value  (Federal) 

Undetermined 

Value  (Non-Federal) 

Undetermined 

Public  Benefit 

Recreation,  wildlife 

Planned  Completion  Date 

8/9.3 

Revised  Completion  Date 

FY  1995 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 

Elk  Trout  Lodge 

Location  (State,  County) 

Colorado,  Grand 

Area  (Federal  acreage) 

30 

Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 

30 

Value  (Federal) 

Undetermined 

Value  (Non-Federal) 

Undetermined 

Public  Benefit 

Recreation,  wildlife 

Planned  Completion  Date 

FY  1995 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 

Denver  Water  Board 

Location  (State,  County) 

Colorado,  Grand 

Area  (Federal  acreage) 

1,485 

Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 

1,439 

Value  (Federal) 

Undetermined 

Value  (Non-Federal) 

Undetermined 

Public  Benefit 

Recreation,  wildlife 

Planned  Completion  Date 

FY  1995 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 

T.  Redmond 

Location  (State,  County) 

Colorado,  Huerfano 

Area  (Federal  acreage) 

1 1 ,000 

Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 

Undetermined 

Value  (Federal) 

$2,000,000 

Value  (Non-Federal) 

$2,000,000 

Public  Benefit 

Wildlife,  recreation 

Planned  Completion  Date 

FY  1995 

383 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 

Westland  Ranch 

Location  State,  County) 

Colorado,  Blanco 

Area  (Federal  acreage) 

1,000 

Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 

960 

Value  (Federal) 

Undetermined 

Value  (Non-Federal) 

Undetermined 

Public  Benefit 

Riparian,  wildlife,  recreation 

Planned  Completion  Date 

FY  1995 

Name  of  Non  Federal  Party 

Klingeler 

Location  (State,  County) 

Idaho,  Blaine 

Area  (Federal  acreage) 

640 

Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 

640 

Value  (Federal) 

$6,400 

Value  (Non  Federal) 

$6,400 

Public  Benefit 

Public  Access 

Planned  Completion  Date 

1993 

Revised  Completion  Date 

FY  1995 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 

State  of  Idaho 

Location  (State,  County) 

Idaho,  Power 

Area  (Federal  acreage) 

40 

Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 

40 

Value  (Federal) 

$4,000 

Value  (Non-Federal) 

$4,000 

Public  Benefit 

Wildlife 

Planned  Completion  Date 

1993 

Revised  Completion  Date 

FY  1995 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 

Rec  1 

Location  (State,  County) 

Idaho,  Twin  Falls,  Power 

,  Bannock 

Area  (Federal  acreage) 

360 

Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 

160 

Value  (Federal) 

$36,000 

Value  (Non-Federal) 

$36,000 

Public  Benefit 

Riparian 

Planned  Completion  Date 

9/30/96 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 

Wild  1 

Location  (State,  County) 

Idaho,  Idaho,  Twin  Falls, 

Cassia 

Area  (Federal  acreage) 

680 

Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 

820 

Value  (Federal) 

$103,000 

Value  (Non-Federal) 

$103,000 

Public  Benefit 

Riparian 

Planned  Completion  Date 

9/30/96 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 

Wild  2 

Location  (State,  County) 

Idaho,  Idaho,  Twin  Falls, 

Oneida 

Area  (Federal  acreage) 

1,940 

Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 

1,940 

Value  (Federal) 

$194,000 

Value  (Non-Federal) 

$194,000 

Public  Benefit 

Riparian 

Planned  Completion  Date 

1995 

Revised  Completion  Date 

1996 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 

Rhodes 

Location  (State,  County) 

Idaho 

Area  (Federal  acreage) 

37 

Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 

32 

Value  (Federal) 

$25,000 

Value  (Non  Federal) 

$25,000 

Public  Benefit 

Riparian 

Planned  Completion  Date 

1996 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 

State  of  Idaho 

Location  (State,  County) 

Idaho,  Clark  Co. 

Area  (Feder9l  acreage) 

18,000 

Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 

18,000 

Value  (Federal) 

Undetermined 

Value  (Non-Federal) 

Undetermined 

Public  Benefit 

Access  Acquisition 

Planned  Completion  Date 

1996 

384 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 

Muirbrook 

Location  (State.  County) 

Idaho,  Butte 

Area  (Federal  acreage) 

240 

Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 

280 

Value  (Federal) 

Undetermined 

Value  (Non-Federal) 

Undetermined 

Public  Benefit 

Wildlife,  land  ownership  pattern 

Planned  Completion  Date 

1996 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 

Salmon  River  Properties  /  Hat  Creek 

Location  (State,  County) 

Idaho,  Lemhi 

Area  (Federal  acreage) 

640 

Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 

640 

Value  (Federal) 

$100,000 

Value  (Non-Federal) 

SI  00,000 

Public  Benefit 

Recreation  access,  riparian,  T&E  salmon 

Planned  Completion  Date 

1996 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 

McFarland  Livestock  Birch  Creek 

Location  (State,  County) 

Idaho,  Lemhi 

Area  (Federal  acreage) 

1,000 

Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 

1,160 

Value  (Federal) 

$250,000 

Value  (Non-Federal) 

$250,000 

Public  Benefit 

Wildlife,  recreation,  riparian,  T&E  plants 

Planned  Completion  Date 

1996 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 

Whittaker 

Location  (State,  County) 

Idaho,  Lemhi 

Area  (Federal  acreage) 

320 

Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 

320 

Value  (Federal) 

$64,000 

Value  (Non-Federal) 

$64,000 

Public  Benefit 

T&E  salmon,  riparian,  recreation 

Planned  Completion  Date 

1996 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 

Dowton 

Location  (State,  County) 

Idaho,  Custer 

Area  (Federal  acreage) 

60 

Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 

150 

Value  (Federal) 

$30,000 

Value  (Non-Federal) 

$30,000 

Public  Benefit 

Wildlife,  riparian,  recreation,  access 

Planned  Completion  Date 

1992 

Revised  Completion  Date 

1995 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 

Brick  Creek 

Location  (State,  County) 

Idaho,  Lemhi 

Area  (Federal  acreage) 

400 

Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 

640 

Value  (Federal) 

40 

Value  (Non-Federal) 

64 

Public  Benefit 

Riparian,  wildlife 

Planned  Completion  Date 

1994 

Revised  Completion  Date 

1995 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 

Tex  Creek 

Location  (State,  County) 

Idaho,  Lemhi 

Area  (Federal  acreage) 

200 

Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 

200 

Value  (Federal) 

$20,000 

Value  (Non-Federal) 

$20,000 

Public  Benefit 

Recreation,  riparian,  T&E  plants 

Planned  Completion  Date 

1994 

Revised  Completion  Date 

1995 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 

Chilly  Slough  (Fulton) 

Location  (State,  County) 

Idaho,  Custer 

Area  (Federal  acreage) 

100 

Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 

100 

Value  (Federal) 

$10,000 

Value  (Non-Federal) 

$10,000 

Public  Benefit 

Riparian,  wildlife 

Planned  Completion  Date 

1994 

Revised  Completion  Date 

1995 

385 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


Chilly  Slough  (San  Felipe) 

Idaho,  Custer 

400 

400 

$40,000 

S40,000 

Riparian,  wildlife 

1994 

1995 

Hamm 

Idaho,  Lincoln 

18 

19 

$11,200 

$12,500 

Expansion  of  District  Office 

1994-95 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


Ashcraft/Perron 

Idaho,  Blaine 

480 

480 

88 

Undetermined 

Wildlife,  recreation,  access 

1994 

1995 

Skaggs  Ranch 

Idaho 

Cassia 

2,800 

1,500 

Undetermined 

Riparian,  wildlife,  recreation 

1994 

1995 

Ashcraft/Quigley 

Idaho,  Blaine 

500 

1,000 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Wildlife,  recreation,  access 

1995 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


State  of  Idaho,  Elk  Mountain 

Idaho,  Blaine 

1,200 

3,464 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Wildlife,  recreation,  access 

1995 

Cenarrusa 

Idaha  Blaine 

120 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Access 

1996 

Elk  Mtn.  ACEC 

Idaho,  Blaine 

Undetermined 

5,133 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Wildlife,  recreation,  wilderness, 

1996 


access 


386 


Name  of  r^on-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 


Large 

Idaho,  Minidoka 

40 

40 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Wildlife 

1996 

Rinker 

Idaho,  Blaine 

200 

400 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Wildlife 

1996 

Keymore 

Idaho.  Idaho 

750 

672 

$750,000 

$750,000 

Recreation,  wildlife,  T&E  salmon 

1995 


Gregg 

Idaho,  Lewis 

200 

5 

150 

150 

Recreation 

1994 

1996 

Western  Ventures 

Idaho,  Lewis 

80 

5 

$50,000 

$50,000 

Recreation 

1994 

1996 

Spencer 

Idaho,  Lewis 

80 

5 

$50,000 

$50,000 

Recreation 

1995 

JD  Lumber 

Idaho,  Kootenai 

600 

280 

$1,000,000 

$1,000,000 

Wildlife,  recreation 

1994 

1995 

Stilwell 

Idaho,  Ada 

200 

160 

$68,000 

$68,000 

T&E  plants 

1994 

1995 
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Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State.  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 


Marshall 

Idaho,  Idaho,  Ada,  Gem 

21 

40 

$8,400 

S8,800 

T&E  plants 

1993 

1995 

Foothills 

Idaho,  Idaho,  Ada,  Owyhee,  Elmore,  Washington 

3,422 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Riparian,  recreation,  wildlife 

1994 

1995 

Tews 

Idaho,  Idaho,  Twin  Falls,  Owyhee 

Undetermined 

40 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Riparian,  watershed,  range,  recreation 

1995 

Simplot 

Idaho,  Idaho,  Elmore 

80 

40 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Riparian,  access,  wildlife 

1995 

State  of  Idaho 

Idaho,  Idaho,  Owyhee 

17,800 

16,620 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Bombing  range 

1995 

Southwest,  Inc. 

Idaho,  Idaho,  Ada 

640 

640 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Improved  land  ownership  pattern 

1995 

Highland 

Idaho,  Idaho,  Ada 

120 

168 

$180,000 

$24,000 

Recreation 

1993 

1995 

Henggeler 

Idaho,  Payette 

83 

18 

$15,000 

$15,000 

Wildlife,  recreation 

1994, 

1995 
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Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


Shobel 

Idaho.  Idaho,  Gem 

440 

22 

$66,000 

$66,000 

Wildlife,  recreation 

1993 

1995 

Maverick  Ranches 

Idaho,  Idaho,  Gem 

440 

22 

$66,000 

$66,000 

Wildlife,  recreation 

1995 

1996 

Y-T  Ranches 

Idaho,  Owyhee 

270 

180 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

1996 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 


Miller 

Idaho,  Owyhee,  Idaho 

40 

40 

$8,000 

$8,000 

Riparian,  wildlife 

1995 

1996 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


Parninson 

Idaho,  Owyhee,  Idaho 

200 

272 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Wildlife 

1996 

Steiner 

Idaho,  Idaho,  Owyhee 

40 

20 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Land  ownership  pattern 

1996 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


Garrett 

Idaho,  Owyhee,  Idaho 

840 

720 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Wildlife 

1996 

Nahas 

Idaho,  Ada,  Idaho 

260 

240 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Wildlife 

1996 
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Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


State  of  Idaho 

Idaho,  Ada,  Custer,  Idaho,  Jefferson 

961 

1,240 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Wildlife,  land  ownership  pattern,  riparian,  recreation 

1996 

0-X  Ranch 

Idaho,  Ada,  Idaho,  Payette,  Washington 

5,320 

360 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Land  ownership  pattern 

1996 

Don  Ellason 

Idaho,  Oneida 

27 

32 

$4,500 

$4,500 

Ownership  consolidation 

FY  1995 

Conservation  Fund 

Idaho,  Kootenai,  Shoshone 

1,000 

400 

$3,500,000 

$3,500,000 

Wildlife,  cultural 

1995 

Louisiana  Pacific  Corporation 

Idaho,  Kootenai,  Shoshone 

200 

110 

$300,000 

$300,000 

Wildlife 

1995 

Dave  Bream 

Idaho,  Lewis 

200 

20 

$150,000 

$150,000 

Recreation,  wildlife,  T&E  species  (salmon) 

1995 

Gay  Ranch  Inc. 
Montana,  Powder 
3,402 
2,502 
$128,389 
$128,460  " 
Recreation,  wildlife 
FY  1994 
FY  1995 

Tilstra 

Montana,  Caibon 
1,000 
1,000 

Undetermined 
Undetermined 
Recreation,  wildlife 
FY  1995 
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Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  Countyl 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  Countyl 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non  Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 


Thaut 

Montana,  Yellowstone 

320 

640 

$80,000 

$80,000 

Recreation 

FY  1994 

FY  1995 

Loyning 

Montana,  Carbon 

3,000 

3,000 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Recreation 

FY  1996 

Nefsy  and  Eaton  (Cherry  Creek) 

Montana,  Prairie 

3,300 

3,270 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Recreation,  wildlife 

FY  1995 

Schnell  Ranch  add-ons 

North  Dakota,  Stark 

1,000 

700 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Recreation,  wildlife 

FY  1994 

FY  1995 

Meissner 

Montana,  Hill,  Liberty 

120 

120 

$13,200 

$12,500 

Wildlife,  recreation 

FY  1994 

FY  1995 

Broken  0 

Montana,  Cascade,  Lewis  &  Clark,  Teton 

175 

56 

$15,800 

$10,000 

Riparian,  wildlife,  recreation 

FY  1994 

Fy 1995 

Beaucoup/White 

Montana,  Phillips 

200 

200 

$12,000 

$12,000 

Cultural  resources 

FY  1994 

FY  1995 

Johnson 

Montana,  Blaine 

80 

160 

$15,400 

$10,400 

Wildlife,  riparian 

FY  1994 

FY  1995 
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Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


Fish,  Wildlife,  &  Parks 

Montana,  Blaine.  Choteau 

110 

110.47 

$11,000 

$28,000 

Cultural  resources,  recreation 

FY  1995 

Crystal  Cave 

Montana,  Fergus 

40 

40 

S20,000 

$20,000 

Recreation 

FY  1995 

Square  Butte  Natural  Area 

Montana,  Choteau,  Granite 

80 

40 

$20,500 

$5,000 

Recreation,  access,  wildlife 

FY  1995 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 


Black  Butte 
Montana,  Fergus 
2,108 
2,238.16 
$269,824 
$286,484 
Recreation,  access 
FY  1994 
FY  1995 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State.  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


IX  Ranch 

Montana,  Choteau 

240 

240 

$14,400 

$14,400 

Wild  &  Scenic  River 

FY  1995 

Nuemeyer 

Montana,  Cascade 

80 

20 

$6,400 

$4,000 

Recreation,  wildlife 

FY  1995 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Pany 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


Fillinger 

Montana,  Cascade 

640 

300 

$57,600 

$54,000 

Recreation,  wildlife 

FY  1995 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


Harland  Ranch 

Montana,  Cascade 

640 

280 

$56,600 

$55,000 

Recreation,  wildlife 

FY  1995 
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Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


Sharptail  Coulee 

Montana,  Fergus 

480 

320 

$55,200 

$54,000 

Riparian,  wildlife,  recreation,  grazing 

FY  1996 

Clark  Carter 
Montana,  Fergus 
240 
240 

$120,000 
$120,000 
ACEC,  wildlife 
FY  1996 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


Kendall  Ventures 
Montana,  Fergus 
114.94 
129.24 
$28,735 
$32,310 

Recreation,  access 
FY  1995 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


Jack  Hugfies 

Montana,  Petroleum 

80 

80 

$6,000 

$6,000 

Access,  trespass  resolution 

FY  1996 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 


PN  Ranch 

Montana,  Fergus 

17,780 

12,700 

$2,000,000 

$2,000,000 

Wild   &   Scenic  River,   recreation,   cultural. 

Planned  Completion  Date  FY  1996 


wildlife,    ACEC,   riparian. 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


Mountain  Power  Co. 
Montana,  Beaverhead,  Madison 
800 
35 

^118,600 
$118,600 
Recreation 
FY  1995 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


Thomas 

Montana,  Beaverhead,  Madison 

240 

360 

$141,000 

$141,000 

Recreation,  wildlife 

FY  1995 

Workman 

Montana,  Madison 

85 

33 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Access 

FY  1 995 
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Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non  Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 


McBee 

Montana,  Beaverhead 

80 

80 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Access 

FY  1995 

Canyon  Ranch 

Montana,  Beaverhead 

6,000 

6.000 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Riparian,  wildlife,  access 

FY  1995 

FY  1996 

Champion  Timberlands 

Montana,  Granite,  Powell 

2,500 

5,200 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Riparian,  wildlife,  recreation 

FY  1994 

FY  1995 

Plum  Creek  Timber  Company 

Montana,  Beaverhead,  Madison, 

7,000 

3,000 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Riparian,  recreation,  wildlife 

FY  1995 

FY  1996 

Plum  Creek  Timber  Company 

Montana,  Beaverhead,  Missoula, 

8,000 

3,000 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Riparian,  recreation,  wildlife 

FY  1996 

Wales/Meyers 
Montana,  Powell 
390 
320 

Undetermined 
Undetermined 
Riparian,  Wildlife 
FY  1996 

Huempfner 

Montana,  Broadwater,  Gallatin 

250 

250 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Riparian,  recreation,  access 

FY  1995 

Mt.  Tunnels 

Montana,  Jefferson 

500 

500 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Riparian,  wildlife 

FY  1994 

FY  1995 


Gallatin,  Park,  Jefferson,  Granite, 


Powell,  Granite,  Madison 
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Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


Golden  Sunlight  Mine 
Montana,  Jefferson 
1,800 
1,800 

Undetermined 
Undetermined 
Riparian,  wildlife 
FY  1995 

Goat  Mountain  (Forest  Service) 

Montana,  Park 

280 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Riparian 

FY  1996 

Colorado  Gulch  (Forest  Service) 

Montana,  Lewis  &  Clark 

150 

20 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Access,  recreation,  wilderness 

FY  1995 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 


Hawkes 

Nevada,  Elko 

3,000 

3,000 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Riparian 

1995 

Barrick  Goldstrike 

Nevada,  Elko 

5,915 

1,103 

$325,000 

S221,000 

Wildlife,  and  recreation 

FY  1994 

FY  1995 

Maggie  Creek  Ranch 

Nevada,  Elko 

26,516 

11,455 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Wildlife,  recreation,  block  up  land  ownership 

FY  1995 

Harvey  Barnes 

Nevada,  Elko 

20 

20 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Block  up  land  ownership 

FY  1994 

FY  1995 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 


Newmont 

Nevada,  Elko 

283 

280 

$35,200 

$21,000 

Protection  of  Dorsey  Creek  watershed 

FY  1993 

FY  1995 
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Name  of  non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


O'Neil 

Nevada.  Elko 
4,200 
4,200 

Undetermined 
Undetermined 
Wildlife  habitat, 
FY  1993 
On  hold 


consolidation  of  land  ownership 


Ken  Jones 

Nevada,  Elko 

3,200 

1,265 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Acquisition  of  private  inholdings  within  the  Humboldt  National  Forest 

FY  1993 

Undetermined  pending  Forest  Service  action 

City  of  Elko 

Nevada,  Elko 

Undetermined 

10 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Expansion  of  the  Elko  District  Office  Site 

FY  1993 

Undetermined 

Soldier  Meadow 

Nevada,  Humboldt 

697 

262 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Designated  Desert  Dace  habitat 

FY  1994 

FY  1995 

Manuel  Elias  (Alder  Creek) 

Nevada,  Humboldt 

920 

1,640 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Riparian,  wildlife,  recreation 

FY  1995 


Richard  Drake  (Knott  Creek) 

Nevada,  Humboldt 

2.520 

920 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Recreation,  wildlife,  grazing, 

FY  1993 

FY  1 995 


access  to  public  land 


Pitchfork  Ranch 

Nevada,  Lyon 

207 

40 

$39,500 

$39,000 

Access  to  the  E.  Walker  River,  riparian  habitat 

FY  1993 

FY  1995 

Brent  and  George  Eldridge 

Nevada,  White  Pine 

1,610 

520 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Riparian  and  water  rights  for  waterfowl  habitat 

FY  1995 
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Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


Geyser  Ranch  General  Partners  (Holt  Brothers) 

Nevada,  Lincoln 

3,000  to  5,000 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Acquisition  of  water  rights,  fisheries 

FY  1995 

Olympic  Nevada  (Calico) 

Nevada,  Clark 

2,318 

347 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Acquisition  of  inholding  inside  RRCNCA  and  riparian 

FY  1995 

Summa  Corporation 

Nevada,  Clark 

520 

770 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Potential  Red  Rock  Canyon  NCA  expansion  area 

FY  1995 

Olympic  Nevada,  Inc.  (Red  Rock) 

Nevada,  Clark 

1,500 

300 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Acquisition  of  private  inholdings  within  Red  Rock  Canyon  NCA 

FY  1993 

FY  1995 

American  Land  Conservancy  (Galena) 

Nevada,  Washoe  and  Clark 

Undetermined 

3733 

Undetermined 

$19,400,000 

Acquisition  of  sensitive  land  within  the  Toiyabe  National  Forest 

FY  1994 

Undetermined 

American  Land  Conservancy  (Depaoli  Ranch) 

Nevada,  Clark  and  Washoe 

Undetermined 

1 1 ,000 

Undetermined 

$5,000,000 

Acquisition  of  inholdings  within  Pyramid  Lake  Indian  Reservation 

Undetermined 

American  Land  Conservancy  (Big  Bend  Ranch) 

Nevada,  Washoe  and  Clark 

Undetermined 

250 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Inholding  acquisition  within  Pyramid  Lake  Indian  Reservation 

FY  1994 

American  Land  Conservancy  (Urrutia  Ranch) 

Nevada,  Washoe  and  Clark 

Undetermined 

115 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Inholding  acquisition  within  Pyramid  Lake  Indian  Reservation 

FY  1994 
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Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 


American  Land  Conservancy  (Logan/Keever) 

Nevada,  Washoe  and  Clark 

Undetermined 

225 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Inholding  acquisition  within  Pyramid  Lake  Indian  Reservation 

FY  1994 

American  Land  Conservancy  (Pace  Ranch) 

Nevada,  Washoe  and  Clark 

Undetermined 

36 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Inholding  acquisition  within  Pyramid  Lake  Indian  Reservation 

FY  1994 

American  Land  Conservancy  (Pulver  Properties) 

Nevada,  Washoe  and  Clark 

Undetermined 

1 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Inholding  acquisition  within  Pyramid  Lake  Indian  Reservation 

FY  1994 

American  Land  Conservancy  (Comer) 

Nevada,  Washoe  and  Clark 

Undetermined 

1 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Inholding  acquisition  within  Pyramid  Lake  Indian  Reservation 

FY  1994 

American  Land  Conservancy  (Venture  Corporation) 

Nevada,  Washoe  and  Clark 

Undetermined 

3,120 

Undetermined 

$1,900,000  to  $2,300,000 

Inholding  acquisition  within  Toiyabe  National  Forest 

FY  1994 

FY  1995 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 


American  Land  Conservancy  (Granite  Construction  Co.) 

Nevada,  Washoe  and  Clark 

Undetermined 

5,500 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Inholding  acquisition  within  Toiyabe  National  Forest 

FY  1994 

FY  1995 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 


Planned  Completion  Date 


American  Land  Conservancy  (Sheldon  Inholdings) 

Nevada,  Washoe  and  Clark 

Undetermined 

2,120 

Undetermined 

$1,120,000 

Inholding  acquisition  within  Sheldon  National  Wildlife  Refuge 

Undetermined 

American  Land  Conservancy  (Del  Webb  Corp.) 

Nevada,  Washoe  and  Clark 

4,000 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Inholding     acquisition     within     Pyramid     Lake     Indian     Reservation 

NOTE:      The      selected      land      is      also      within 

the  boundary  for  a  proposed  expansion  of  the  Red  Rock  Canyon  NCA. 

Undetermined 
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Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


American  Land  Conservancy  (John  Casey) 

Nevada.  Clark,  Humboldt,  V^/ashoe,  Pershing 

Undetermined 

58,000 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Recreation,  wildlife,  riparian 

FY  1994 

Portal  ^f^  and  l>2 

Nevada;  Clark 

Undetermined 

4 

Undetermined 

$135,000 

Inholding  within  the  Red  Rock  Canyon  NCA,  improve  public  access 

Undetermined 

Nevada  Bighorns  Unlimited 

Nevada,  Clark  and  Storey 

40 

4,988 

Undetermined 

S388,000 

Back  country  byways,  public  access,  riparian 

Undetermined 

Walters 

Nevada,  Clark 

Undetermined 

38 

Undetermined 

$1,000,000 

Inholding  acquisition  within  Red  Rock  Canyon  NCA 

Undetermined 

James  Champie 

Nevada,  Lander  and  Clark 

12.5 

235.55 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Recreation,  wildlife,  riparian 

Undetermined 

Slash  G  Ranch 

New  Mexico,  Chaves 

1,100 

720 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Riparian,  wildlife  &  recreation 

FY  1996 

Lincoln  Valley  Land  Company 

New  Mexico,  Lincoln  and  Valencia  Counties 

23,000 

3,700 

Appraisal  pending 

Appraisal  pending 

Riparian,  wildlife,  cultural  &  recreation 

FY  1994 

FY  1995 

Lincoln  Valley  Land  Company 

New  Mexico,  Eddy,  Lea,  Chaves 

22.726 

1,684 

$750,000 

$750,000 

Riparian,  wildlife  &  recreation 

9/1/95 


399 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


Brow/n  Ranch 

New  Mexico,  Eddy  County 

1,200 

60 

$60,000 

S60,000 

Wildlife,  recreation,  and  riparian 

9/15/94 

FY  1995 

Lincoln  Valley  Land  Company 

New  Mexico,  Eddy  County 

4,500 

150 

Appraisal  pending 

Appraisal  pending 

Wildlife,  riparian,  and  cultural 

7/15/96 

Archaeological  Conservancy 

New  Mexico,  McKinley,  Taos,  and  Santa  Fe 

80 -t- 

640 -H 

$256,000 

$255,000 

Chacoan  Outlier 

September  1993 

FY  1995 

Nature  Conservancy 

New  Mexico,  Rio  Arriba,  Dona  Ana 

39.26 

560 

Being  reappraised 

$196,000 

NCA  inholdings 

September  1993 

FY  1995 

New  Mexico  State  Land  Department 

New  Mexico,  various  counties 

22,000 

Unknown  at  present  time 

$4,400,000  (est.) 

$4,400,000 

Wilderness,  ACEC's,  riparian.  Wild  &  Scenic,  and  cultural 

September  1993 

on  hold 

Rio  Grande  Partnership 

New  Mexico,  Santa  Fe  and  Taos 

200 

1,000 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Big  game  winter  habitat 

January  1  993 

FY  1995 

Klauer 

New  Mexico,  Taos 

970 

640 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Scenic  vistas 

FY  1995 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 


Lindsay  Holt  II 

New  Mexico,  Taos  and  Santa  Fe 

5 

320 

$47,500 

$48,000 

Critical  wildlife  winter  and  fawning  area 

9/30/94 

FY  1995 
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Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 


Richard  and  Elisa  Van  Steenis 

New  Mexico,  Taos  and  Santa  Fe 

5 

320 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Wildlife,  recreation.  Wild  and  Scenic  River 

9/30/94 

FY  1  995 

Ed  and  Mary  Gavin 

New  Mexico,  San  Miguel,  Taos 

618 

373 

$86,600 

$85,900 

Recreation,  wildlife 

9/30/94 

FY  1995 

Gerhard  Muller 

New  Mexico,  Dona  Ana 

34 

30 

Pending  appraisal 

Pending  appraisal 

Aesthetic  preservation  near  Aguirre  Springs  Campground 

September  1994 

FY  1995 

Paul  and  Don  Candelaria 

New  Mexico,  San  Juan  and  Rio  Arriba 

1,815 

760 

$60/acre 

$70/acre 

Wildlife,  recreation,  cultural 

FY  1995 

Kee  Yazzie 

New  Mexico,  San  Juan 

160 

160 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Wilderness 

9/30/94 

FY  1995 

Louise  Harrison 

New  Mexico,  San  Juan 

160 

160 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Wilderness 

9/30/94 

FY  1995 

Johnnie  George 

New  Mexico,  San  Juan 

160 

160 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Wilderness 

9/30/94 

9/30/95 

Morris  Young 

New  Mexico,  San  Juan 

240 

240 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Cultural  resources 

9/30/94 

FY  1995 
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Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 


Navajo  Tribe 

New  Mexico,  McKinley 

91,000 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Trespass  resolution  and  land  consolidation 

FY  '993 

9/30/95 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


Navajo  Nation 

New  Mexico,  Mckinley  and  San  Juan 

65 

160 

appraisal  pending 

appraisal  pending 

Meet  local  community  needs 

6/1/94 

FY  1995 

Jim  C.  Lynch  (Lynch  Brothers) 

Oregon,  Lake 

4,790.44 

3,656.09 

$310,000  (estimated) 

$320,000  (estimated) 

Recreation,  wildlife,  riparian,  access 

10/91 

FY  1995 

State  of  Oregon  (Division  of  State  Lands) 

Oregon,  Lake 

1,609.52 

1,493.52 

516,000  (estimated) 

$15,000  (estimated) 

Recreation,  wildlife,  riparian 

Unscheduled 

Jack  O'Conner 

Oregon,  Klamath 

120 

120 

$12,600  (appraised) 

$12,600  (appraised) 

Wildlife,  range,  recreation 

12/93 

12/94 

Ed  Davis,  Alvord  Ranch 

Oregon,  Harney 

2,332 

2,040 

Estimated  Value  -  $233,320    Currently  being  appraised. 

Estimated  Value  -  $204,000   Currently  being  appraised. 

Consolidate  ownership,  wildlife,  recreation,  riparian,  access,  wetlands 

12/97 

Glenn  and  Sherri  Harris 

Oregon,  Harney 

3,800 

780 

$152,000  (Estimated) 

$156,000  (Estimated) 

ACEC,  unique  geologic  features,  wildlife, 

1/96 

Charlie  Otiey 

Oregon,  Harney 

1,681 

1,602 

$168,100  (est.)  Currently  being  appraised. 

$160,020  (est.)  Currently  being  appraised. 

scenic  values,  recreation,  riparian,  fisheries,  wildlife 

12/97 


402 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 


Charlie  and  Elaine  Petersen 

Oregon,  Harney 

2,539 

1,275 

$230,000  (Estimated) 

$227,000  (Estimated) 

Riparian  and  fisheries  habitat,  public  and  private  land  consolidation 

1/94 

1/95 

Benjamin  and  Genevieve  Fleming 

Oregon,  Harney  and  Grant 

4,052 

3,313 

$1,125,000  (Estimated) 

$817,400  (Estimated) 

Land  consolidation,  wetland,  wet  meadow,  riparian,  wildlife 

1/95 

Nevin  Thompson 

Oregon,  Harney 

3,310 

640 

$83,645  (Appraised) 

$90,000  (Appraised) 

Recreation,  wildlife,  riparian  and  botany 

1/93 

FY  1  995 

Ralph  Byrne 

Oregon,  Baker 

393.04 

436.52 

$22,700  appraised 

$22,600  appraised 

Deer  winter  range,  riparian  and  wetland  habitat 

9/94 

FY  1995 

Robert  Butler  (OT  Farms) 

Oregon,  Malheur 

1,353.01 

802.64 

$101,475  estimated 

$80,200  estimated 

Rare  plant  habitat,  Oregon  Trail 

9/95 

,  Richard  Eiguren 
Oregon,  Malheur 

1240 
1748 

$91,760  estimated 
$78,660  estimated 

Wildlife  (deer  winter  range),  trespass  resolution 
9/94 
FY  1995 

Oregon  Canyon  Ranch,  Inc. 

Oregon,  Malheur 

1,250 

1,040 

$57,000  appraised 

$56,000  appraised 

WSA  Inholding,  Riparian  habitat 

9/94 

Wilkinson  Ranches,  Inc. 

Oregon,  Malheur 

2,580 

1,500 

$115,000  appraised 

$1 1 1,500  appraised 

WSA  Inholding,  Riparian,  T&E  species 

9/94 

FY  1995 
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Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


Clearwater  Realty 

Oregon;  Wallowa  and  Union 

2.600 

2,240 

$3,000,000 

$2,750,000  estimated 

Wild  &  Scenic  River  inholding,  recreation,  fisheries,  riparian,  VRM 

1/94 

FY  1995 

R-Y  Timber  Resources/Clearwater  Realty 

Washington;  Asotin  and  Garfield 

720 

1,000 

$360,000  estimated 

$350,000  estimated 

ACEC,  recreation,  fisheries,  riparian,  VRM 

9/95 

FY  1995 

Guttierez 

Oregon,  Crook 

3,000 

560 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Scenic  Waterway  Inholdings 

1/94 

FY  1995 

Beck 

Oregon;  Wheeler  and  Gilliam 

5,000 

5.000 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Scenic  Waterway  frontage,  riparian 

Undetermined 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 

Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 


Oregon  Department  of  Transportation 

Oregon,  Wheeler 

Undetermined 

10 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Access,  recreation 

Undetermined  

Woodward/Cherry/Deschutes  County/Central  Oregon  Irrigation  District, 

Oregon  State  Department  of  Transportation 

Oregon;  Deschutes  and  Crook 

1,217.37 

1,103.91 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Recreation,  wildlife,  watershed,  land  ownership  pattern,  wetland 

FY93 

In  phases,  through  FY  1995 

Hatfield 

Oregon;  Crook  and  Deschutes 

160 

160 

$9,600 

$9,600 

Access,  wildlife 

FY  1993 

FY  1995 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 


Willamette  Industries,  Inc. 

Oregon;  Lane,  Linn,  Polk,  and  Yamhill 

2,733.97 

2,779.72 

$24,000,000  (estimated) 

$28,000,000  (estimated) 

Fisheries,  wildlife,  wetland,  recreation  resources,  ownership  pattern 

3/93 

Early  FY  1  995 
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Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 


John  Hancock  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Company 

Oregon,  Lane 

Undetermined 

1,692 

Undetermined 

$3,000,000  (estimated) 

Recreation,    wildlife,  spotted  owl  HCA  inholding,  fisheries,  riparian 

2/93 

FY  1 995  or  later 


International  Paper  Co. 

Oregon,  Lane 

200 

160 

$2,000,000  (estimated) 

$2,000,000  (estimated) 

Recreation,  riparian,  trespass, 

9/94 

FY  1995 


wildlife,  fisheries,  land  ownership 


2Llnc. 

Oregon,  Douglas 

360 

6,581 

$6,700,000    Preliminary  appraisal 

$5,200,000    Preliminary  appraisal 

Habitat  of  the  Columbia  Whitetail  deer  (endangered),  recreation 

1/94 

Early  FY  1995 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 

Cascade  Ranch 

Location  (State,  County) 

Oregon,  Jackson 

Area  (Federal  acreage) 

920 

Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 

1,200 

Value  (Federal) 

$975,000 

Value  (Non-Federal) 

$950,000 

Public  Benefit 

Riparian,  T  &  E  species  habitat 

Planned  Completion  Date 

12/93 

Revised  Completion  Date 

FY  1995 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Fed.) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Fed.) 
Value  (Non-Fed.) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 


South  Coast  Lumber  Company 

Oregon,  Curry 

200 

320 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Wildlife,  T&E  plants,  wetlands,  land  ownership  pattern,  access 

9/94 

12/95 

Hancock  Insurance  Company 

Oregon,  Curry 

738.5 

642 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Recreation 

1/96 

Sause  Brothers  Company 

Oregon,  Curry 

680 

62.67 

$1,500,000  estimated 

$1,500,000  estimated 

Recreation,  wildlife 

9/94 

3/96 

Port  of  Coos  Bay 

Oregon,  Coos 

140.91 

157.4 

$21 1,000  (appraised) 

$195,000  (appraised) 

Recreation,  wildlife,  community  economic  expansion 

12/94 

12/95 


t 
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Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  Countyl 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


Moore  Mill 

Oregon,  Coos,  Curry,  Douglas 

320 

469.47 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Wildlife,  recreation 

12/96 

Vincent 

Oregon,  Coos 

2.0 

1.3 

Undetermined 

52,500  appraised 

T&E  species  habitat 

12/93 

FY  1  995 

Stephen  Kahn 

Oregon,  Coos  &  Curry 

None  selected  at  this  time. 

78.15 

Undetermined 

$55,000 

T&E  species  habitat 

12/95 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


Coos  County 

Oregon,  Coos 

None  selected  at  this  time. 

111.3 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

T&E  species  habitat 

12/95 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Fed.) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Paly 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


Curry  County 

Oregon,  Curry 

None  selected  at  this  time. 

63.3 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

T&E  species  habitat 

12/95 

Clearwater  Investments,  Inc. 

Washington,  Lincoln 

2,000 

10,000 

$3,000,000  (est.) 

$3,000,000  (est.) 

Consolidate  ownership,  wetlands,  cultural  resources,  access,  recreation 

9/94 

FY  1995 

Washington  Department  of  Natural  Resources 

Washington;  Benton,  Franklin,  Okanogan  and  Lincoln 

3,000  +/■ 

5,000  +1- 

$1,500,000  (est.) 

$1,500,000  (est.) 

Consolidate  ownership,  wetlands,  access,  recreation 

12/94 

Fred  Hardenburgh 

Washington;  Okanogan,  Chelan,  and  Snohomish 

160 

2,600 

Undetermined 

$516,000  (est.) 

Wildlife,  recreation,  winter  range  for  mule  deer,  access 

1/95 
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Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage! 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


Honeycomb  Buttes 

Wyoming,  Sweetwater  &  Fremont 

1,286 

1,280 

$37,760 

$37,760 

WSA  inholdings 

April  1994 

FY  1995 

Raymond  Mountain 
Wyoming,  Lincoln 
Undetermined 
1,320 

Undetermined 
Undetermined 
WSA  Inholdings 
October  1994 

Devil's  Playground/Twin  Buttes 

Wyoming,  Lincoln/Uinta  Counties 

Undetermined 

1,280 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

WSA  inholdings 

FY  96 

John  Anselmi 

Wyoming,  Sublette 

640 

640 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Wildlife  habitat,  riparian,  recreation 

Not  scheduled 

N/A 

Bob  Narrower 

Wyoming,  Lincoln 

14,000 

1,400 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Wildlife,  riparian,  recreation 

Not  scheduled 

N/A 

Jay  McGinnis 

Wyoming,  Lincoln 

150 

100 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Wildlife  Habitat,  Riparian  Habitat 

Not  scheduled 

N/A 

Grayson  Jones 

Wyoming,  Lincoln 

200 

160 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Wildlife  Habitat,  Riparian  Habitat,  Recreation 

Not  scheduled 

Vernon  Mrak 

Wyoming,  Sublette 

1,000 

640 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Wildlife,  riparian,  recreation 

Not  scheduled 
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Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 


Truman  Julian 

Wyoming,  Lincoln 

1,040 

1,040 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Wildlife,  Riparian,  Recreation 

Not  scheduled 

J.R.  Broadbent 

Wyoming,  Lincoln 

1  5,000 

15,000 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Improved  resource  management 

Not  scheduled 

Coffman,  Shepperson,  Murphy 

Wyoming,  Natrona,  Johnson,  Washakie 

5,000-10,000 

8,000 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Land  ownership,  v\/ildlife,  T&E  species,  riparian,  cultural 

FY  1992 

FY  1994  &  ongoing 

State  of  Wyoming 

Wyoming,  Natrona,  Crook,  Weston,  Fremont,  Park,  Carbon 

6,200 

5,200 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Wildlife  (T&E),  riparian,  access,  recreation 

FY  1992 

FY  95/96 

State  of  Wyoming,  Game  and  Fish 

Wyoming,  Platte,  Goshen,  Converse 

2,500 

2,000 

Appraisal  not  completed 

Appraisal  not  completed 

Wildlife 

FY  93 

FY  95 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


Maycock  Family 

Wyoming,  Campbell 

2,000 

2,000 

Appraisal  not  completed 

Appraisal  not  completed 

Wildlife,  access,  land  ownership  pattern 

FY  1995 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


Wilburn  Newland 

Wyoming,  Crook 

1,910 

1,912 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Land  ownership  pattern 

FY  1993 

FY  1995 

Charles  Christensen/  U.S.  Forest  Service 

Wyoming,  Converse,  Johnson,  Campbell 

4,000 

1,120 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Inholding  acquisitions 

Undetermined 
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Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


Harry  Trowbridge 

Wyoming,  Goshen 

241.56 

120 

$11,355 

S7,200 

Cultural  resources  (Oregon/California/Mormon  Trail) 

FY  1992 

FY  1995 

Bill  Butler 

Wyoming,  Natrona 

388 

360 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Riparian,  recreation,  access 

Unscheduled 

Brock  Hanson 

Wyoming,  Johnson 

4,092 

Undetermined 

$150,000  (est.) 

Undetermined 

Land  ownership  pattern 

FY  1995 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefits 
Planned  Completion  Date: 
Revised  Completion  Date: 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


State  of  Wyoming, Board  of  Land  Commissioners 

Wyoming,  Natrona,  Crook,  Weston,  Fremont,  Park,  and  Carbon 

6,200 

5,200 

Not  completed 

Not  completed 

Wildlife,  T&E  species,  riparian,  access,  and  recreation 

FY92 

FY95/96 

J.  Matthews 

Wyoming,  Washakie 

1,120 

1,120 

Unappraised 

Unappraised 

Consolidation  of  public  land. 

Unscheduled 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State.  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 


Maurice  Bush 

Wyoming,  Washakie 

800 

531.4 

Unappraised 

Unappraised 

Riparian  habitat 

9/30/94 

FY  1995 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


Jim  Grisham 

Wyoming,  Big  Horn 

40 

10 

Unappraised 

Unappraised 

Easement  acquisition 

3/31/95 

Dan  Brown 

Wyoming,  Big  Horn 

285.56 

150.29 

Unappraised 

Unappraised 

Riparian  habitat  on  Big  Horn  River. 

9/30/95 
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Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


Terry  and  Kelly  Jones 

Wyoming,  Big  Horn 

739 

637.99 

Unknown 

$20,500 

Resolution  of  agricultural  trespass 

12/31/94 

Two  Dot  Ranch  Exchange 

Wyoming.  Park 

2,300 

2,300 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Recreation,  access 

Unscheduled 

Unscheduled 

Trail  Creek  Ranch  Exchange 

Wyoming,  Park 

1,500 

1,500 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Acquisition  of  recreational  vehicular  access 

Unscheduled 

Unscheduled 

E.O.  Sowerwine 

Wyoming,  Park 

65 

65 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Foot/horse  recreational  access 

Unknown 

Dale  Aggard 

Wyoming,  Big  Horn 

160 

160 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Riparian 

Unknown 

Poppenwimer 

Wyoming,  Big  Horn 

40 

49 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Land  ownership  pattern 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Jerry  Housel 

Wyoming,  Park 

Not  selected 

287 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Recreation,  access,  consolidate  public  lands 

Unknown 

Unknown 

The  Nature  Conservancy 

Wyoming,  Fremont 

100 

120 

$4,000 

$4,800 

Cultural  resources  (Oregon  Trail  route),  access 

Unknown 
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Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefits 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Parly 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefits 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefits 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefits 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefits 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  county) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefits 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  county) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 


Bill  Barlow 

Wyoming,  Campbell,  Johnson  County 

2,518.54 -^ 

240 

$113,300 

$140,000  estimated 

Recreation,  wildlife,  access 

FY95 

Elsom 

Wyoming,  Campbell,  Johnson 

40 

50 

$50,000  (est.) 

$50,000 

Recreation,  wildlife,  scenic,  increased  access 

FY95 


Wright 

Wyoming,  Weston 

3,831 

To  be  determined 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Cultural  resources, 

FY95-96 


recreation,  wildlife,  and  access. 


FL  Ranch,  Phil  Spano 

Wyoming,  Natrona 

1 0,000 -t- 

To  be  determined 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Cultural  resources, 

FY95-96 


Recreation,  wildlife,  and  access. 


wildlife,  and  access. 


Allemand  Ranch 

Wyoming,  Natrona,  Converse 

1 0,000  ■^ 

To  be  determined 

Appraisal  incomplete 

Appraisal  incomplete 

Cultural  resources,  recreation, 

FY95-97 

Torrington  Sand  Hills  (The  Nature  Conservancy) 

Wyoming,  Natrona,  Converse 

2,000 -^ 

To  be  determined 

Appraisal  not  completed 

Appraisal  not  completed 

Cultural  resources,  recreation,  wildlife,  and  access 

Unscheduled 

Dennis  Jones 

Wyoming,  Hot  Springs 

2,280 

650  and  an  easement 

Unappraised 

Unappraised 

Public  access,  recreation 

Unscheduled 

Jerry  Lewis 

Wyoming,  Big  Horn 

20 

20 

Unappraised 

Unappraised 

Consolidation  of  public  land. 

Unscheduled 

Unscheduled 
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Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


Bill  Walton 

Wyoming,  Big  Horn 

63 

88 

Unappraised 

Unappraised 

Riparian  and  wildlife  habitat  adjacent  to  Big  Horn  River 

Unscheduled 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 

Planned  Completion  Date 


Upper  Virgin  River  Desert  Wildlife  Management  Area 

Utah,  Washington 

Undetermined 

4,610 

$15,505,000 

$15,505,000 

Desert     tortoise     and     several     candidate     species     habitat,     land 

consolidation,  Habitat  Conservation  Plan  (HCP)  for  Washington  County 

FY  1995 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 


State  of  Utah  (Beaver  Dam  Slope) 

Utah,  Washington 

2,500 

2.393 

$240,000 

$240,000 

Wildlife,  T&E 

FY  1993 

FY  1995 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


State  of  Utah  (Kokopelli) 
Utah,  Grand,  San  Juan 
1,088 
2,799 

$200,000  (est.) 
$200,000  (est.) 
archaeology,  riparian 
FY  1993 
FY  1995 

Rocky  Mountain  Elk  Foundation  (Bookcliffs  Initiative) 

Utah,  Uintah 

7,048 

5,219 

$453,000 

$740,000 

Wildlife,  riparian 

FY  94 

FY  95 

Envirocare  of  Utah,  Inc. 

Utah,  Tooele 

436 

1,214 

$240,000 

$240,000 

Recreation,  wildlife,  access,  riparian 

FY  95 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


Broken  Arrow,  Inc. 

Utah,  Tooele 

450 

455 

$68,000 

$68,000 

Wildlife,  recreation 

FY  95 

Eugene  Timm 
Utah,  Tooele 
40 
60 

$4,000 
$4,000 
Wildlife,  range 
FY  95 
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Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


Thomas/Larsen 

Utah,  Box  Elder 

1,343 

1,132 

$65,000 

$65,000 

Wildlife,  range   riparian 

FY  93 

FY  95 

Calvin  Olsen 

Utah,  Tooele 

120 

120 

$12,000 

$12,000 

Wildlife,  range,  riparian 

FY  93 

FY  95 

Simplot 

Utah,  Box  Elder 

3,693 

3,589 

$360,000 

$360,000 

Wildlife,  recreation,  range,  riparian 

FY  93 

FY  95 

USPCI (#3) 

Utah,  Tooele 

1,600 

not  yet  determined 

$800,000 

not  yet  determined 

Wildlife,  recreation 

FY  95 

State  of  Utah  (Sand  Mtn.) 

Utah,  Washington 

560 

2,480 

$300,000 

$300,000 

Recreation 

FY  93 

FY  95 

State  of  Utah 

Utah,  Washington 

Undetermined 

1,200 

Undetermined 

$180,000 

T&E 

FY  94 

FY  95 

Gardner 

Utah,  Washington 

Undetermined 

240 

Undetermined 

$1,000,000 

T&E 

FY  94 

FY  95 

Whitaker 
Utah,  Garfield 
Undetermined 
464 

Undetermined 
$185,000 
Riparian,  wildlife 
FY  95 


Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Pany 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
Revised  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal  acreage) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 
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Bret  Murie 

Utah,  Iron 

Undetermined 

1,000 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Recreation,  wildlife,  range 

FY  95 

Clark  Bradshaw 

Utah,  Beaver 

Undetermined 

250 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Unique  plant  communities 

FY  95 

Earl  Randall 

Utah,  San  Juan 

60 

80 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

archaeology 

FY  94 

FY  95 

Jimmy  Allred 

Utah,  Grand 

400 

400 

$30,000 

$30,000 

Archaeology,  wildlife 

FY  93 

FY  95 

Catherine  Conover 

Utah,  Grand 

518 

308 

5100,000 

5100,000 

Archaeology,  wildlife,  recreation 

FY  95 

Gary  Sprouse  (Bookcliffs  Initiative) 

Utah,  Uintah 

Undetermined 

5,660 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Wildlife,  riparian 

FY  95 

Kennecott 

Utah,  Tooele,  Salt  Lake 

1,717  fee,  8,315  minerals 

4,253 

$1  million  (est.) 

$1  million  (est.) 

Recreation,  wildlife,  riparian,  cultural,  wild  horse 
FY  95 

Snowville  permittees 

Utah,  Box  Elder 

3,864 

3,991 

$140,000 

$140,000 

Wildlife,  range,  riparian 

FY  96 
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Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State.  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 

Name  of  Non-Federal  Party 
Location  (State,  County) 
Area  (Federal  acreage) 
Area  (Non-Federal) 
Value  (Federal) 
Value  (Non-Federal) 
Public  Benefit 
Planned  Completion  Date 


Robert,  Royce,  and  Delbert  Coolc 

Utah,  Tooele 

40 

76 

$20,000 

$19,000 

Access,  recreation 

FY  1995 


Boyd  Warr 

Utah,  Tooele 

120 

320 

$36,000 

S36.000 

Recreation,  wildlife, 

FY  1995 


access,  land  consolidation 


Walt  Plumb 

Utah.  Salt  Lake,  Tooele 

60 

300 

S60,000 

S60,000 

Riparian,  wildlife,  recreation,  public  land  consolidation 

FY  1995 

Site  Remediation  Corp. 

Utah,  Tooele 

1,440 

3,960 

$792,000 

$792,000 

Riparian,  recreation,  wildlife,  trespass  resolution 

FY  1 995 

Various  (Desert  Tortoise  Exchanges) 

Utah.  Washington;  Nevada,  Clark 

24,000  to  25.000 

5,238 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Desert  Tortoise  T&E  habitat 

FY  1995-1996 


Question:         What  benefits  do  you  see  from  an  expanded  land  exchange  program? 

Answer:  Tlic  additional  emphasis  on  land  exchanges,  along  with  fee  purchase  through  the 

Land  and  Water  C'oiisei  vation  Fund,  is  a  means  for  adjusting  land  ownership 
pallerns  and  improving  the  manageability  of  surface  jurisdictions.  It  will  allow 
us  to  take  a  balanced  approach  to  acquire  sensitive  and  critical  lesources  in 
exchange  for  lands  which  are  less  efficient  to  manage  or  have  lower  lesource 
values.  The  public  is  the  overall  beneficiary  of  BLM's  enhanced  ability  to  manage 
resduices. 


Question:  Vou  ate  lequesling  an  additional  $100,000  and   1    FTE  in  Lands  and  Realty 

Management  for  land  disposal  activities.  Your  FY  1995  budget  justification, 
however  indicates  that  less  acres  are  planned  for  sale  than  in  FY  1994.  What  do 
you  intend  to  accomplish  with  the  requested  increase  for  land  disposals  and  why 
is  BLM  unable  to  dispose  of  more  than  3,200  acres  in  FY  1995? 

.\iiswcr:  Tlie  acreage  proposed  for  sale  in  FY  1995  is  only  68  acres  less  than  the  amount 

planned  to  be  offered  for  sale  in  FY  1994.  Exchange  and  sale  are  methods  of 
disposal  BLM  uses  to  adjust  land  ownership  patterns.  State  indemnity  selections 
are  also  included  in  the  land  disposal  program.  The  proposed  budget  shows  an 
inciease  of  30,000  acres  of  exchanges  and  561  additional  acres  of  indemnity 
selections,  bringing  the  disposal  acreage  to  over  195,000  acres  through  those 
programs. 
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Withdrawal  Review 

Qiirsiion:  BLM  lias  cstablislicd  a  srif-iniposed  deadline  of  1998  for  completing  withdrawal 

professing  and  review.  VViinl  is  youicnrient  liniclable  for  completing  withdrawal 
review? 

Answci :  BLM  anticif>atcs  thai  llie  completion  of  withdrawal  review,  up  to  the  point  of 

sulimilting  reports  to  the  President/Congress,  should  lake  between  five  and  six 
years. 

Question:  What  level  of  lunding  will  be  required  U^  keep  BLM  on  schedule  and  how  does 

this  compare  to  your  FY  1995  request  for  withdrawal  review? 

Answei ;  The  FY  199r)  request  is  sufficient  to  address  priority  withdrawal  icvicws.   Future 

year  funding  needed  to  maintain  the  planned  schedule  will  be  assessed  against 
other  prioiilies  and  the  availability  of  overall  funding. 

Question:  How  do  you  plan  to  carry  out  the  withdrawal  review  program  and  how  will  it 

relate  to  BLM's  overall  land  use  planning  program? 

Answer:  BLM's  land  use  planning  must  address  management  concerns  for  those  lands 

where  withdrawals  are  lifted  and  management  of  those  lands  may  be  changed. 
It  may  be  necessary  to  prepaie  land  use  plan  amendments  which  will  guide 
management  of  those  lands  where  withdrawals  have  been  lifted. 

Question;  What    is   the    status   of  the    BLM's   pending    military    withdrawal    actions   for 

installation  closures  and  expansions? 

Aiiswei :  Eight  military  withdrawals  are  in  the  processing  pif)eline: 

•  C'hina  Lake  Naval  Weapons  Center  antl  Chocolate  Mountain  Guiniery 
Range,  C^alifornia    -    ex[)ansion 

•  Fort  Caisoti/Pinoii  Canyon  Maneuver  Area,  Colorado  --  expansion 

•  Melrose  Air  Foice  Base,  New  Mexico  --  acquired  fiom  the  stale  through 
exchange 

•  Naval  /\ir  Facility  El  Ceniro,  California  --  had  been  leased  to  Navy  by 
Reclamation  action  withdraws  for  Na\7 

•  Yakima  Firing  Center,  Washington  -  public  land  inholding  within  an 
Army  acquisition 

•  National  'Fraining  Center.  Foil  Irwin,  California  -  expansion 

•  Neliis  Ail   Foire  Range,  Nevada  --  expansion 

•  Wyoming  /\rmy  Natiolial  Guard  ^Vrmory,  Wyoming  —  expansion 

Eight  military  base  closmes  affect  public  domain  lands  which  have  been 
withdrawn  for  military  purposes.  DOD  real  property  acquisitions  at  another  6 
bases  slated  for  closine  have  been  or  are  being  considered  for  transfer  to  DOI: 

•  Navajo    Depot  Activity,  Arizona   --   will    remain   under   Forest   Service 
jurisdiction 

•  Williams  ;\ir  Force  Base,  Arizona  —  disposition  unknown 

•  Rittcnhouse  Auxiliaiy  Air  Field,  —  disposition  unknown 

•  Presidio  of  San  Francisco,  California  -  being  transferred  to  NPS 
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•  Sallon  Sra  Tost  Base,  Califoi  nia  -  most  acreage  is  within  a  wildlife  refuge; 
tli<-  disposal  ofllie  rciiiaiiiing  acreage  is  under  discussion 

•  Korl  VVingale,  New  Mexico  —  disposition  unknown 

•  Lniatiila  Army  Depot,  Oregon  --  disposal  delayed  pending  Ainiy  action 

•  Fort  Douglas,  Utah  --  transferred  to  tlic  University  of  Utah  by  statute. 

•  Fort  Ord,  California  --  BLM  interested  in  acquiring  part  of  the  base.   Part 
of  the  l>ase  will  be  Iransl'rrred  to  the  stale 

•  Fort  Meade,  Maiyland  --  over  8,000  acres  have  been  added  to  Paiuxeni 
National  Wildlife  Refuge 

•  Pease  r\ir  Forc<'   Ba.se,   New   Hampshire  —  over    1,000  acres  has  been 
iransfened  to  FWS) 

RS  2477  Rights-of-Way 

rhc  .Vi  -.f  July  '20.  ISr.C,  (RS  2477)  repealed  October  21.  1976  with  the  passage  of  FLPMA, 
proviilcd:  '"  The  light  o(  way  loi'  the  conslruction  of  highways  ovei  public  lands,  nol  reserved 
lor  public  use,  is  hereby  granted."  Under  this  direct  grant,  thousands  of  miles  of  roads  were 
lonslriicted  aiioss  the  public  lands  in  the  western  United  Slates.  Most  of  these  roads  were 
consliucled  without  documentation  of  tlu-  public  land  record.  /Mthough  RS  2477  was  repealed 
over  10  veais  ago,  valid  existing  rights  were  leserved.  llie  report  prepared  and  presented  by 
BLM  last  veai-  identified  BLM's  preferred  course  of  action  to  solve  outstanding  issues  related  to 
RS  2477.  Today,  controversies  still  arise  regarding  whether  construction  of  a  road  established 
a  public  highway,  and  if  so,  the  extent  of  the  rights  obtained  under  the  grant. 

Qucsiion:  I  liei  e  is  no  funding  in  your  FY  1995  budget  request  related  to  activities  required 

by  BLM  for  the  piocessing  of  RS  2477  assertions.  What  level  of  funding  will  be 
re<|uired  to  process  ihese  assertions  during  FY  199r>  and  are  we  likely  to  see  a 
budget  amendment  <>i  a  reprogramming  in  order  to  provide  this  fundingr 

Aiiswei ;  Part  of  the  reason  for  ie(]uesling  an  increase  of  $350,000  for  rights-of-way  in  FY 

1995  was  lo  begin  piocessing  RS  2477  righls-of-way.  Funding  for  iheir 
piocessing  will  be  borne  enliiely  bv  BLM.  .\l  this  time,  cost  estimates  are  being 
prepared  for  the  additional  RS-2477  assertions. 

Wild  Horse  and  Burro  Management 

111  1993.  ihe  BLM  began  implementation  of  the  "Strategic  Plan  for  Management  of  Wild  Morses 
and  Burros  on  Public  Land".  'Phis  plan  emphasized  the  need  to  establish  appropriate 
management  levels  for  wild  horses  and  burros  and  to  adjust  populations  to  reach  these  levels 
within  (>  years.  As  I  am  sure  you  are  aware,  my  state,  Nevada,  has  by  far  the  largest  number  of 
wild  horses,  and  therefore,  your  strategy  for  dealing  with  these  animals  is  of  considerable  interest 
to  me. 

Question:  Is  the  $17.5  million  requested  in  your  FY  1995  budget  sufficient  to  achieve  the 

goal  of  reaching  appropriate  management  levels  by  1999?  If  not,  what  level  of 
funding  is  required  lo  meet  ihe  1999  goal? 

.Answer:  Maintaining  the  funding  level  at  the  1995  Budget  Request  level  of  $17,234,000 

would  fxiend  attainmeni  of  ihe  appropriate  management  level  (AML)  goal  from 
1999  lo  the  end  of  FY  2(100.  Kiinding  .ti  the  S20  million  level  outlined  in  ihe 
Strategic  Plan  for  Managemeni  of  Wihl  Morses  and  Burros  would  enable  BLM 
lo  attain  the  AML  bv  1999  as  well  as  meet  other  goals  outlined  in  the  Strategic 
Plan. 

Question:  In    previous   years,   considerable    effort   and    funding    have   been   directed    to 

developing  fertility  control  measures  as  a  means  of  reducing  herd  size.  Have 
these  measures  been  effective  in  reducing  reproductive  rates  and  herd 
populations? 
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Answer:  Ferliliiy   control   efTorts   have   been   dirertrd   toward   developing   an   effective 

iinmimo-ronlraroplivo  vaccine.  The  reseaich  efTorts  conducted  to  date  indicate 
tiiat  a  two-shot  vaccine  adniinisteied  one  month  apart  is  efTcctive  in  reducing 
pregnancy-  However,  use  of  a  single-shot  vaccine  is  necessary  because  of  stress 
caused  by  having  to  hold  the  animals  foi  one  month  and  the  expense  asscniated 
with  administering  a  two  shot  vaccine.  Work  is  continuing  through  the  University 
1)1  Nevada  on  developing  an  effective  single-shot  vaccine.  A  leformulated  single- 
shot  va< cine  is  anticipated  by  September  1994  and  will  be  implemented  on  a  field 
liial  basis  in  Nevada  in  early  FY  1995. 

Question:  What  level  of  fertility  control  research  and  implementation  are  anticipated  in 

1995?' 

Answer:  We  anticipate  field  testing  of  a  new  single-shot  vaccine  on  500  mares  in  Nevada 

in  FY  1995.  We  anticipate  this  field  study  to  cost  about  $200,000.  This  funding 
is  included  in  the  FY  1995  Budget  Request. 

Question:  N'oin  ¥\  1995  budget  request  stales  that  you  have  established  a  consolidated  wild 

hoi  se  sanctuary  in  Bartlesville,  Oklahoma.  Has  this  single  sanctuary  been 
i'flective  in  reducing  the  overall  cost  of  caiing  for  these  unadoptable  hoisesr 
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.■\nswei :  This  saiictuaiy  has  been  cflective  in  reducing  sanctuary  costs.     The  reduced  pel 

head  cost  of  maintaining  horses  at  this  facility,  coupled  with  the  continued 
adoption  of  sanctuaiy  horses  and  the  ,iitainment  of  self  sufTiciency  at  the  Black 
I  tills  unit  in  South  Dakota,  has  reduced  total  sanctuary  costs.  Since  consolidating 
horses  at  the  Oklahoma  sanctuai  y  at  the  end  of  FY  1993,  the  total  costs  for  the 
sanctuary  program  have  declined  from  over  $1,000,000  in  FY  1993  to  about 
S750.0O0  in  F^'  1994.  The  sanctuary  costs  for  1995  are  anticipated  to  be 
S550.000. 

Questicm:  Since  the  majoiilv  of  the  wild  horses  and  burros  are  located  in  Nevada,  how 

much  of  the  wild  horse  and  burro  budget  will  be  directed  to  Nevada? 

,\nswei:  About  35  to  40  percent  of  the  wild  horse  and  burro  budget  will  be  directed  to 

Nevada  in   1995. 

Question:  I  note  thai  the  end-of-year  wild  horse  and  burro  population  for  1993  is  nearly 

7,500  animals  below  what  was  projected  last  year.  What  is  the  reason  for  this 
marked  reduction  in  population  levels?  Will  this  reduction  effect  your  attainment 
of  appiopriate  management  levels  and  future  funding  needs? 

.'Vnswer:  Tlie  primary  reason   for  this  population   reduction   was  the  harsh   winter  of 

1992/1993.   Many  hoises  died  due  to  cold  weather  and  lack  of  sufTicient  forage. 

In  addition,  the  poor  condition  of  the  hor  ses  resulted  in  a  below  normal  foal  crop 
in  1993. 

Question:  Once  apf)ropiiale  management  levels  are  reached,  what  level  of  funding  will  be 

re(]uired  to  manage  the  wild  horse  and  burro  program? 

.\iiswer:  Once  a|)piopiiale  management  levels  aie  leac  bed,  an  animal  funding  level  of 

S15.(H)I).()00  will  be  ie(|uiied  to  manage  the  program.  Fhis  will  include  such 
efVoils  ;is  leiuoving  :m(l  adopting  suffii  ient  animals  to  maintain  appiopriate 
managemeni  levels.  <oiiliiiuing  pul)lic  outreach  eflbils,  lieifl  census,  and  oii-the- 
giound  herd  management. 

Cultural  Resources 

Ihe  Native  .\merican  Graves  Protection  and  Repatriation  Act  (NAGPRA)  requires  Federal 
agencies  and  museums  receiving  Federal  funds  (1)  to  summarize  holdings  of  Native  American 
imassociated  funerary  objects,  sacied  objects,  and  objects  of  cultural  patrimony  in  their 
possession  or  control,  (2)  to  inventory  Native  American  human  reinains  and  associated  funerary 
objects  in  their  possession  or  control,  (3)  to  give  notice  to  lineal  descendants  and  affected  Indian 
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tribes,  and  (4)  to  repatriate  sucli  reniaiiis  and  objects  upon  request.  The  Act  specifles  deadlines 
lor  a<'coniplishing  suniinarios  and  inventories. 

Unscd  on  KTcnl  .survey  cslinialos  compiled  for  llio  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  the  BLM  has  tlic 
><Hi>M(l  laigcM  Frdcial  program  agency  responsibility  (aflei  tlic  Park  Service)  for  aicliaeological, 
liislori(al.  palconlological,  and  related  t:ollections.  You  are  requesting  $1,000,000  in  FY  1995, 
ilii-  sami-  level  as  in  VY  1994,  to  continue  efforts  to  tneet  the  deadlines  imposed  by  NAGPRA. 

Question:  Was   liic    BLM    able    to   meet   the   3-yeai    deadline    imposed   by    NAGPRA  to 

suiiunaii/e  holdings  of  Native  American  unas.sociated  fuiierai y  objects,  sacred 
objects,  and  objects  of  cultural  patrimony.'' 

.\iis\vei :  .Ml  BLM  Field  Oflices,  including  the  curatorial  centers  in  Colorado  and  Montana, 

examined  their  lecords  and  collections  and  prepared  summaries  on  all  such 
mat<-iials  held  in  BLM  facilities,  in  time  to  meet  the  Novembei-  1993  liuc  date. 
.Most  ol  the  mater  iais  subject  to  the  Act  arc  housed  in  non-Federal  (State  and 
private)  curaloiial  facilities,  and  BLM  woi  ked  with  these  facilities  to  help  them 
meet  their  similar  leqiiirentent. 

Question:  Will  BLM  meet  the  1995  inventory  deadline  foi  hinnan  remains  and  associated 

finieraiy  objects? 

Answer:  Inventoiies  ate  underway  to  meet  the  November  1995  due  date.  BLM  and  other 

Feflei al  agencies  ate  developing  sti atcgies  to  pool  efTorts,  to  reduce  overlap  and 
repetition.  Appioximatelv  SI  million  in  BLM's  FY  1994 cultural  resouice  budget 
is  cturenllv  being  applied  to  the  inventory  process,  lliis  level  of  funditig  is 
plainied  lo  continue  in  FY  1995. 

Question:  Wliai  is  the  status  of  the  Interagency  /Vrcliacological  Resource  Protection  Act 

(ARPA)  I  ask  Foice  in  the  Font  Corners  region  of  New  Mexico,  Aiizona,  Utah 
and  Colorado? 

.\nswei :  The  ARPA  Task  Force  was  disbanded  in  1993,  however,  an  ARPA  Interagency 

Oversight  Group  continues  lo  provide  emphasis  to  archaeological  resources 
protection  in  the  Four  Corners  region. 

Question:  What  level  of  funding  are  you  requesting  in  FY  1995  for  BLM's  participation  in 

this  clVort  and  how  does  the  FY  1995  level  vou  are  lequesling  compare  with  FY 
1994? 

.Answer:  The  ARPA  Task  Force  function  is  being  continued  through  the  Four  Corners 

Cultural  Resources  Special  Investigations  effort,  for  which  $500,000  or  the  same 
level  as  FY  1994,  is  being  requested  in  FY  1995. 

Qiiesiion:  Is  aichacological  resource  protection  becoming  a  larger  problem? 

.'\nswer:  Despite   recent   efforts   in   environmental   education,   archaeological   resources 

piotection  seems  to  be  an  increasing  problem  on  public  lands  nationwide.  In 
1993  the  innnbei  of  repotted  violations  of  theft  and  destruction  of  antiquities 
increased  about   10%. 

Queslinn:  .\i<-    the    inimber    of  in<  idents    of  archaeological    deslruttion    and    vandalism 

increasing  or  decreasing? 

.\iiswcr:  The   demand    foi    artifacts   remains   high.      Many    people   are   willing   to   pay 

thousands  of  dollars  for  quality  specimens.  'Iljicvcs  focus  on  valuable  artifacts 
and  frequently  damage  cultural  sites  in  their  search  for  marketable  specimens. 
riK'se  actions  contributed  to  the  increasing  ninnbers  of  reported  and  investigated 
incidents  in  1993. 
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Wilderness 

Ai  pirscni  BLM  mnnagcs  a  total  of  l.G  inillioii  acres  of  wilderness  and  provides  interim 
inaiiageinrnt  to  over  20.5  million  acres  of  wilderness,  pending  further  Congressional  action. Since 
1990  scveinl  pieces  of  legislation  have  been  passed  which  designated  40  new  wilderness  areas 
on  Public  Lands  in  Arizona  and  Colorado.  Senate  Bill  '21  introduced  into  the  103rd  Congress 
would  designate  an  additional  78  areas  and  4.5  million  acres  in  California. 

Question:  If  the  California  Desert  Protection  Act  is  enacted  dining  the  103rd  Congress, 

what  is  your  estimate  of  the  increased  BLM  workload  resulting  from  BLM's 
responsibilities  uiidei  this  proposed  legislation? 

Answer:  Preliminai  y  estimates  for  the  optimal  implementation  of  the  Act  in   1995  were 

appioximalely  S9.3  million  foi  boinidary  identification,  access  determinations, 
survey  and  mapping  of  new  wilderness  areas.  Aflei  review  of  the  needs,  we  have 
estimated  that  the  immediate  FY  1995  needs  can  be  met  with  $5  million. 

Question:  BLM  is  rcqviesting  an  inciease  of  $380,000  and  1  FTE  in  FY  1995  for  Wilderness 

Mnuagemrnt,  but  you  make  no  mention  of  the  possibility  of  your  new 
lesponsibilities  pursuant  to  the  proposed  California  Desert  protection  Act.  How 
would  you  fund  the  additional  workload  if  this  bill  becomes  law? 

,'\nswer:  I'he  Prcsiflent's  Budget  nssuines  that  an  internal  ledircction  of  funds  would  be 

necessarv  to  accomplish  the  workload  associated  with  implementing  the  proposed 
legislation.  Increases  in  funding  ovei  cuiient  levels  would  be  required  to  deal 
with  increased  coopeialive  land  management  planning,  compliance,  use 
supeivision  and  natural  re.souice  law  enfoicement  on  Public  Laiifls  which 
itilerfa<e  with  uewlv  designated  aieas  under  Park  Set  vice  management. 

Information  and  Resources  Data  Management 

BLM's  y\  199.")  b\i<lgei  ie(|uesi  lor  Information  and  Resotnces  Data  Management  prof)oses  a 
IuikImii;  level  orS(')9.441.'.00()  to  continue  at  the  enacted  level  the  Automated  Lands  ami  Minerals 
Rrrouls  SvsicTU  (ALMRS)  modeiiiization  effort.  Yoni  FY  1995  budget  request  also  pioposes  to 
<'limin:it<-  :ill  luiidiiig  foi  "Resource  Data  A(quisitioii  and  Management." 

Question:  What  is  status  of  the  ALMRS  modernization  effoit?    Will  BLM  make  its  1997 

implementation  date? 

.\nswei :  Fhe  ALMRS  project  is  proceeding  towards  a  1997  implementation  date.  FY  1995 

repiesents  the  second  and  final  year  of  installation  of  the  information  highway  in 
BLM  and  development  of  design  specifications  for  the  initial  operating  capability 
for  the  ALMRS  system. 

Qncsiioii:  What  are  the  out-veai  costs  requited  to  complete  ALMRS  implementation  and 

what  is  vour  estimate  of  iIk-  atuuial  opeialion  and  maintenance  costs  associated 
with  the  ALMRS  system.- 

.\nswer:  We  aie  in  the  process  of  <-xamining  the  final  out-year  costs.  Based  on  the  lesulls 

of  pilot  testing,  vai  ions  configuiaiion  alternatives  aie  being  evaluated  which  will 
inllncnce  the  out-veai  costs  associated  with  com[)letion.  We  will  be  happv  to 
provide  the  C-oiinnillee  with  fuither  infoinjation  as  this  process  is  completed. 

Question:  What  impact  would  a  reduction  below  youi  FY  1995  requested  level  for.VLMRS 

have  on  yoin  implementation  schedule? 

.\nswer:  U  the  ALMRS  project  funding  is  leduced,  it  will  be  impossible  to  maintain  the 

projected  implementation  schedule.  Fiom  a  hardwaie  perspective,  this  will  mean 
that  either  entile  BLM  States  orOfTices  will  not  leceive  modernization  equipment 
oi  that  Stales  oi  Offices  will  leceive  fewer  workstations — meaning  that  we  would 
not  achieve  the  integrated  system  envisioned.  In  either  case,  BLM  will  incur 
significant  additional  costs  in  the  foi  m  of  operating  more  incompatible  computer 
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systems  as  well  as  not  receiving  the  benefits  of  BLM-wide  electronic  data 
((^iniiiiiiiicatioiis.  addiliniial  inniiitcnaiur  costs  and  higlicr  overall  lolal  [irojrrl 
cosl.  From  a  solivvare  prisprclivc,  depending  on  the  magnitude  of  the  reduction, 
elloi  Is  conld  he  delayed  in  com|)leting  the  administrative  rehost,  initial  opeialing 
(apahility  spec  ifu  alioii  development  and  oveiall  ALMRS  implementation  on  the 
iiifoi  Illation  highway. 

Question:  Why  are  you  proposing  to  eliminate  all  funding  for  "Resource  Data  Acquisition 

and  Management?" 

Answer:  At  the  present  time,  the  installation  of  the  information  highway  under  ALMRS  is 

scheduled  foi  September  1995.  The  use  of  Automated  Resource  Data  will  migrate 
to  the  infoi  inalioii  highwav  plairoiiii  which  will  be  funded  by  the  benefilling 
piogiam.  A  second  main  purpose  of  this  subactivity  was  to  develop  a  data 
management  program.  We  believe  that  this  piogram  has  been  developed  and 
iiisiitiitionali/ed  and  BLM's  program  managers  now  recognize  the  value  and  need 
i>(  data  administration.  Therefore,  tiie  costs  for  administering  data  management 
should  piopeily  be  with  the  benefitting  program.  In  the  case  of  the  final  main 
functions  in  this  program,  paper-based  mapping  and  mapping  sciences  that  will 
contiiuK- — iirespective  of  the  status  of  the  ALMRS  project — the  benefitting 
pii>giatii  will  liiiid  those  needs.  We  believe  that  the  net  elfec  I  on  llw  benefitting 
f)rogiams  will  be  slight  since  savings  from  impiementation  of  the  information 
highway  will  be  applied  to  offset  the  additional  costs. 

Question:  How  will  the  mapping  sciences  program  now  be  funded  in  1995? 

.\nswei :  'fhis  program  will  be  funded  by  r<'ciuiriiig  the  activities  that  need  the  mapping 

products  to  pav  for  them,  flie  mapping  sciences  program  produces  paper  maps, 
such  as  olf-ioad  vehicle  (C)RV)  maps  and  land  status  1:100,000  maps  as  well  as 
piovi<liiig  photogiammeti  ic,  remote  sensing  expertise,  and  contributions  to  the 
National  High  /Vltitude  Mapping  Program.  This  will  lead  to  belter  business 
decisions  by  placing  management.'rund  control  in  the  purview  of  the  benefitting 
programs. 

Qiii-siioii:  How  does  HIAI's  mapping  scieiucs  program  relate  to  the  mapping  programs  of 

the  U.S.  Cleological  Survey? 

.\iiswei :  liLM's  mapping  program  is  somewhat  dilTerent  from  USGS's.  Wc  produce  BLM- 

specific  special  purpose  maps,  sucii  as  ORV  and  land  status  maps.  Tliese  maps  are 
based  on  topographic  maps  produced  by  L'SGS  but  contain  significant  value- 
added  data  necessary  for  land  management  programs.  ELM  and  L'SGS  cooperate 
extensivelv  in  the  coordination  of  spatial  coordinate  data  used  in  the  creation  of 
L'SGS  maps  and  aerial  photographs  to  produce  BLM  orthophotoquads  which  are 
used  in  natural  resource  mapping  and  GIS  applications. 

New  Central  HAZMAT  Account 

BLM's  y\  1995  budget  request  proposes  an  increase  of  $14.0  million  to  establish  a  new 
lia/at  (lous  materials  account  for  the  mitigation  of  hazardous  materials  occurring  on  public  lands 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior.  Under  this  proposal,  BLM  would 
administer  the  new  fund,  making  allocations  toother  Bureaus  within  the  Department  based  on 
the  decisions  of  a  Departmental  oversight  group. 

Question:  Your  FY  1995  budget  request  shows  the  BLM  contributing  $1,012,000,  the  Park 

Service  $5,220,000,  and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  $7,818,000  to  establish  the 
new  HAZMAT  account.  Tlie  FY  1995  budget,  however,  shows  nothing  with 
regard  to  FTE  allocations.  If  the  BLM  is  to  have  the  lesponsibility  for 
administering  this  new  account,  what  is  the  expected  annual  workload  associated 
with  this  new  responsibility  and  where  will  the  FFEs  required  for  staff  support  be 
coming  from? 

.\nswer:  Allocation  or  disbursement  decisions  and  oversight  of  the  Central   HAZMAT 

account  will  be  made  by  the  Deputy  Assistant  Secretaries'  Advisory  Group  for 
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Environmental  Policy  and  Compliance  (the  "Aclvisoiy  Group")  and  the  funding 
aspects  of  (hose  decisions  will  be  executed  by  BLM.  ln<lividual  bureaus  will 
miiinlain  i  esponsibilily  for  identifying,  contracting  for,  and  managing  remediation 
of  their  own  specific  hazardous  waste  sites.  BLM  expects  the  annual  workload  to 
be  minimal  and  involve  no  more  than  one-half  of  an  FTE  during  the  first  year 
of  operation;  this  effort  will  be  absorbed  within  BLM. 

Question;  Docs  the  Department  have  an  accurate  up-to-date  inventory  of  active  or  potential 

hazardous  waste  sites?  How  many  active  or  potential  sites  exist  on  public  lands 
within  the  Department's  jurisdiction  and  what  is  the  estimated  cost  for 
I  rmcdialion  of  these  sites? 

Aiiswei:  In   lOO^i,  Interior  bureaus  had  432  sites  listed  on  the  EPA  Compliance  Docket. 

In  afidition,  there  is  the  potential  for  additional  hazardous  materials  releases  to 
be  found  among  the  estimated  300,000  inactive  and  abandoned  mining  sites,  and 
on  oil  :niii  f»as  leases.  contamirwHcd  militarv  lands,  and  olhei  uses  of  Inlrtior 
administered  lands.     The  total  estimated  cost  ol  remediation  is  unknown. 

Question:  Do  you  <'X[)ecl  to  colled  enough  money  from  responsible  parlies  to  provide  a 

significant  amount  of  the  futuie  funding  lequired  foi  this  account? 

.•\iiswer:  Bv  providing  aiuhority  to  utilize  recovered  costs,  we  believe   that  theie  will  be  a 

greater  incentive  within  the  Department  to  more  aggressively  pursue  legal  actions 
against  responsible  parlies,  consistent  with  the  policy  that  the  parlies  responsible 
for  contaminating  Federal  lands  be  made  to  pay  the  costs  of  clean-up.  Our 
proposal  recognizes  that  the  Federal  government  has  not  done  well  in  this  regard 
in  the  past  —  with  the  result  that  the  taxpayer  has  ended  up  paying  a  larger  share 
ol  the  bill.  We  anticipate  that  private  users  of  DOI  lands  will  act  in  a  more 
enviroinnentally  sensitive  manner  as  ihey  become  cognizant  of  DOI's  more 
aggressive  postuie.  Thus,  the  offsetting  collections  authority  should  reduce  the 
finure  occuirence  of  hazardous  waste  sites.  \Vhil<-  impossible  to  quantify,  these 
"avoided  <  osls"  should  be  taken  into  consideration. 

Question:  What  are  the  estimated  out-year  costs  associated  with  this  account  and  what 

portion  of  these  costs  will  be  funded  bv  collections  from  responsible  patties? 

.\nswer:  Because  of  the  extreme  and  lengthy  process  of  evaluating  sites,  determining 

values  and  designing  remediation  measures,  the  total  out-year  costs  are  unknown 
at  this  time.  Also,  the  legal  actions  lo  atlempl  to  identify  all  potential  responsible 
parties  and  assign  costs  are  lengthy. 

Firefighting 

Ovei  the  past  few  vears,  there  have  been  ntmierous  aincndments  offered  to  appropriations  bills 
which  would  have  targeted  certain  budget  Object  Classes  for  reduction,  either  on  a  percentage 
basis  Ol  in  total. 

The  most  recent  amendment,  offei-ed  to  the  Earthquake  Supplemental  in  February  of  this  year, 
would  have  deleted  $3  billion  from  Object  Classes  21  through  26  for  all  1994  appropriations 
bills.  Certain  activities  would  have  been  excluded  and  the  OMB  Director  would  determine 
where  reductions  wouhl  be  made. 

The  Depaitmeni  of  the  Interior's  Emergency  Firefighting  account  was  not  among  those 
excluded.  The  account  is  included  within  the  BLM  budget,  and  funding  of  $  121, 176,000  is 
requested  for  FY  1995. 

Question;         Would  you  describe  the  activities  funded  by  this  appropriation? 

Answer:  Of  the  total  funding  of  $  12  1, 176,000  requested  for  FY  1995,  $1  14,332,000  would 

be  used  lo  cover  the  direct  costs  of  suppressing  wild  fires  on  federal  and  other 
protected  lanrls  and  the  costs  for  eineigency  or  extraordinary  preparedness 
measures.    Tlie  remaining  56,844,000  would  be  used  lo  cover  costs  incurred  lo 
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prevent   laiul  degradation,  resource  losses,  and  other  measures  necessary  to  ■ 

$lal>ili7e  crodiblc  soils,  structures,  or  other  conditions  or  damage  caused  by  fires, 
litis  appropriation  of  $  121,176,000  includes  funding  provided  to  the  four  land 
agrncy  bureaus  of  the  Department:  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  National  Park  Service,  and  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs.  Tlie 
funds  ate  appropiiated  to  the  BLM  and  portions  are  made  available  by  allocation 
In  the  other  three  bureaus. 

Qiifstion:  How  do  you  determine  what  level  of  funding  will  be  requested  for  this  account 

each  year? 

Answri :  llie  level  of  funding  is  based  on  an  analysis  of  the  actual  suppression  costs  for  the 

Inicrioi  Department  for  the  period  of  the  last  10  years.  Tliosc  estimates  were 
then  adjusted  to  cuiient  dollars  using  the  1995  President's  Budget  economic 
assiunptions.  Begiiming  with  the  FY  1992  Budget,  funding  for  the  Emergency 
Firrfighliiig  nccoiuit  has  been  base<l  on  an  analysis  of  actual  suppression  costs  for 
the  last  10  years. 

1  note  that  the  FY  1995  request  includes  over  S84  million  in  object  classes  21  through  26,  which 
represents  70  percent  of  the  total  request  for  Emergency  Firefighting. 

Qncslion:  ("otild  von  dcst  ribc  foi  the  Subconunittcc  what  effet  I  a  10  percent  rerhirtion  in 

liiosr  Object  Classes  would  have  on  the  Department's  emergency  fMefighiing 
capabilities? 

Answer:  Those  costs  include  flight  time  for  aircraft  (object  class  22);  housing,  feeding,  and 

logistical  services  for  all  employees  assigned  to  the  fire  incident  (object  class  21); 
fiie-nghtiiig  equipmeiu.  supplies,  materials  and  tools  (object  class  26); 
refinbishing  oi  replacing  equipineni  used,  damaged  or  lost  in  the  fire 
suppression  effoit  (object  class  25);  and  the  associated  costs  of  logistical  support 
(object  ilass  23). 

An  aibiti ary  cap  in  these  costs  would  --  in  a  normal  fire  year  --  create  chaos  in  the 
lire  progiam.  /MIocation  of  these  costs  by  object  class  is  not  at  the  discretion  of 
lire  managers.  "Hiey  repiescnt  the  actual  nature  of  the  costs  incinred  in  fighting 
wildfires,  nterefore,  to  comply  with  arbitrary  limits,  the  bureaus  would  be  forced 
to  choose  between  compliance  with  the  limits  or  risking  increasing  fire  losses, 
damages  and  life  threatening  situations  atid  employee  safety. 

Land  Acquisition 

Question:  Was  the  Departnieni's  criieiia  for  the  identification  atid  ranking  of  LWCF  land 

a('(|iiisilion  piioiities  applied  in  the  selection  of  BLM's  FY  1995  LWCF  land 
acc|uisition  projects? 

.\nswer:  BLM  used  a  ntodified  vei  sion  of  the  DepartmeiUal  LWCF  criteiia  and  included 

a  K'llectioii  of  current  resoince  needs  and  objectives. 

Quf'slioii:  What  criteria  did  the  BLM  use  for  selecting  its  FY  1995  land  acquisition  projects? 

.\nswer:  BLM  land  acquisition  priorities  were  based  on  several  factors  beginning  with 

priorities  and  information  provided  by  BLM  field  offices.  After  receiving 
prioritized  lists  from  BLM  State  Offices,  the  projects  are  reviewed,  evaluated,  and 
compiled  into  a  consolidated  BLM  list  which  represents  the  Secretary's  and 
Diiector's  project  priorities.  Priority  is  given  to  projects  that  would  enhance 
ecosysteni  manageinent,  biological  diversity,  wildlife  management,  recreation, 
wetlands,  watershed,  and  cultural  resources. 

Question:  BLM's  FY    1995  budget   request  proposes  an  increase  of  $5  million   for  land 

exchanges  to  be  used  primarily  to  acquire  habitat  critical  to  the  desert  tortoise  in 
California,  .'\rizona,  Utah,  and  Nevada.  How  do  you  propose  to  allocate  the  $5 
million  increase  requested  for  land  exchanges? 
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Answer:  The  allocation  of  the  leqnested  $5  million  has  not  yet  been  determined.    Funds 

would  be  allocated  among  BLM  field  offices  in  California,  Arizona,  Utah,  and 
Nevada  based  upon  their  proposed  operating  budgets  in  late  summer.  Tlie 
allocation  of  funds  would  lake  into  account  the  uigciicy  of  particular  exchanges, 
and  the  readiness  of  land  owners  to  complete  exchanges.  It  is  also  likely  that 
California  will  receive  additional  ptiorily  foi  exchanges  that  would  support  both 
llie  at  <|uisiti()n  of  desert  loitoise  habitat  and  the  provisions  of  the  California 
Desert  Protection  Act  (recently  passed  by  the  Senate). 

yiioiion:  Wliv  arc  vou  limiting  youi  exchange  initiative  to  Desert   Tortoise  habitat?  Aren't 

iher<"  other  critical  needs? 

,\iiswer:  riiere  are  many  other  program  needs,  howevei ,  the  priority  for  these  funds  will 

be  to  support  special  habitat  needs,  much  of  which  is  located  in  the  rapidly 
developing  southwest.  It  is  impoitant  to  note  that  while  most  attention  focuses 
on  Desert  Tortoise,  many  other  resouices  benefit  from  ac<|uisition  which  might 
not  have  oth<-rwise  been  able  to  acquire  such  as  some  sand  dunes  and  uncommon 
plant  associations. 

(^iK-siioii:  li  a|)pcais  that  BLM  is  phuing  incicased  emphasis  on  land  acquisition  foi  habitat 

<  onservation  and  protection  often  for  Thieatened  or  Endangered  species.  What 
aliout  other  nnillipie  use  objectives  such  as  recreation,  cultural  resource 
pioteciion,  wildlife  habitat  and  wetlands  conservation? 

,\n>iW(M:  IU,M   has  55  active  land  acquisition  piojects.  Of  those  55  projects,  about  50 

pcKcnl  involve  acquisition  of  habitat  to  enhance  threatened  oi  endangered 
sp(>cies.  The  balance  of  the  projects  are  oiiented  around  wetlands,  recreation, 
cultural  resoinces,  wildlife  and  biodiversity. 

Question:  Congiess  appropriated  S4.2  million  in  FV  1993,  $1.4  million  in  FY  1994,  and 

lU.M  is  requesting  $1.5  million  in  FY  1995  for  the  Idaho  land  exchange.  What 
progress  have  yon  made  with  the  Idaho  land  exchange  and  what  remains  to  be 
done  in  order  to  com[)lete  this  project? 

.\iiswer:  Of  the  55.6  million  appropriated  over  the  last  two  fiscal  years,  BLM  intonds  to 

obligate  all  available  fun<ls  by  the  end  of  FY  1994.  Public  Law  102-584.  which 
aulhoii/ed  the  project,  was  intended  tobe  an  ongoing  multi-year  land  acquisition. 
.\c((uisitions  valued  at  ovei  $20  million  remain  to  be  acquired  to  offset  the  loss  of 
IH.Tllllacies  ol  pui)lic  land  assets  in  Idaho.  Current  estimates  project  acquisitions 
lo  take  10  years  to  conclude  the  project.  The  rate  of  acquisition  has  kept  pace 
with  the  rate  of  a|>piopiiation. 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  TED  STEVENS 

Mining  Claim  Holding  Fee 

loi  FY  93  and  FY  94,  the  Interior  appropi;iations  bill  provided  a  $100  per  claim  per  year 
holding  fee  foi  mining  claims.  I  i  eceived  preliminary  figures  on  what  was  collected,  but  I  would 
appreciate  it  il  vou  could  piovide,  for  the  recoid,  some  updated  figuies. 

Question:  How  much  has  been  collected  under  the  fee  piovision  foi  the  fee? 

.\nsw<'i;  Dining  ¥Y   1993  S53.2  million  was  collected.  This  represented  collections  for  2 

viai  s  worth  of  claim  maintenance  (assessment  years  1993  and  1994)  in  one  fiscal 


vear. 


Qiicslioii:  How  many  claims  qualified  for  the  small  ininer  exemption? 

.\nswei;  The  Bureau  has  received  applications  requesting  the  small  ininer  exemption  on 

approximately  30,000  claims. 
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Quostion:  How  many  claims  total  were  dropped  after  imposition  of  the  fee  compared  to 

claims  held  during  the  |)rior  year  when  no  fee  existed? 

Ansuii:  Onring  I  WIl  the  nninher  of  claims  fell  from  7fi0.000  to  about  300,000;  a  drop  of 

4()0,0<I0.  Statistic  s  lor  cailior  years  arc  not  as  reliahle,  l>iil  w<'  l)<-li<'yc  that  hctwccn 
I '.'88  and  1993  the  tnimher  of  claims  dropped  from  approximately  1.2  million  to 
about  700.000. 

Question:  I  have  received  seveial  letters  from  /Maskatis  who  have  mining  claims,  but  who 

filed  their  papei  work  for  the  exemption  after  the  August  31  deadline.  Now  they 
aic  faced  with  losing  theii  claims.  Mow  can  we  help  the.se  people.' 

Answer:  L'lider  existing  law,  a  claim  became  null  and  void  unless  the  fees  for  the  1993  and 

1994  assessment  years  were  paid  by  August  31  or  a  small  miner  exemption 
request  was  filed  by  that  date.  Legislation  would  be  required  to  restore  those 
claims. 

Reclamation 

Re<  hunation  is  an  issue  in  mining  law  refoiin.  'File  House  bill,  ll.R.  322.  has  a  series  of  stringent 
federal  lecjuireinents  which  BLM  would  have  to  implement  if  it  becomes  law.  1  have  the 
following  quesiicms  legarding  possible  implementation  of  these  standards  and  the  costs  of 
regulating  mining  under  these  provisions. 

Question:  Hydrologic  balance.  Section  207  (b)(4)  (D)  ie(]uires  that  an  o[>erator  restoie  the 

"appioximate  hydrologic  balance  existing  prior  to  mineral  activities." 

What  does  this  mean?  Mow  would  BLM  interpret  "hydrologic  balance?"  Does 
the  term  encotnpass  water  quality,  water  quantity,  or  both?  Mow  does  this  affect 
existing  state  water  appropriation  statutes? 


Answer:  .As  described  in  Section  207  (b)(4)(A),  the  hydrologic  balance  existing  prior  to 

mineral  activities  would  be  the  hydrologic  conditions  documented  by  pre- 
distiubance  monitoring suflicient  toestablish  seasonal  variations.  Mineral  activities 
would  be  required  to  minimize  (not  prevent)  disturbance  to  the  prevailing 
hydrologic  balance,  lliis  would  include  surface  and  groimd  water  quantity  and 
(fiiality,  as  well  as  recharge  and  discharge  rales.  Further  definition  could  be 
accomplished  through  rule  making.  We  do  not  believe  this  will  affect  existing 
state  water  appropriation  statutes. 

Question:  Groundwater  Replacement.  Section  207(b)(4)(E)  requires  that  "where  quality  of 

surface  or  ground  water  is  .  .  .  adversely  impacted  .  .  .  such  water  shall  be  treated 
or  replaced  with  the  same  quantity  and  approxintately  quality  of  water 
comparable  to  pre  mining  conditions." 

I  low  are  miners  in  the  VVest--in  wet,  pristine  Alaska  or  in  arid  Nevada— stipposed 
to  fintl  water  to  meet  this  replacement  standard.  The  miner  in  the  White 
Mountains  of  Alaska,  how  is  he  to  transport  water  in  such  a  remote  area  where 
there  is  no  surface  transportation  system? 

Would  BLM  need  to  shut  down  mining  operations  that  can't  nteet  those 
provisions? 

.-\nswer:  llie  requirement  at  Section  207  (b)(4)(E)  applies  to  developed  water  sources  (i.e., 

water  used  for  domestic,  municipal,  agricultural,  or  industrial  purposes).  The 
majority  of  developed  water  sources  which  would  be  impacted  by  mineral 
activities  could  probably  be  treated  to  an  acceptable  level.  In  the  case  that  mineral 
activities  diminished  the  quantity  of  a  water  source  or  the  water  could  not  be 
successfully  treated,  an  alternate  source  would  have  to  be  provided  to  the  users. 
Iliat  may  involve  drilling  deeper  wells  or  piping  water  from  an  adjacent  area. 
BLM  believes  that  the  majority  of  operations  would  be  able  to  comply  with  the 
replacement  criteria.  Tlie  applicability  of  this  provision  to  undeveloped  water 
sotu'ces.  such  as  springs,  seeps,  or  streams  critical  to  wildlife  habitat,  is  unclear. 
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Q<irslif>n:  Vegetation.  Section  207  (h)(6)  rccjuii  es  that  an  area  be  revegetated  to  eslablisli  tlie 

"same  seasonal  variety  native  to  llie  area." 

Can  this  done  on  a  nationwide  basis?  How  would  this  provision  be  implemented 
in  Alaska  linidra,  Nevatla  desert,  Colorado  rocky  mownlains,  oi  Pacific  Northwest 
forest  .- 

Would  such  a  piovision  require  rcvegetation  plans? 

Answer:  Section  207  {b)(f))  contains  language  giving  the  Secretai  y  discretion  to  allow  non- 

native  species  if  such  use  can  meet  the  objectives  of  subsection  (a).  This  could  be 
accomplished  cither  with  oi  without  mlemaking  for  specific  regions,  such  as  the 
Alaska  tundra. 

Revegeiation  would  be  includetl  in  the  description  of  reclamation  measures 
submitted  as  part  of  an  operations  permit  application  under  Sec.  204  (b)  and 

1<)(2). 

Question;  Wildlife  Habitat.  Section  207  (b)  (10)  requires  habitat  restoration  as  "[Mescriberl 

bv  llie  fish  and  Wildliie  .Sei  vi<c.'" 

Is  llir  Service  going  to  be  running  habitat  protection  under  the  House  bill.- 

Is  this  an  absohite  standaid  which  leaves  BLM  no  authority  to  judge  whether  any 
ol  the  slandaids  piesciibed  by  this  agency  are  reasonable  or  cost-effective.  How 
would  such  a  provision  be  interpreted? 

Answer:  .Section  207  (b)(  10)  requires  habitat  restoration  lo  conditions  commensurate  with 

the  pre-distuibance  conditions,  including  conditions  prescribed  by  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  (FWS).  This  would  require  incorporation  of  specific  habitat 
measures  required  by  the  FWS.  It  does  not  appear  that  the  intent  of  this  section 
is  to  allow  FWS  to  run  a  habitat  protection  program  under  this  bill,  but  lather  to 
allow  FWS  input  on  specific  habitat  restoialion  measures  which  would  be 
necessary  on  a  case-by-case  basis  to  provide  a  successful  post-mining  wildlife 
habitat. 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  DON  NICKLES 
Budget  Restructuring 

riic  .Administration  is  proposing  budget  i<-sti  ucluiiiig  with  the  FY  1005  budget  re<|uest.  Tlie 
BLM  appicpriaiions  would  reduce  from  3  to  1;  activities  would  reduce  from  16  to  6;  and 
subactivities  would  reduce  from  45  to  19.  The  current  appropriations  of  Management  of  Lands 
and  Resoutces.  Construction  and  Access,  and  Oregon  and  California  Grant  Lands  would  become 
a  no-veai  appropriation  called  Management  of  Public  Lands  and  Resources. 

Question:  L'nder  this  restructuring  proposal,  on-thc-ground  managers  would  be  able  to 

diiect  programs  by  setting  their, own  priorities.  What  assurances  would  Congress 
have  that  programs  of  particular  Congressional  interest  would  be  carried  out. 
L  ndei  this  proposal,  what  would  prevent  a  field  manager  from  reducing  program 
funding  each  year  until  eventually  an  unpopulai  piogram  would  no  longer  exist 
at  any  meaningful  level  or  at  all? 

Answer:  F.ach  year,  BLM  submits  its  Budget  Justifications  to  Congress.  In  this  document 

BLM  piesenis  its  funding  reciuests  based  upon  overall  lesouice  management 
priority  needs  and  the  associated  proposed  work  to  be  performed.  Congress  then 
takes  action  on  the  Buieau's  funding  request  through  the  appropriations  process. 
Based  on  the  final  Congressional  action.  BLM  allocates  funds  and  workload  goals 
lo  each  State  and  field  ofTice  through  our  .\nnua]  Work  Planning  process.  Each 
manager  is  expected  to  accomplish  their  assigned  Annual  Work  Plan  targets  and 
goals.  Ihe  proposal  to  levise  our  budget  structure  will  not  change  this  process. 
A    crucial    element    of   the    Annual    Work    Plan    effort    will    continue    to    be 
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comimiiiicating  and  lonoiliiig  the  piiorilios  Tor  funding  and  accomplishinenl  as 
delineated  by  the  Congress  in  the  appropriations  process  and  in  the  Committee 
reports. 

1  lowever,  simply  stated,  under  the  cvn  i  ent  hudget  structure,  BLM  managers  are 
(indiiigii  increasingly  difTiculi  to  synchioni/e  all  ofthe  separate  prograni-oiienlcd 
pots  o(  money  in  order  to  achieve  cooidinated  on-lhc-gromid  nalui al  i esouiccs 
management.  The  new  stnicluie  is  intended  to  facilitate  the  management  of  on- 
ihe-groimd  resouices  and  to  addiess  critical  resoince  needs  in  a  more  enicient 
and  effective  manner  without  being  hampcied  by  the  artificial  constraints  of  the 
detailed  progi  am  by  piogram  line  items  in  tiir  current  structuie.  The  Bureau  will 
continue  to  emphasize  the  completion  of  the  piiority  program  elToi  ts  established 
by  the  Adminisliation  and  the  Congress  through  the  budgetary  process. 

Question:  How  much  time  was  spent  formulating  the  budget  resli  iicfuring  proposal?  Who 

was  involved?  Was  input  fiom  all  levels  of  the  organization  included  in  its  design? 

.\iiswei:  li-chmcal    work   on   developing   this   budget    icsti  uctin  ing    proposal    has   been 

underway  since  last  June.  Prioi  to  initiating  the  technical  development  work,  a 
budget  process  task  force  with  representation  from  all  levels  in  BLM  had  been  at 
work  lot  a  veai  pi  evious.  "Phis  task  force  examined  the  cm  rent  budget  structure 
on  a  conceptual  basis,  and  lecommendcd  budget  strticture  simplification,  llie 
recommendation  of  this  task  force  built  upon  the  efforts  of  a  previous  group 
which  was  part  of  BLM's  pi(x"ess  re-engineering  effort  of  the  previous  2  years. 
That  effort  also  recommended  a  streamlining  of  the  budget  structure  to  facilitate 
a  closer  connection  to  achieving  an  ecosystem  management  approach  to  natural 
resources  managemeiu. 

Question:  How  does  this  budget   rcsiructuring  proposal   support  the   Bureau's  currenl 

organization  structure?  What  are  the  organization  plans  as  they  relate  to  the 
budget  structure?  What  are  they  as  they  relate  to  ecosystem  manageineni? 

.•\nswer:  We  believe  that  the  proposed  new  budget  structure  will  more  accurately  reflect 

the  realities  of  on-ihe-giouiid  natural  resources  management  thai  are  now 
(Kcui  I  ing  in  BLM.  Regarding  organizational  changes,  seveial  BLM  task  loiccs  are 
developing  a  proposed  field  ofFice  organizational  strategy  and  a  basic 
Ileadquartei  s  Office  structure  and  functional  re-aligmnent  proposal  foi 
presentation  within  the  next  few  months.  Both  the  organizational  reviews  and  the 
new  budget  striiclure  are  being  <lesigned  to  facilitate  the  ecosystem  management 
philosophy  of  teamwork,  lollaboiation  and  coordination  rather  than  having 
numerous  separate,  isolated  "pif)giams." 

Question:  Have  the  accomplishment  and  accountability  measures  for  the  proposed  budget 

structure  been  developed?  What  public  involvement  is  anticipated?  Will  a  formal 
public  involvement  prtKess  be  included  as  part  of  this  process?  If  so,  what  are  the 
plans? 

.\iiswer:  We   have  already   begun   a   process  of  consultation    with   the   public   for   the 

development  of  performance  measures  and  are  committed  to  following  up  with 
interested  organizations  and  groups  and  with  the  Congress  to  design  useful 
measures  of  program  performance.  A  tremendous  amount  of  work  has  occuried 
to  date  in  the  form  of  pilot  eflorts  by  several  BLM  field  organizations.  We  are 
pr<K-eeding  to  try  to  obtain  and  fix-iis  input  from  the  various  sources  in 
dev<-loping  these  measures,  however,  it  is  not  an  easy  result  to  achieve. 

Queslion:  Is  there  suIVk  ient  lime  lo  complete  useful  and  detailed  accomplishment  measures 

in  limi-  lor  the  House  and  Senate  Appropriations  Comiiiiltees'  markups? 

.Vnswei :  The  new  performaiue  measures  will  not  be  in  place  in  time  for  the  committees 

to  be  able  to  use  them  in  their  markups  on  the  FY  1995  budget.  However,  a 
lumiber  of  existing  workload  and  output  measures  are  already  included  in  the 
BLM  Budget  Justifications  to  support  the  requested  funding  levels.  Development 
of  new   more   meaningful    performance   and   outcome  measures   will    require 
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ronsideiablr  tlioiight  aiirl  analysis,  as  well  as  consiillatioii  witli  all  iiilcrrstcd 
panics  ill  llic  coming  inonlhs. 

Qii('siii<ti:  II  llic  |>iil)li(   wisluvl  an  ai  roinplislniifiit  iiicasiiro  for  llioiisands  (>ri)oai<l  Ict-I  ol 

imil)ci  icmovpd  or  animal  iinii  monllis  (AUMs)  available  and  grazed,  would  the 
Kiiicaii  liiinoi   lliose  piihlit   wisiics? 

Answer:  W'c  are  open  lo  reiriviiig  input  from  any  segnieiil  of  llie  public  and  the  Congress 

irgaiiiiiig  lliose  spetiiit  performanre  measures  and  llie  design  of  a  system  that 
ellci  lively  meets  all  ol  the  identified  concerns  for  accoiinlabilily  and  apf)iopriate 
poiiiaval  of  perforinaiue  results. 

Question;  L'ndei  the  proposed  sti  iirluie.  the  Tliieatened  and  Endangered  Species  line  item 

leinains  separate  from  the  three  consolidated  management  line  items  (Upland 
Resoiiires.  Forest  Resources,  and  Riparian  and  A<|uati<  Resources).  What  is  the 
technical  rationale  for  this  separation?'  /Vien't  endangered  species  part  of  a 
coordinated  ecosystem  maiiageinent  plan.' 

Answer:  "fhi  eatened  and  Endangered  species  are  definitely  a  part  of  the  overall  ecosystem 

managcmeni  piofile.  The  idcntincatioii  of  a  separate  subat  livily  for  rhiealened 
and  Endangered  Species  liinding  was  included  because  we  felt  that  interest  in  our 
ellorts  regarding  recovery  of  listed  species  and  the  prevention  of  candidate 
species  from  being  listed  warranted  special  consideration  since  this  work  could 
extend  beyond  the  boundaries  of  one  particulai  generic  resource  majiagemcnt 
(ategorv  or  be  confined  lo  a  specific  area  within  a  generic  ecosystem  flefinition. 
In  addition,  because  it  appeared  to  us  that  the  legal  authorities  for  'F7E  species 
management  were  significantly  distinct  in  their  species-specific  orientation,  and 
that  lo  fcKus  some  additional  visibility  on  the  BLM's  management  respoiisibililies 
and  involveinent  in  these  ellorts.  that  having  a  separate  informational  siibac  tivity 
would  provide  useful  information  to  BLM  managers  and  external  budget 
reviewers  as  well. 

Question:  Win  are  Recreation  Resources.  Cultural  Resources,  and  Wilderness  Resources 

separate  line  items  under  th<-  new  sliuclnre? 

.\nswer:  .\gaiii.  as  in  the  ca.sc  o(  the    Ihreatened  and  Endangered  Species  subadivity,  it 

was  felt  that  the  distinct,  but  closely  related  naUiie  of  these  program  efforts  lo  the 
management  of  generic  ecosystem  categories,  would:  ( I )  focus  important  visibility 
on  BLM's  efroris;  (2)  highlight  contributions  to  meeting  public  demands  in  these 
areas:  and.  (3)  provide  a  useful  category  of  information  to  both  BLM  managers 
and  external  budget  reviewers.  Within  the  overall  context  of  our  desire  to  have 
the  new  Ijuflgei  structure  focus  the  "Tund  control"  level  to  the  overall  budget 
activity  level  rather  than  lo  the  more  limited  stibaclivity  level  (which  would  be 
primarily  an  informational  item),  the  identification  of  these  subactivities  would  not 
constiaJn  managers  from  meeting  multi-resource  program  objectives  on  a 
ecosystem  basis,  but  yet  would  provide  relevant  information  that  would  be  useful 
to  people  both  inside  and  out  of  the  Bureau. 

Question:  Many  of  the  Interior  Bill  agencK-s  are  proposing  streamlining,  downsizing,  and 

budget  restructuiing.  Fortunately,  up  lo  this  point,  the  land  managing  agencies 
have  had  similarly  structured  appi  oprialions  and  line  items,  making  it  easier  for 
C.ongi  essioiial  members  and  staff  and  the  public  to  understand  like  activities.  Mas 
any  ( oordination  (Kcurietl  between  the  DOI  agencies  to  address  this.  If  not,  why? 

.\nswcr:  I  he  [>ioposed  new  budget  structure  has  been  reviewed  and  coordinated  at  the 

Ollice  of  the  Secretary  level  and  at  OMB,  where  it  was  endorsed.  Tlie 
Depailment  did  not  raise  any  concerns  regarding  incompatibility  with  the  budget 
stiuctuies  of  any  other  DOI  bureaus.  In  the  case  of  both  the  National  Park 
Service  and  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  our  understanding  is  that  their  budget 
sirucluies  are,  and  tiadilionailv  have  been,  significantly  dilTerent  from  the  BLM's, 
in  recognition  of  the  unique  missions  and  responsibilities  of  these  bureaus  within 
the  Department. 
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Qucslioii:  llio  Forcsl  Sri  vice  and  ilic  Bureau  of  Land  Management  have  taken  completely 

(lilTnent  approarlies  to  their  hudgel  restructuring  proposals  yet  the  differences 
between  many  programs  are  almost  indistinguishable.  What  coordination  has 
occmred  between  these  two  agencies.  If  none,  why?  What  is  plaiuied? 

.\n.swei;  Wo  iiave  been  coordinating  closely  with  the  Forest  Service  for  the  very  reason 

that  yoti  citeX^In  fact,  in  their  long-range  alternatives,  the  conceptual  counterpart 
to  our  proposed  budget  sti  ticiure  is  noted  as  "Option  C"  We  plan  to  continue 
lo  con.suil  and  coordinate  with  the  Forest  Service  to  deteiinine  wheie  and  how 
miu  h  similarity  and  conunonaiity  in  our  i)udget  stmclures  makes  .sense  in 
achieving  oiu  respective  missions  and  program  objectives. 

Qucslion:  Do  BLM   (ield  managers  have  difllculty  with  the  fiuid   reprogramming  rules 

(  ui KMidv  in  place?  Would  revised  reprogianuning  lequiremcnls accomplish  much 
of  the  goals  of  the  bridget  restructuring  proposal? 

.Answer:  BLM  field  managers  have  generally  found  that  the  current  reprogramming  rules 

inhibit  timely  accomplishment  of  reprogranuning  needed  to  address  local, 
uiifoiescen  needs,  '("his  is  due  to  the  length  of  time  for  review  required  at  the 
Bureau.  Department,  OMB,  and  at  the  Congressional  Committee  levels.  /\lso,  the 
Bureauwide  threshold  of  $250,000  for  each  subactivity  is  constraining,  given 
lodav's  budget  levels  and  the  needs  to  address  moie  complex  and  comprehensive 
issues  and  problems.  While  revised  reprogramming  requirements  would  certainly 
help  lo  address  one  of  the  areas  of  concern  with  the  current  stiiiclure — that  of 
budget  lesponsiveness — ii  would  not  addiess  several  other  equally  critical 
concerns,  fhese  are:  the  complexity  of  the  structure  with  its  multitude  of 
individual  pots  of  money  which  increases  ihe  ninnber  of  people  involved  in 
m:untaining  the  system  as  well  as  increasing  the  inflexibility  to  address  cross- 
culting  issues  and  problems;  and,  ilscinient  focus  on  individual  program  efforts 
at  the  expense  of  the  being  ai)le  lo  address  the  "bigger  picture". 

Investment  in  Natural  Resources  Initiative 

The  yy  199")  President's  Budget  request  for  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  includes  increases 
of  SIS. 0  million  for  the  Pacific  Northwest  Forest  Plan  initiative,  of  $14.5  lo  support  the  range 
reform  iniiialive  and  of  $2.5  million  for  other  natural  resource  programs.  In  addition,  an 
increase"  of  $12.4  million  funded  from  higher  mine  claim  maintenance  fees  would  be  used  for 
enhancing  mining  activities  and  for  mining  law  reform  implementation. 


Question:  We  are  finding  it  dilFicult  to  identify  on-going  initiatives  and  new  initiatives. 

Plea.se  piovide  a  table  identifying  each  of  BLM's  FY  1995  initiatives,  the  FY  1994 
amouni  for  eat  h  inilialivt-,  and  the  FY  1995  requested  ainounl  for  each  initiative. 

.\nswer:  Funding  pi  ioiilies  lor  BLM  for  1995  include  the  Forest  Plan,  Rangeland  Reform, 

and  mining  law  lefoiin. 

(S  OOO's) 


1994  Enacted 

1995  Request 

Forest  Plan  (Investment) 

22,300 

41,160 

Rangeland  Reform  (Investment) 

0 

14,500 

Mining  Law  Reform  (Non-Investment) 

0 

12,350 

In  the  FY  1994  President's  budget,  "investments"  for  BLM  included  hifrfases  to 
several  ongoing  initiatives  such  as  ihe  Riparian  Initiative,  the  Columbia  and  Snake 
River  Management  Plan,  and  other  items.  'Fliese  increases  totaled  $27.9  million 
in  ihe  budget.  In  the  V\'  1995  Piesi<lenl's  budget,  these  programs  are  included 
in  the  operating  accouiiis  included  in  the  Investment  Initiative.  Funding  levels 
follow: 
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($  noo's) 


FY  1994 
Investment 

FY  1994 
Enacted 

FY  1995 
Request 

Facilities  MaiiUenance 

9,000 

42,G7f) 

48,343 

Endangered  vSpecies 

G.OOO 

2G,531 

3 1 ,030 

Riparian  Initiative 

7,000 

18,700 

19,000 

Columbia/Snake 

9,r)78 

9,578 

9,578 

I'lie  FY  1994  "invcstinenl"  increases  lemain  intact  in  the  FY  1995  request. 

President's  Forest  Plan 

riie  Picsident's  Forest  Plan  initiative  came  out  of  the  April  1993  Forest  Conference  which 
Iodised  on  how  public  lands  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  and  Noithern  California  should  be 
manai^ed.  ()l  the  $1(58.5  million  proposed  in  liie  President's  Budget,  $41.2  million  is  requested 
wiiiiiii  liie  BLM  budget.  Hiis  is  an  increase  of  $18.9  million  above  the  FY  1994  level  of  $22.3 
million. 


Question:  What  accountability  measures  are  in  place  to  track  FY  1994  Forest  Plan  activities 

so  Congress  and  the  public  know  if  the  money  is  being  spent  as  it  is  intended? 

■Answer:  The  BLM  has  established  separate  accounting  for  "Jobs  in  the  Woods"  fluids. 

Project  work  is  charged  against  this  account  as  the  work  progiesses.  Additionally, 
Districts  have  identified  proposed  projects.  Interagency  Province  teams,  in 
conjiuiction  with  the  slate  Conniunuly  Economic  Revitalization  Teams  (CERTs), 
review  proposed  projects  as  part  of  the  "Jobs  in  the  Woods"  initiative.  Contracts 
are  awarded  upon  <  (nnplelion  of  that  review  process,  llius  a  mechanism  for 
tracking  both  funding  and  projects  exists. 

Queslion;  Ofihe  S22.3  millioti  for  FY  1994,  $  17.3  million  is  for  Forest  Plan  implementation. 

What  FY   1994  Forest  Plan  implementation  activities  are  currently  imderway?  . 
Mow  arc  these  diffeieni  than  what  has  been  done  in  previous  years? 

Answei:  liie  first  portion  of  FY  1994  has  been  dedicated  towards  completing  necessary 

ground  work  in  preparation  of  the  completion  of  the  Final  SEIS  and  signing  of 
the  Recoid  of  Decision.  Steps  that  have  been  taken  are:  1)  establishing 
interagency  guidelines  i)y  defining  protocols  for  activities  such  as  watershed 
analysis,  watershed  restoration,  and,  2)  setting  up  the  Regional  Inteiagency 
Executive  Committee  (RIEC),  the  Regional  Ecosystem  Office  (REO),  the 
community  Economic  Revitalization  Planning  Teams,  and  the  Office  of  Forestry 
and  Economic  Developmciil. 

I'hesc  activities  are  different  than  previous  years  in  that  the  Buieau  has  adopted 
an  ecosysiem  managemcnl  a|)proach  precipitated  by  the  Forest  Plan.  This 
changed  the  scope  of  planning  and  "analysis  as  well  as  increased  the  level  of 
coordinalion  and  iitformaiion  sharing  with  other  agencies.  Additionally,  planning 
is  being  done  on  a  regional  ijasis;  the  USES  and  BLM  have  haiinonized  their 
Resotuce  Managemeni  Plans,  and;  agencies  have  developed  common  standards. 

Question:  fhe  balance  of  the  S22.3  million  (S5  million)  is  for  "Jobs  in  the  Woods"  initiative. 

What  kinds  of  projects  will  be  funded  with  the  "Jobs  in  the  Woods"  dollars?  Are 
all  of  the  projects  located  on  O&C  lands?    Explain. 

.\nswer:  Most  of  the  proposed  projects  are  designed  to  reduce  the  llow  of  overland  water 

(to  improve  infiltration  rates),  and  to  reduce  sediment  yield  to  streams.  Piojects 
include:  Road  closures  and  road  obliteration,  stabilization  of  road  cut  and  fill 
slopes,  culvert  leplacement  for  fish  passages,  riparian  stand  improvement  for 
large  woody  debris  recruitment,  creation  of  instrcam  structure  for  fish  habitat  and 
stream  energy  dissipation.    In  addition,  a  limited  number  of  projects  aimed  at 


430 

tcrrcstiial  and  avian  wildlife  habitat  improvement  are  proposed.  Projects  are 
located  on  ()&C  land. 

Question:  Are  all  of  the  FY  1995  fmids  requested  in  the  O&C  appropriation r 

.Aiiswei':  ^'e^.  both  the  fimds  for  Foiest  Plan   Implementation  and  "Jobs  in  the  Woods" 

inilialive  are  in  the  ()&C  Appropriation. 

Qucslion:  .\ic  iIk-  Ituids  requested  for  this  initiative  in  addition  to  what  has  l)een  hisfoiically 

recjucsled  foi  the  OScC.  programs  oi  is  ihis  a  new  mix  of  activities  wilhin  the  OScC 
programs.'^ 

AMSw<'r:  The  funds  i  e<|uesled  rc|)resenl  a  new  mix  of  activities  within  the  O&C  programs, 

relleiling  the  fact  ihal  the  ()X:C  lands  arc  no  longer  used  simply  for  limbci 
production.  The  BLM  used  to  od'er  1.2  billion  BDFT  of  timber  each  year,  and  we 
were  in  a  productif)n  mode  to  do  that.  The  public  expectations  for  BLM 
management  have  changed,  and  timber  is  now  just  one  product  of  land 
management.  Expanding  the  base  of  historically  minor  O&C  programs 
(anadiomous  fish:  wilrllife:  soil,  water  Sc  air;  recreation;  etc)  requires  increased 
investments.  Additionally,  we  must  invest  in  regenerating  old  growth 
characteristics  in  the  forest  to  provide  suitable  habitat  for  all  featured  species.  We 
must  restore  watershed  fimclions  (including  uplands,  riparian  areas,  and  streams) 
lo  rehabililale  the  diminished  anadromous  fisheries  of  the  northwest.  Wherever 
possible,  we  want  lo  achieve  these  goals  using  methods  which  will  help  diversify 
local  ('(onomies  and  transition  flisplaced  workei  s  into  the  new  way  of  managing 
the  northwest  loiests. 

Overall,  the  retjuest  includes  an  SIS  million  increase  over  FY  1994. 

Question:  the     "jobs  in  the  Woods"  component  of  the  FY    1995  request  is  S17  million. 

Ilow  would  lU.M  implfmcjit  the  "jobs  in  the  Woods"  efloU  in  FY  1995"- 

Answei:  I'he   process   would  be  similar  lo  the  one   used   in    FY    1994.  'Fhe   BLM   has 

established  sepaiate  accounting  for  "Jobs  in  the  Woods"  funds.  Project  work  is 
charged  against  this  account  as  the  work  progresses.  Districts  will  identify 
proposed  projects.  Interagency  Province  teams,  in  conjunction  with  the  state 
Community  Economic  Rcvitalization  Teams  (CERTs),  will  review  proposed 
projects  as  part  of  the  "Jobs  in  the  Woods"  initiative,  llie  process  of  awarding 
contracts  will  proceed  upon  completion  of  that  review  process  and  NEPA 
documentation  and  watershed  analysis. 

Question:  There  are  several  on-going  recreation  construction  projects  which  will  provide 

additional  economic  relief  to  timber  dependent  commiuiities.  Why  weren't 
construction  funds  requested  for  completion  of  these  projects? 

Answer:  Out  of  the  $  1 7  million  request,  the  bureau  has  requested  $3.2  million  (about  19%) 

lor  Construction  in  FY  1995.  Proposed  projects  ate  geared  to  protect  and 
diversify  coinmuniiy  economic  opportunity.  At  the  same  time,  emphasis  has  been 
placed  on  iargeling  projects  that  will  restore  impaired  watersheds  and  habitat 
thus  stabilizing  and  strengtheiiiiig  nireatened  &  Endangered  Species.  For 
example,  it  is  expected  that  watershed  stabilization,  riparian  enhancement,  and 
stream  habitat  improvement  projects,  together  will  increase  anadromous  fish 
populations  far  beyond  critical  threshold  levels  such  that  associated  industries 
(such  as  lecrealional  and  commercial  fishing  and  tourism)  will  be  enhanced. 

Range 

Tlie  Rangeland  Management  program  request  is  $55.1  million,  which  is  an  increase  of  $8.3 
million  (+  \^7r)  above  the  FY  1994  enacted  level  of  $46.7  million  (page  3-62).  This  is  one  of  the 
largest  percentage  increases  in  the  BLM  budget  proposal.  The  increase  in  Rangeland 
Management  is  to  begin  implementation  of  the  Secretary's  Rangeland  Reform  '94  initiative. 
.\iiother  $6.5  million  from  other  accounts  would  be  used  to  bring  the  Rangeland  Reform  '94 
initiative  to  $14.5  million. 
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Question:  What  fiindiiig  level  is  clcvotcd  to  Kaiigelaiid  Reform  '94  in  FY  1994?    Please 

provide  a  breakdown  by  arrounl. 

Answer:  We  anticipate  spending  about  S5  inillinn  in  FY  1994  on  the  Rangeland  Reform 

eflbrt.     The  following  table  outlines  the  estimated  funding  by  subactiviiy. 


FY  1994  Rangeland  Reform  Costs 

Subactivity 

Dollars 
(SOOOs) 

Ratigeland  Maiiagem<'nt 

$2,700 

Soil,  Water,  and  Air  Matiagenient 

600 

Wildlife  Habitat  and  Fisheries  Management 

1,200 

Wild  lloise  and  litnio  Management 

200 

Resouice  Management  Planning 

300 

Total 

$5,000 

Qucsticin:  What  activili<-s  are  undciway  oi   plaiuird  whi<  li  have  not  octuired  piioi   to  ^^' 

1994.- 

Answer:  Numerous  actions  outlined  in  out  Rangeland  Reform  proposal  are  new  and  have 

not  previously  been  done.  These  include  provisions  to  establish  multiple  resource 
advisorv  councils;  national  icquirements  for  grazing  administration  on  pubic 
raiigelands;  guiding  principles  for  the  establishment  of  state  or  ecoregion 
standards  and  guidelines  and  provisions  for  fallback  standards  and  guidelines; 
provisions  for  an  incentive-based  fee  reduction  to  promote  good  stewardship;  the 
collection  of  surcharges  foi  lease  agreements;  and  other  administrative  actions. 

Crazing  Fees 

Secretary  Babbitt  and  others  in  the  Depai  tment  of  the  Inteiior  have  been  working  with  members 
of  Congiess.  Western  State  Governors,  and  constituent  groups  to  ariive  at  a  rangeland  leform 
plan,  including  inci eased  giazing  fees.  Foi  the  glazing  year  which  began  on  Match  1,  1994,  the 
lee  is  S  1 .98  per  animal  unit  month  (ALM).  For  pin  poses  of  this  btidget,  receipts  were  based  on 
iiici  eased  gr.ti'iiig  fees  of  S4.2.S  per  ALM  which  would  be  phased  over  a  3-year  pel  iod  of  time. 
Foi  FY  199;'),  receipt  assumptions  are  based  on  a  fee  of  $2.76  per  AUM,  begiimine  October  1, 
1994.  o  » 


Question: 


/\nswer: 


Question: 


.\nswer: 


What  steps  are  necessai  y  before  the  proposed  grazing  fee  can  be  set  by  the 
October  1,  1994  target  date? 

rhe  Department  currently  anticipates  implementing  the  new  giazing  fee  at  the 
beginning  of  the  1995  giazing  fee  year  which  begins  March  1,  1995.  To 
implement  the  fee  on  this  date,  we  will  complete  a  proposed  and  final  rule  and 
will  also  complete  a  draft  and  final  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  Tlie 
proposed  rule  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register  on  March  25,  1994  and 
contains  provisions  for  public  comment  through  July  28,  1994.  The  draft  EIS  will 
also  contain  provisions  for  public  comment.  We  anticipate  publication  of  the  final 
rule  and  completion  of  the  final  EIS  late  in  calendar  year  1994. 

Past  proposals  would  credit  permittees  for  improvements  made  on  public  lands. 
Is  this  included  in  the  current  proposal?  If  so,  how  does  the  Administration  see 
the  injprovement  credits  working? 

I  he  Administration  is  currently  proposing  a  30%  reduction  in  the  grazing  fee  to 
those   permittees   and   lessees   who  meet   certain   eligibility   requirements,   the 
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rstablisliinent  of  wliicli  would  be  accomplished  through  a  separate  rulemaking. 
Hie  departmcm  beliovos  this  rod\iclion  would  be  a  valuable  tool  in  promoting 
good  stewardship.  Il  is  anticipated  the  criteria  would  focus  primarily  upon  those 
pel  inittees  and  lessees  who  agree  lo  participate  in  special  rangeland  iinpi  ovemeni 
piograms  chaiacteri/.ed  by  best  management  practices,  the  furtherance  of 
icsoin(  e  condition  objectives,  and  comprehensive  monitoi  ing.  Tlic  Department 
antic  ipnies  that  eligibility  (  riteria  would  requii  e  permittees  or  lessees  to  undei  take 
management  practices  beyond  those  othci  wise  requited  by  law  and  legulation  to 
benefit  the  ecological  health  of  the  public  langelands. 

Mining 

The  Administration  is  anticipating  enactment  of  mining  law  reform  in  1994.  Therefore,  the 
Buieau  of  Land  Management's  Mining  Law  Administration  piogram  is  proposed  for  a  $12.4 
million  inciease  bringing  the  total  to  $27.7  million.  The  Administration  proposes  to  continue 
funding  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  Mining  Law  Administration  program  from  mining 
claim  lental  fees  chaiged  for  each  unpatented  mining  claim. 

Question:  For  purposes  of  estimating  leceipts,  the  budget  assumption  was  that  maintenance 

fees  on  :$ir),000  ongoing  claims  at  $100  and  40,000  new  claims  at  $225  will 
generate  ap)proxiinately  $30  million  in  revenue.  If  that  assumf)tion  was  used,  why 
aien't  the  revenues  $40.5  millionr  Under  what  authority  could  BLM  charge  $225 
for  new  claims? 

.Answer:  The  animal  maintenance  fee  proposed  in  II. R.  322  is  $200  for  new  claims  along 

with  a  one  time  location  fee  of  $25.  If  ll.R.  322  is  not  enacted,  BLM  has  the 
aulhoi  iiy  to  (  harge  an  aiunial  maintenance  fee  of  $  100  and  a  location  fee  of  $25. 

The  reveiuie  estimate  of  $30  million  takes  into  account  that  some  of  the  existing 
( laiins  will  be  dropped  and  theiefore  no  levenue  generated.  We  estimate  this  loss 
at  about  SI. 5  million.  Also,  about  $3  million  in  maintenance  fees  will  not  be 
realized  due  to  the  small  miners'  exemption.  In  1993,  exemptions  were 
requested  for  30,000  claims.    'Iliis  number  is  expected  to  remain  stable. 

Question:  On  page  3-31,  the  budget  justification  states  BLM  will  require  $27,650,000  and 

429  FTEs  plus  the  anticipated  $5,000,000  in  reimbursements  for  processing  the 
maintenance  fee  requirements.  Does  this  mean  that  the  total  need  for  the  Mining 
Law  Adniinistralion  program  is  $32,650,000?    Please  explain. 

.•\nswei:  Yes,    the    total    program    would    be    about    $32,650,000.   The    $5    million    in 

reimbursement  authoritv  should  be  interpieled  as  an  upper  limit.  It  represents 
auihoiitv  to  receive  the  cost  of  operating  the  claim  maintenance  fee  collection 
svstem  portion  of  the  mining  law  program  up  to  a  maximum  of  $5  million.  Ilie 
other  $27,650,000  is  for  the  operation  of  the  rest  of  the  mining  law 
administration  program  and  represents  an  advance  of  funds  from  anticipated 
claim  mfiintenance  fees  in  1995. 

Question:  In  addition  to  (he  receipts  identified  in  BLM's  budget,  BLM  activities  contribute 

directly  toward  the  generation  of  other  mineral  leasing  receipts  connected  with 
the  leasing  of  onshore  federal  minerals.  Iliese  receipts  are  reflected  in  tiie 
Minerals  Management  Service  budget.  Assistant  Secretary  Armstrong,  what  were 
the  budget  assumptions  for  hardrock  royalties?  What  funding  impact  would  this 
have  on  BLM  and  why? 

.\nswet:  The  budget  assumes  passage  of  M.R.  322  would  result   in  the  start  of  royalty 

collections  in  late  FY  1996,  with  FY  1997  as  the  first  full  year  of  collections.  No 
loyalties  are  assumed  in  1995. 

The  requested  increase  for  BLM  in  the  mining  law  administration  program 
contains  $7  million  for  costs  associated  with  implementation  of  II.R.  322.  I'ait  of 
this  increase  would  be  used  to  fund  the  implementation  of  a  royalty  program, 
including  the  establishment  of  a  production  accountability  program  as  part  of  the 
inspection  and  enforcement  program. 
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Qiifslion:  Ifllir  Sriiatc-pnsscd  vnsioii  of  iiiitiiiig  law  rcforin  wrio  lln-  final  piodiKl,  whal 

v\'()i  kriiico  and  (unding  a<ljn.slnirnls  l)y  piogiani  aioa  would  n<"cd  lo  b<'  made  lo 
llic  lll.M  hudgri  rcqucsl? 

Answer:  II  die  Senate  veision  of  mining  law  reform  were  lo  pass,  the  implementation 

pKxess  would  be  similai  to  the  process  necessary  to  implement  II.R.  322.  There 
would  still  he  a  need  to  write  new  legulations,  prepare  an  EIS.  and  implement 
a  royalty  piogram.  Tlterefore,  the  budget  requirements  for  FY  n)9r>  would 
ap|)ear  to  be  v<'ry  similar  lo  the  House  version. 

Question:  If  a  c  ompromise  between  the  House  and  Senate  mining  law  reform  bills  were 

reached,  whal  workforce  and  funding  adjustments  in  the  BLM  budget  proposal 
would  be  uecessaryr 

Answer:  If  such  a  bill  were  to  pass,  the  implementation  process  would  be  similar  to  the 

process  nccessarv  to  implement  H.R.  322. 

Question:  .Assistant  Secietary  Armstrong,  for  the  record,  please  identify  the  amount  of  FY 

199.')  funding  and  receipts  (by  bureati,  appropriation,  and  account)  that  are 
pioposed  in  the  Depailnunl  of  the  Inleiior's  FY  1995  budget  lequcst  in  support 
of  luipassed  mining  law  reform  legislation. 

.■\nswei ;  The  oiilv  funds  requested  are  llie  $7  million  increase  for  the  Bureau  of  Land 

Manageineiil  as  (list  ussed  above. 

Question:  .At  what  stage,  dmiiig  formiilalion  of  the  FY  1995  budget,  was  tins  additional 

workload  lakeii  into  consideration? 

.\nswei :  Mining  law  administiation  woi  kload  was  a  consideration  during  all  phases  of  FY 

1995  budget  prepaiation. 

Lands  and  Realty  Management 

riie  IU..\I  request  for  Lauds  and  Really  Management  activity  is  $29.5  million,  which  is  a  $L3 
million  inciease  above  the  FY  1994  enacted  level  of  $28.2  million  (page  3-34).  Of  the  increase, 
S5(>0.1)00  would  l)e  used  lo  expand  and  accelerate  the  land  exchange  program  to  complement 
the  funding  identified  for  land  acquisition  throughout  the  Department.  Ilie  $500,000  increase 
would  provide  the  BLM  with  a  total  of  55. 5  million  for  land  exchange  work. 

Question:  Is  this  correct? 

.\iiswer:  llial  is  correct.    A  total  of  $5  million  was  available  for  land  exchange  work  in 

1994.  llie  $500,000  requested  increase  for  1995  would  mean  that  BLM  would 
have  a  total  of  $5.5  million  for  land  exchange  work  in  1995.  An  additional  $5 
million  is  planned  in  1995  for  land  acquisition  using  Land  and  Water 
Conservation  funds. 

Question:  How  docs  the  cost  of  land  exchange  compare  with  land  acquisition? 

/Viiswer:  There  aie  two  kinds  of  costs  associated  with  land  exchanges  and  land  acquisitions. 

Tliey  are  time  and  money.  Unless  acquisition  is  by  donation,  fair  market  value 
must  be  paid  for  exchanged  and  purchased  lands. 

A  land  exchange  is  the  trading  of  lands  or  interests  therein  for  an  equal  value  of 
land  or  interest  therein.  Funds  arc  spent  to  process  the  land  exchange.  BLM 
must  conduct  resource  clearances  (cultural  resources,  threatened  and  endangerefl 
species,  etc.),  hazardous  materials  inventories,  title  reviews,  appraisals  and  other 
pi cKessing  steps  for  both  the  Federal  and  non-Fedeial  lands.  Costs  for  exchanges 
range  from  over  $20  pet  acre  where  there  are  few  sensitive  resources  to  $  100  per 
acre  in  areas  having  high  potential  for  cultural  resources,  threatened  or 
endangered  species  or  hazardous  materials. 
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Purchasing  lands  loquircs  less  pioccssiiig  because  onlv  half  as  much  property  is 
liciiig  cvaluau-d.    I'lopcilv  viihics  range  (Voni  $50  lo  over  $10,000  per  acre. 

Koi  purposes  ol  roniparison,  land  exchanges  can  easily  lake  one  to  two  years  to 
negoliaw  and  process  where  a  (ee  purchase  can  be  negotiated  and  processed  in 
less  than  six  months.  Land  exchanges  have  an  average  range  of  $30  -  $50  per 
acre  (or  p)rocessing.  Purchases  have  an  average  range  of  $300  -  $1,000  per  acre 
total  including  processing  costs. 

Many  landowners  do  not  wish  to  exchange  their  property,  desiring  only  a  cash 
put  chase.  In  these  circiunstances.  an  exchange  program  can  not  replace  a 
purchase  progiani.  BLM  considers  other  costs  such  as  impacts  to  local 
governments  in  the  form  of  reducing  its  tax  base  resulting  from  converting 
piivate  lands  to  Fedeial  lands.  Where  increasing  the  amount  of  Federal 
ownership  may  pos<-  a  hardship  on  local  government,  exchange  may  be  the  only 
feasible  method  ol  adjusting  land  ownership  pallerns. 

Queslion:  I  low    maiiv   land    ex<  hai\ges   do   you   expect    to   facilitate    with   a   $5.5    million 

programs 

.\nswcr:  A  S5.5   million   ext  hange   program  would   allow   the  Department  to  deal   with 

relativelv  complex  land  exchanges  involving  approximately  190.000  acres  which 
slates  aie  identifying  to  enhance  sensitive  resource  piotection.  There  are  also 
some  oppoi  lunities  to  facilitate  exchanges  which  will  benefit  other  Federal 
agencies.  Exchanges  (lo  lake  time  and  effoit  and  can  be  combined  with  land 
puichases  to  produce  a  beneficial  result. 

Qu<siion:  Mow  aie  the  BLM  land  exchanges  coordinated  with  other  Depaitment  of  the 

IiUerioi  agencies?  Is  BLM  slill  the  lead  agency  for  the  Department's  land 
exchange  eflbrls? 

.Answer:  BLM    provides    basit     and    lundameiual    lands    and    really    services    lo    other 

Department  of  the  Inierioi  agencies  as  well  as  the  public.  State,  and  local 
governments  by  processing  land  use  authori/ations,  adjusting  tenure  through 

land  exchanges,  and  completing  land  disposal  actions.  BLM  coordinates  with 
other  DOI  agencies  lo  support  the  Administration's  objective  for  nalinal  resources 
management. 

Land  exchange  legulalions  aie  issued  under  the  authority  of  sections  205.  2'>f). 
;<(l2(b)  and  310  of  the  Fedeial  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  I'.'/O.  The 
Bineaii  of  Land  Management  carries  out  the  responsibilities  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  under  these  regulations.  These  regulations  apply  to  all  exchanges 
involving  public  lands  and  interests  therein  administered  by  the  Secretary. 

Queslion:  We  often  hear  that  buveis  are  not  interested  in  BLM  land  exchanges  because  the 

lands  are  not  situated  in  desirable  locations.  Has  the  Department  considered 
exchanging  a  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  which  was  established  in  the  1950's;  is 
now  located  in  the  middle  of  urban  development;  and  is  no  longer  considered 
important  lor  wildlife  protection,  for  land  which  is  considered  lo  be  critical 
managemeni  area  by  today's  slandaifls.' 

.Answer:  Land    exchanges    are    an    essential     melliotl    of    implementing    niulliple    use 

management  objectives  by  consolidating  land  ownership  and  acquiring  resource 
values  ol  public  significaiK  e.  BLM  would  consider  working  an  exchange  for 
pro[)ei  lies  within  Nalional  Wildlife  Refuges,  if  these  lands  were  no  loiigei  nee<led 
loi  wilfllife  habitat. 

Queslion:  Do  the  other  Interior  agencies  have  funding  in  their  budgets  for  increased  laiul 

exchange  programs.-    If  not.  why  not? 

.Answer:  For  V\  1995.  the  FWS  has  requested  $2  million  for  land  exchanges  in  the  LWCF 

piogiam. 
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Question:  What  do  you  anticipate  future  needs  for  a  successful  land  exchange  program 

would  be?    What  about  for  other  Interior  agencies? 

Answer:  Ilir  Bl.M  could  sustain  a  land  exchange  program  with  $5.5  million  annually  in 

the  Lands  and  Realty  Management  subactivity  and  $5  million  in  the  Land  and 
Water  Conservation  Fund.  We  do  not  have  any  estimates  for  costs  of  land 
exchanges  from  other  DO  I  agencies. 

Qurstioii:  Arguments  have  been  made  that  the  land  exchange  process  is  costly  and  more 
time-consuming.  Arc  there  any  plans  being  considered  to  make  land  exchanges 
en.sin  ?  Is  any  legislative  action  necessary  to  simplify  this  process?  If  so,  what 
wouki  lie  needed? 

Answer:  Ciurcnt  land  exchange  procedures  arc  time  consuming.    Processing  costs  for  a 

land  exchange  are  higher  than  they  arc  for  purchase  of  like  property. 
Implementation  of  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Land  Exchange  Facilitation  Act 
(FLF.FA)  will  provide  for  ad<litional  opportimities  to  complete  exchanges,  lliese 
new  regulations,  whirii  became  effective  in  December  of  1993,  should  streamline 
liie  processing  of  exchanges  and  leduce  the  processing  costs.  Nevertheless,  liie 
items  which  require  the  most  time  are  the  cultural  resource  siuveys,  threatened 
and  endangered  species  inventories,  hazardous  materials  clearances,  and 
preparation  of  NEPA  documentation. 

Land  Acquisition 

llu-  Land  Arcpiisition  appropriation  proposal  is  $21.2  million,  which  is  an  increase  of  $9.1 
million  above  the  FY  1994  enacted  level  of  $12.1  million.  The  components  of  the  FY  1995 
request  aio  $14.1  million  for  12  land  acquisitions;  $1.0  million  for  emergency,  hardship,  and 
inholding  acquisitions;  and  $6.0  million  for  acquisition  management. 

Question:  As  in  previous  years,  please  provide  for  the  record  a  table  which  displays  past 
ftmding,  associated  acres,  cost  per  acre;  FY  1995  requested  funding,  associated 
acres,  cost  per  acre;  future  acquisition  funding  needs,  associated  acres,  cost  per 
acre;  and  additionaj  costs. 

Answer:  Future  funding  needs  are  provided  as  optimal  estimates  only.    Any  decisions 

would  be  made  in  light  of  funding  constraints.  Costs  and  acres  for  each  of  the  12 
land  acquisition  projects  are  shown  in  the  following  tables: 

Project  I.    San  Pedro  Riparian  National  Conservation  Area 


To  Date 

FY  1995 
Requested 

Future 
Acquisition 

Cost 

$1,047,000 

$  1 .000,000 

$7,700,000 

Acres 

1,298 

320 

4,580 

Cost/Acre 

$807 

$3,125 

$  1 ,68 1 

I'lojeci  2.    Upper  Missouri  National  Wild  &  Scenic  River 


To  Date 

FY  1995 
Requested 

Future 
Acquisition 

Cost 

$  1 ,569,566 

$2,600,000 

$3,320,000 

Acres 

6,100 

12,848 

17,248 

Cost/Acre 

$257 

$202 

$192 

Pio|r(  1  3.    L'naweep  /  Tabeguache  Byway 


To  Date 

FY  1995 
Requested 

Future 
Acquisition 

Cost 

0 

$2,000,000 

$2,000,000 

Acres 

0 

2,677 

2,677 

Cost/Acre 

0 

$747 

$747 
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Projcci  4.    Soiiili  Fork  Snake  River 


To  Date 


FY  1995 
Requested 


Future 
Acquisition 


Cost 


$78(),()()() 


5140,000 


$1,750,000 


Acres 


055 


200 


2.000 


Cost/Acre 


S817 


$700 


$875 


Ptojecl  5.    Upper  Sanaineiilo  River 


To  Date 

FY  1995 
Requested 

Futiu-e 
Acquisition 

Cost 

$3,247,000 

$  1 ,000.000 

$lfi,000,000 

Acres 

4,379 

1,865 

26,420 

Cost/Acre 

$742 

$530 

$606 

l*i(i|(il  ("'.    1  owci   S:iliii(iii  River 


To  Date 

FY  1995 
Requested 

■     — 

Future 
Acquisition 

Cost 

$755,000 

$3,500,000 

$7,500,000 

Acres 

930 

1.500  + 

3,225  + 

Cost/Acre 

S8  1 2 

$2333  + 

$2326  + 

riojerl  7.    Oiegdii  National  Ilisloiir  Trail 


To  Date 

FY  1995 
Requested 

Future 
Acquisition 

Cost 

0 

$125,000 

$125,000 

Acres 

0 

1 ,480 

1,480 

Cost/Acre 

0 

$84 

$84 

Prdiect  8.    .\1i70na  Wilderness 


To  Date 

FY  1995 
Requested 

Future 
Acquisition 

Cost 

0 

$  1 .260,000 

$3,600,000 

Acres 

0 

6,900 

20,000 

Cost/Acre 

0 

$183 

$180 

Prujecl  9.    Blackfoot  River  ("onidoi 


To  Date 

FY  1995 
Requested 

Future 
Acquisition 

Cost 

0 

$750,000 

$750,000 
(Purchase  cost  only) 

Acres 

0 

2,400 

2,400 

Cost/Acre 

0 

$313 

$313 
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Project  10.    Cliilly  Slough 


To  Date 

FY  1995 
Requested 

Future 
Acquisition 

Cost 

0 

$200,000 

$  1 ,000,000 

Acres 

0 

1,000 

4,400 

Cost/Acre 

0 

$26 

$227 

ri<)i<-<l    1  1.    Idalio  l.aiu 

Is 

To  Date 

FY  1995 
Requested 

Future 
Acquisition 

Cost 

$2.4:n,()oo 

$  1 .500,000 

$27,000,000 

Acres 

i,:uo 

800 

8,900  + 

Cost/Acre 

$  1 ,856 

$1,875 

$3,034  + 

rrojcci   I'J.    C.riiciiou  R 

aiu  li 

To  Date 

FY  1995 
Requested 

Future 
Acquisition 

Cost 

() 

S 1 ,300,000 

$2,250,000 

Acres 

(1 

4,500 

9,500 

Cost/Acre 

0 

$289 

$237 

Qiirslion;  The  acquisition  managrmont  arlivilv  is  proposed  for  an  increase  of  $4.8  million 

aliovr  tlir  FY  1994  rnarlr<l  irvcl  of  Si. 3  tnillioii.  The  increase  is  for  land 
exchanges.  On  page  9-19  of  ihe  budget  justification,  it  states  the  increase 
inchules  finiding  for  land  exchanges.  Is  this  money  intended  for  management 
111  the  land  exchange  progtam  or  for  sup[)lenienlal  funding  to  bring  ex<  hatiges 
to  e<|ual  value?    Explain. 

.'Xnswei ;  1  he    funds    in    both    the    Management    of   Lands    and    Resources    and    Land 

Acquisition  accounts  are  intended  to  be  used  to  cover  the  costs  of  processing  land 
exchanges.  One  allowable  cost  is  equalization  payments,  which  could  be  paid 
(loni  the  Land  Acquisition  account  request,  llie  purpose  of  the  Land  Acquisition 
inciease  for  exchanges  is  to  focus  on  exchanges  which  benefit  management  of 
sensitive  and  critical  resomces  for  which  the  BLM  and  the  Department  are 
responsible. 

Question:  How  much  finiding  is  requested  in  total  for  the  BLM  land  exchange  program.' 

Answer:  Land  exchange  is  the  preferred  method  of  land  acquisition,  however,  there  are 

ciicumstances  which  make  purchase  the  only  timely  alternative.  Some  exchanges 
are  partially  funded  by  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  through  the 
Land  Acquisition  Apptopiiation.  A  total  of  $5,000,000  of  the  LVVCF  request  is 
being  targeted  for  exchange  purposes. 

Other  land  exchanges  are  processed  through  the  Land  and  Realty  Management 
Activity  in  the  Management  of  Lands  and  Resources  Appropriation.  A  total  of 
S5.5  million  has  been  requested  for  exchange  purposes  from  that  appropriation. 

This  would  provide  BLM  with  a  total  S10.5  million  for  land  exchanges  which  is 
an  increase  of  S5.5  million  over  1994  levels. 


Question:  How  much  is  included  in  the  Department's  budget  by  bureau  and  accoinit  for 

land  exchange  programs.' 


Answer: 
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As  explained  aljove,  the  BLM  has  idcnlificd  a  total  amount  of  $10.5  million  for 
FY  1095  land  exchange  programs. 

Tlic  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  a  $2  million  request. 


Question;  Each  of  the    12  land  acquisition  projects  identifies  associated  out-year  costs 

(development,  0&M,etc.).  Tlic  total  of  all  the  out-year  costs  add  up  to  an 
$800,000  annual  management  need.  If  we  were  to  look  at  the  National  Park 
.Service  projects  or  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  projects,  I  believe  we  would  find 
the  anticipated  management  costs  are  even  higher.  Taking  into  consideration  the 
budget  deficit  problems  this  cotnitry  faces,  where  is  the  Administration  going  to 
suggest  we  get  the  additional  $800,000  an<l  the  money  needed  to  manage  the 
other  new  projects?  Are  program  areas  going  to  be  decreased  to  stretch  an 
already  thin  dollar  thinner? 

Answer;  Funding  alternatives  which  we  have  considered  include  (1)  extending  the  length 

of  lime  it  would  normally  take  to  implement  management  actions,  (2)  defer 
implementation  of  management  actions  until  fimding  becomes  available,  and  (3) 
based  on  priorities,  increase  O&M  funds  by  decreasing  program  funds. 

Deferring  acquisition  is  also  not  a  good  choice.  Many  of  the  projects  are  multi- 
year  arijuisitions  which  have  already  been  partially  funded.  In  those  cases,  some 
actions  may  already  have  been  taken  to  implement  project  management  decisions. 
Failure  to  fund  the  remainder  of  those  acquisitions  would  limit  overall  project 
viability.  Another  reason  tocontiiuic  fimding  land  acquisition  projects  is  that  the 
window  of  opportunity  for  acquisition  of  many  projects  is  open  for  a  vei  y  short 
lime.  Failure  to  lake  advantage  of  the  window  may  result  in  loss  of  critical 
endangci  ed  species  habitat  or  other  sensitive  resources  which  are  best  protected 
by  the  scope  of  public  ownership  even  if  funds  for  resource  enhancement  are  not 
inunedialely  available. 

Central  HAZMAT  Account 

Ihe  FY  10Pr>  budget  request  for  the  Central  HAZMAT  Account  is  $14.1  million.   'ITie  account 
would  ceniralize  all  hazardous  material  site  cleanups  in  a  single  account. 

Question;  How  does  ibis  compare  to  the  Department  of  Agiiculture's  hazardous  material 

site  program? 

Answer:  'Hie  Department  of  Agriculture  has  approximately   100  sites  on  the  Federal 

Agency  Hazardous  Waste  compliance  docket.  Agriculture's  request  for  its  central 
fund  for  hazardous  materials  expenses  is  approximately  $26  million  in  FY  1995. 
Ilie  fund  is  used  to  meet  Departmental  requirements  under  both  CERCLA  and 
RCRA.  All  phases  of  CERCLA  activity,  including  pre-remedial  studies  are 
supported  by  the  fund. 

Question:  For  the  Record,  provide  a  "hazardous  material  site  cleanups"  table  by  bureau  and 

account  which  identifies  the  FY  1993  actual  expenditure  and  the  anticipated  FY 
1994  expenditure. 

Aiiswci-:  llie  following  table  shows  site  cleanups  by  agency: 

($  OOO's) 


Agency 

Account 

1993  Actual  $ 

1994  Estimated  $ 

BLM 

Hazardous  Materials 
Management 

1,240 

530 

NFS 

Construction 

2,301 

3,800 

NTS 

Operation  of  the  National  Park 
Service 

0 

600 

FWS 

Construction 

4,232 

3,939 

TOI..I 

7,773 

8.869 
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Question:  T  ho  VY  1995  CciitrnI  I  lAZMA  T  Arcotmi  pioposal  has  no  FTEs  allocaiofl  lo  il. 

Mow  will  iho  program  hr  iiianagrd  without  KTEs? 

Answer:  I  hr  Onttal  HAZMA'raccoinit  is  expected  to  be  used  for  contracted  leniedialion 

woik.  llie  FTF-s  required  to  manage  the  contracts  will  continue  to  be  provided 
h om  the  regular  opeiating  accounts  and  programs  of  the  Bureaus  which  have 
piojecis  funded  through  the  Central  account. 

Resource  Data  Acquisition  and  Management 

Ihe  Resource  Data  Acquisili<iii  and  Management  program  is  proposed  lo  be  eliminated  in  the 
fV  H'95  budget.  It  has  been  determined  that  many  of  the  data  management  and  technology 
ulili/alion  lunclioiis  will  either  be  assimilated  into  the  changed  day-to-day  business  practices  of 
l)enelliiing  programs  or  provided  by  implementation  of  the  Automated  Land  and  Mineral 
Reiords  System  (ALMRS)  project  .  (Page  3-131) 

Question:  The  Bureau-wide  implementation  of  ALMRS  is  scheduled  to  begin  in  March  1996 

with  completion  in  September  1996.  Specifically,  how  will  the  activities  presently 
being  performed  in  the  Resource  Data  Acquisition  and  Management  program  be 
performed  between  October  1,  1994  and  September  1996? 

Answci :  Manv  of  the  activities  that  are  currently  being  performed  in  this  program  are  not 

lolally  depenflenl  upon  final  implemenlalion  of  the  ALMRS  system,  but  rathei 
are  dependent  upon  the  installation  of  the  information  highway.  At  ihe  present 
lime,  the  ALMRS  project  has  thiee  phases — Installation  of  the  information 
highway  (projected  completion  dale  Sepleinber.  lOOf)),  the  ALMRS  system  itself 
(projected  completion  dale  September.  1996),  and  the  Resources  Option  (no 
established  completion  date).  Foi  example,  the  use  of  Automated  Resource  Data 
will  be  assimilated  onl<i  ihe  information  highway  plalfoiin,  and  will  be  fmided  by 
ihc  benefitting  programs.  In  addition,  the  purpose  of  this  subactivity  was  to 
(l<-v<-lf)p  a  data  maiiag<'menl  program.  VVe  believe  thai  this  program  has  been 
developed  and  institutionalized  and  Bl,.Vl's  program  managers  now  recognize  the 
value  and  need  of  data  administration  'lliereforc,  the  costs  for  administering  tlata 
management  should  properly  be  with  the  benefitting  program.  Finally,  for  those 
activiiies  (such  as  paf)ei  -based  mapping,  etc.)  that  must  continue,  irrespective  of 
the  status  of  the  ALMRS  project,  the  benefitting  program  will  fund  those  needs. 
For  the  latter,  we  believe  that  the  net  effect  on  the  benefitting  programs  will  be 
slight  since  savings  fiom  implementation  o(  the  information  highway  will  be 
applied  to  offset  the  additional  costs. 

Question:  This  piogram  provides  funding  to  the  Geological  Survey  for  conventional  and 

high  altitude  aei  iai  photography  for  many  BLM  lesource  mapping,  management, 
and  monitoring  applications.  Who  will  pay  for  these  activiiies  in  FY  1995-'  Have 
other  bureau  budgets  or  program  budgets  been  increased  to  accommodate  these 
needs.  If  nol.  why? 

Ai\swet;  Funding — in  the  amount  of  $250,000 — is  provided  to  the  Geological  Survey  foi 

aerial  [)hotography  tmder  tci  nis  of  a  Memorandum  of  Undei  standing  (MOU) 
signed  between  the  directois  of  these  two  bureaus.  We  are  planning  to  fund  this 
MOU  from  the  benefilling  programs.  Budgets  have  not  been  increased  for  several 
leasons:  (1)  once  allocated  between  programs,  the  funding  need  is  anticipated  to 
be  relatively  small;  and,  (2)  the  benefitting  programs  should  be  able  to  absorb  this 
cost  by  applying  savings  that  will  deiive  from  implementation  of  the  information 
highway. 

General  Administration 

General  ,\dminist ration  is  requested  at  a  S2.0  million  increase  above  the  FY  1994  level  of  $  104.2 
million.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  budget  refiects  a  reduction  of  164  FTEs  related  to 
llie  [)i()posed  consolidation  of  hiunan  resotnce  ntanagement  functions  in  the  Department. 

Question:  The  personnel  positions  within  the  Depai  tment  aie  taigeted  to  be  leduccd  by  50 

percent.  Please  describe  the  cut  rent  proposal  under  consideration  by  the 
Department.    How  would  this  alfect  BLM's  persoiuiel  activities? 
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Answer:  Undor  thr  original  proposal,  personnel  services  as  well  as  equal  employment 

opporiunily  activities  would  be  consolidated  at  the  Department  level.  Tliese 
commonly  needed  services  would  then  he  available  to  all  Interior  agencies  on  an 
as  needed  and  reimbursable  basis.  Reimbursement  would  be  made  through  the 
neparlmental  Working  Capital  Fund  and  to  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
Administrative  Servi<  e  Center  foi  pei  sonnel  processing  costs.  Hliere  would  be  no 
significant  impact  on  BLM  personnel  activities  since  these  activities  would  still  be 
provided  ;il  the  Department  level  when  needed.  BLM  would  actually  realize  a 
cost  savings  over  time  since  the  bureau  would  no  longer  be  responsible  for 
overhead  costs  (i.e.,  training,  space  rental,  etc.)  associated  with  these  positions. 

The  Assistant  Secretary  foi'  Policy,  Management  and  Budget  has  now  asked  a 
Department  working  group  to  take  another  look  at  the  proposal  and  possible 
alternatives.  Whichever  approach  is  finally  taken  will  have  to  accomplish  certain 
basic  goals  consistent  with  National  Performance  Review  recommendations  to 
improve  Government  operations  and  the  Administration's  directive  to  reduce  the 
Federal  workforce  over  the  next  several  years.  It  will  help  to  meet  the  Pi  esident's 
mandate  to  reduce  the  size  of  the  Government  and  eliminate  the  duplicative 
efforts  of  dinerenl  Interior  agencies.  For  example,  the  new  Automated  Vacancy 
Announcement  System  (AV'ADS)  system  illustrates  the  direction  the  Department 
is  going.  This  system  contains  a  listing  of  all  advertised  vacancies  within  the 
Department  and  is  available  to  all  Interior  agencies. 

Question:  Ilie  Biueau-widc  space  rental  costs  are  expected  to  increase  by  $2.0  million.   Of 

this,  GSA  rental  costs  are  S  1 .0  million.    Is  this  still  a  valid  amount?    If  not,  why? 

Answci :  The  Bureau-wide  space  rental  costs  will  be  reduced  by  approximately  $1.1  million 

due  to  a  rollback/rent  rale  reduction  in  costs  for  GSA  leased  space.  In  effect,  this 
will  negate  approximately  half  of  the  $2.0  million  projected  increase  for  GSA 
space  that  is  proposed  in  the  FY  1995  Budget  request.  'Phis  reduction  is  the 
icsull  of  a  GSA  review  of  its  oiiginal  estimate  and  a  subsequent  reduction  to 
leflecl  changes  in  mai  ket  conditions  in  major  metropolitan  areas.  A  budget 
amendment  covering  this  item  has  been  submitted  by  OMB.  Each  agency's 
budget  will  be  reduced  to  capture  the  savings  government-wide.  Tlie  increase 
anticipated  for  other  than  GSA  space  remains  valid. 

Question:  .As  a  means  of  streamlining  and  saving  rental  costs,  has  the  BLM  considered  co- 

IcK'aliug  with  other  DOI  bmeatis  or  other  agencies  outside  of  DOI?  Explain. 
What  aie  the  Department's  plans  for  co-location  of  agencies? 

Answer:  Flic   BLM    has  actively  considered  co-location   with  other   DOI   buieaus  anil 

organizations  from  other  agencies.  A  major  impediment  has  been  the  lack  of 
authority  for  one  agency  to  lease  space  for  use  by  another  agency.  Most  often 
when  co-locating  is  considered,  GSA  usually  becomes  the  leasing  agency. 
However,  BLM  has  been  looking  at  cooperating  with  the  Forest  Service  in  areas 
where  both  agencies  have  opeiations  and  new  space  may  be  needed.  However, 
even  in  a  co-location  situation,  BLM  needs  to  pay  its  share  of  the  space  cost.  The 
savings  generally  occui  through  the  reduction  of  needed  common-use  areas  such 
as  reception  areas,  meeting  and  copy  machine  rooms,  storage  areas,  etc. 

Timber  Sale  Program  and  Forest  Health  on  Public  Domain  Lands 

According  to  the  request,  BLM  is  seeking  funds  to  sell  55  million  board  feel  of  timber  in  FY 
1995  from  public  domain  lands  outside  Western  Oregon. 

In  a  iccent  leporl  by  the  American  Forest,  a  conservation  group,  a  number  of  agencies  and 
university  scientists  concluded  that  the  interior  forests  in  the  western  states  are  primed  for 
catastrophic,  major  wildfire.  Dense  stands,  insects,  disease  and  excessive  dead  timber  and  forest 
fuels  have  all  combined  into  dangerous  conditions. 
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Question:  Docs  BLM  have  a  proactive  program  to  address  forest  health  conditions  on  its 

public  domain  forest  lands?  Is  the  timber  sale  program  on  the  public  domain 
lands  large  enough  to  meet  forest  health  needs? 

Answci-;  Normal  development  of  forest  stands  coupled  with  drought  conditions  over  the 

past  several  years  have  increased  the  death  of  trees  and  increased  the  probability 
of  wildfire  occurrence.  In  order  to  minimize  loss  of  merchantable  volume  and  to 
improve  forest  health  conditions,  the  BLM  has  placed  priority  on  the  salvage  of 
limber  in  high  risk  areas.  In  1993.  the  Forest  Ecosystem  Health  and  Recovery 
l-uiid  was  established  to  promote  forest  health  including  salvage  and  reforestation 
efforts.  Tliis  account  is  derived  from  revenue  generated  fiom  the  Federal  share 
of  leceipts  from  the  sale  of  salvage  limber  from  BLM  administered  lands.  It  was 
established  under  the  1993  Interior  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriation  Act  to 
allow  the  Bureau  to  more  efficiently  address  forest  health  problenis  by  allowing 
for  prontpt  salvage  and  reforestation  of  insect,  disease,  and  fire  damaged  forests. 
To  date,  the  fund  has  been  large  enough  to  allow  BLM  to  aggressively  plan  and 
prepare  salvage  limber  sales,  and  for  subsequent  site  preparation  and 
reforestation. 

Question:  Careful  timber  management  provides  a  tool  to  enhance  species  diversity  and  to 

achieve  ecosystem  management  goals.  Is  the  public  domain  timber  sale  program 
sufficient  to  meet  ecosystem  management  needs? 

.\nswer:  The  public  domain  timber  sale  program  slill  achieves  basic  ecosystem-based  forest 

management.  In  1990  a  strategic  plan  for  intensive  management  practices, 
"Forests:  Our  Growing  Legacy"  was  designed  to  improve  BLM's  capability  and 
effectiveness  in  addressing  a  new  philosophy  in  forest  management  practices. 
Hie  strategic  plan  emphasizes  overall  forest  ecosystem  management  while 
providing  for  the  harvest  of  commercial  timber  and  other  forest  products, 
linplemenlation  guidelines  were  completed  in  1991.  This  document 
complements  olhei  BLM  strategic  plans,  and  reflects  the  new  forest  policy  of 
managing  from  a  forest  ecosystem  perspective. 

Question:  The  Forest  Management  funding  request  of  S9.3  million  to  the  Department  was 

reduced  to  $6.8  million.    For  what  was  the  additional  $2.5  million  reduction? 


^'Vnswer:  "llie    FY    1995   funding   request   for   the    Public    Domain   forestry   program   is 

56,779.000.  This  level  of  funding  will  enable  completion  of  the  highest  priority 
work.  The  reduction  of  about  $2.5  million  was  made  to  enable  funding  of  other 
higher  priority  work  such  as  the  President's  Forest  Plan  and  Range  Land  Reform 
initiatives. 

Question:  Funding  for  the  public  domain  Forest  Management  program  has  stayed  relatively 

constant  over  the  last  several  years.  The  volume  of  timber  offered  from  these 
lands  has  fallen  over  this  period.    Why  has  this  reduction  occurred? 

Answer:  1  here  are  three  primary  reasons  for  the  reduced  harvest  levels.  Tlie  resolution 

of  resouice  conflicts,  such  as  with  Threatened  and  Endangered  Species  have 
reduced  the  number  of  acres  available  Tor  timber  harvest  (currently  7,732,000 
acres  are  currently  excluded  or  withdrawn  from  commercial  timber  harvest  for 
other  designations);  decreased  capability  due  to  static  budget  levels  and  the  need 
to  absorb  cost  incieases;  and  priority  shifts  to  accommodate  interdisciplinary 
emphasis  areas  such  as  the  Columbia-Snake  River  Anadromous  Fish  Habitat 
Management  Plan.  Ecosystem-based  Forest  management  efforts  increasingly 
contribute  to  integratetl  projects  that  required  investment  but  where  wood  fiber 
production  is  not  the  primary  output  (riparian  plantings  or  wildlife  habitat 
manipulation-densitv  control). 

Oregon  and  California  Grant  Lands  -  Forestry  Operations 

The  Oregon  and  California  Giant  Lands  (O&C)  appropriations  is  proposed  for  a  funding  level 
of  $106  million,  which  is  $23  million  (-1-28%)  above  the  FY  1994  enacted  level  of  $83  million. 

Ilie  requested  increase  is  primarily  for  the  Other  Forest  Resources  Management  program  and 
the  Transportation  System  Maintenance  program. 
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Question:  How  nnicli  limlxi  on  O&C  lands  does  BLM  have  cunnuly  prepared  and  ready 

ID  sell? 

Answer:  Tlie  districts  have  ideniilied  commercial  thinning  sales  totalling  14  MMBF  which 

ihey  planned  to  olFcr  in  FY  1994. 

Qncslioii:  W'lial  volume  of  limber  does  lU.M  have  in  the  pi|>eline?  Please  lis!  liy  limher  sale 

prepaiaiion  activiiv. 

Answei:  I  he  Piesident's  budget  assumed  sale  of  254  million  board  feet  in  FY  1995,  with 

178  million  board  feel  cut.  Decisions  made  since  that  estimate  was  developed  and 
reflected  in  the  recoid  of  flecision  and  final  environmental  stalemeiU  make  that 
estimate  unrealistically  high.  The  revised  probable  sale  quantity  for  FY  1995  is 
estimated  lobe  130  MMBF. 

Ai  this  lime,  BLM  has  no  volume  of  limber  ready  for  sale  in  the  pipeline. 
Decisions  in  the  Forest  Plan  essentially  voided  all  previous  sale  preparation  work 
under  old  Resoiuce  Management  Plans.  Additionally,  while  the  probable  sale 
quantity  (PSQ)  in  the  Foiest  Plan  for  western  Oregon  is  estimated  at  200  MMBF, 
many  uncertainties  remain  about  the  PSQ  available.  'Ilie  PSQ  does  not 
necessarilv  eijuale  with  sustained,  stable,  or  guarantee  flow  of  volume.  Rather, 
the  PSQ  represents  a  potential  harvest  when  no  other  conflicts  arise  dining  the 
environmenlal  assessmeni  process.  Currently  watershed  analysis  identifying 
which  of  the  potential  limber  sale  units  are  accessible  and  free  from  other 
resource  conflicts  is  uiulerway.  Additional  complexity  arises  with  the  PSQ  within 
the  Adaptive  Management  /Vieas,  as  potenliaJ  volumes  available  in  these  areas  will 
be  made  available  througli  a  synergistic  process  with  high  levels  of  public 
participation  and  involvement  of  the  research  community.  It  will  take  time  to 
<levelop  this  process  before  predictable  flow  of  volume  will  be  available. 


Quesli 


Recognizing  that  timber  sales  take  2  to  3  years  to  prepare  for  offer,  what  plans 
tloes  BLM  have  to  fill  the  timber  sale  pipeline?  What  volume  of  timber  should 
be  in  the  ()&C  })ipeline? 


Answei:  The  interim  guidance  to  fill  ihe  timber  pipeline  developed  by  the  Interagency 

Implementation  Team,  directed  agencies  to  avoid  actions  which  would 
substantially  impact  their  ability  k)  implement  the  preferred  alternative  or  other 
alternatives.  'Hie  districts  were  directed  lo  offer  unenjoined  timber  sales  meeting 
the  guidance.  At  the  end  of  FY  1993,  the  districts  had  identified  commercial 
thinning  sales  'lotalling  14  MMBF  which  they  planned  to  offer  in  FY  1994. 
Addiiionally.  the  disiiicis  were  given  direction  locoiitinue  working  on  FY  1994/95 
"low  lisk"  sales  defined  as  those  sales  which  are  IcKated  outside  of  critical  habitat, 
and  which  meet  stand  requirements.  Districts  were  told  lo  prepare  sales  through 
the  preliminary  FIA  phase  only. 

Fhe  Piesidenl's  budget  assumed  sale  of  254  million  board  feet  in  FY  1995,  with 
178  million  board  feet  cut.  Decisions  made  since  that  estimate  was  developed  and 
ienecte<l  in  the  record  of  decision  and  final  environmental  statement  make  that 
estimate  unrealislically  high. 

Volume  flows  from  O&C  land  during  the  next  3-8  years  are  more  likely  lo  be 
sporadic  than  stable,  even  flows.  Iliere  is  a  great  deal  of  uncertainty  surrounding 
any  estimate  of  timber  sales.  Among  the  uncertainties  are  (1)  whether  the  Bureau 
gels  injunclive  relief  based  on  ihe  Record  of  Decision  now  before  the  courts,  (2) 
completion  of  walershed  analysis  (riparian  corii<lors,  maintenance  of  15%  of 
Federal  watersheds  remaining  in  old-growth  reserve,  etc.),  (3)  the  timeliness  of 
building  consensus  with  public  inlcresi  groups  in  the  adaptive  managemeni  areas, 
and  (4)  ihe  operabilily  of  ihe  remaining  units  (i.e.,  whelher  sales  would  continue 
lo  be  above-cost). 

Civen  ihese  uncertainties,  ihe  revised  probable  sale  quantity  for  FY  1995  is 
estimated  lobe  130  MMBF  , 
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Question:  When   will    the   western    Oregon    resource   management   plans   be   complete? 

C-onsi(lering  the  status  of  the  new  resource  management  plans,  the  President's 
Forest  Plan,  and  tlie  necessary  consultations,  when  docs  the  Bureau  expect  a 
sl;ilile  How  ()(  timher  from  the  O&C  lands?  Do  you  have  sudicienl  funds  and 
employees  to  meet  planning  needs? 

Answci:  The  BL.VI  experts  to  complete  Final  Resource  Management  Plans  for  6  western 

Oregon  Districts  late  September  1994.  Before  the  BLM  can  proceed  with  an 
active  limber  sale  program,  we  need  relief  from  court  injunctions.  Injunctive 
relief  was  requested  April  14,  1994. 

Volume  flows  from  O&C  land  duiing  the  next  3-8  years  are  more  likely  to  be 
sporadic  than  stable,  even  Hows.  ITie  President's  Plan  does  provide  for  a 
sustainable  timber  harvest,  or  Po'eiilial  Sale  Quaniiiv  (P.SQ)  estimated  to l)e  about 
200  MMBF  annuallv  on  the  spoiled  owl  lorosls.  However,  there  is  a  great  deal  of 
uiuetlainlv  surioiindiiig  any  estimate  of  limber  sales.  Among  the  uiiceriaiiities 
are  ( 1 )  whether  ihe  Bureau  gels  injiinciive  relief  based  on  the  Record  of  Decision 
now  before  the  courts.  (2)  completion  of  watershed  analysis  (riparian  corridors, 
maiiiienanre  of  I.W  of  Federal  walei  sheds  remaining  in  old-growth  reserve,  eir). 
CM  ihe  liineliness  of  building  consensus  with  public  intei  esl  groups  in  the  adaptive 
managemeni  areas,  and  (41  llie  opetabilily  of  llie  remaining  units  (i.e..  whether 
sales  would  coniinue  lo  l)e  above-cost).  Currenlly  watershed  analysis  identifving 
which  n(  the  poleiilial  tinibei  sal<-  iniils  are  a<ressible  and  fiec  from  oilier 
lesoince  coiillicts  is  inidei  way. 

As  lelaled  lo  funding  lo  complete  RMPs,  the  Regional  Implementation  Team 
report  of  August,  1993.  identified  funding  needed  to  implement  the  Forest  Plan. 
This  leporl  was  updated  March  14,  1994.  Planning  needs  identified  have  been 
lullv  provided  for  in  the  FY  95  request. 

Question:  Is   any   of  the   O&C   increase   expected    to  be    u.sed    for   timber   sale    pipeline 

piepaiaiion?    If  so,  how  much?    If  not,  why? 

Answer:  Yes,  .5  million  of  the  increase  is  directly  related  to  putting  up  timber  sales  in 

.'Vlaplive  Management  Areas. 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  SLADE  GORTON 

Hanford-PILT 

Hie  Ux^al  governments  that  host  the  Department  of  Energy's  Hanford  site  in  Washington  state 
have  for  some  time  been  negotiating  with  DOE  over  Payments  In  Lieu  of  Taxes,  or  PILT,  for 
lands  that  were  lemoved  from  local  lax  tolls  when  the  site  was  established.  One  of  several  areas 
of  disagieement  in  these  discussions  involves  the  thousands  of  acres  of  lands  that  were  owned 
by  the  BLM  when  the  site  was  established. 

DOE  has  told  the  local  governments  that  under  the  Atomic  Energy  Act  it  is  not  responsible  for 
Pavments  In  Lieu  of  Taxes  for  those  former  BLM  lands.  BLM  has  told  the  local  governments 
that  under  its  own  governing  statutes  the  BLM  is  not  responsible  for  Payments  In  Lieu  ofTaxes 
on  lands  currenlly  owned  by  DOE.  This  catch-22  has  frustrated  local  governments  who  are 
Irving  to  lesolve  the  PILT  issue  and  piepaie  their  conununities  for  the  inevitable  downsizing 
of  the  llanforil  site.  It  seems  lo  me  that  somebody  should  be  making  PILT  payments  on  these 
lands. 

(^iKslion:  What  is  Bl.M's  polic  v  with  regard  lo  PILI   payments  al  DOE  sites  like  llanfoitl? 

.\nswer:  Section  6902  of  the  Payments  in  Lieu  ofTaxes  (PILT)  Act,  3  I  U.S.C.  6901-6907, 

authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Interior  lo  make  a  payment  for  each  fiscal  year  to  each 
unit  of  general  local  government  in  which  Federal  "entitlement  land"  is  located. 
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Section  6901  ofllie  Act  defines  "entitlement  land"  to  mean  lands  in  the  National 
Koiesi  System  and  the  National  Park  System,  lands  administered  by  the  Bureau 
ol  Land  Management,  lands  dedicated  to  the  use  of  Federal  water  resource 
development  projects,  dredge  <lisposal  areas  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Army 
Cloips  of  Engineers,  National  Wildlife  Reserve  Areas  withdrawn  from  tne  public 
iioniiidiisliial  purposes,  and  certain  lands  donated  to  the  L'nile<l  Slates 
(iovcriunent  bv  Stale  and  local  goveinments. 

In  accoidance  with  section  6901  the  PILT  Act,  lands  owned  or  administered  by 
the  Depailmeni  of  Energy  (DOE)  do  not  meet  the  definition  of  "entitlement 
lands",  riieiefore,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  no  authoiily  lo  make  IMLT 
payments  to  iniits  of  general  local  governments  in  Washington  state  containing 
nOE  lands  such  as  the  Ilanford  site. 

Question:  Have  Bl.M  and  DOE  sat  tlowii  with  the  local  communities  to  figure  out  who  is 

lesponsible  foi  IMLT  payments? 

Answer:  There  have  been  no  meetings  between  BLM  and  DOE  officials  concerning  PILT 

payments  to  Irxal  \niits  in  Washington  state  for  DOE  lands. 

Question:  Is  it  the  Administration's  [josilion  that  these  lands  aie  not  eligible  for  PILT? 

Answer:  In  light  of  the  restiictions  imposed  bv  section  6901  of  the  PILT  Act  and  since  the 

Ilanford  site  is  owned  and  aflininistered  bv  DOE.  it  would  seem  that 
( ompensation  for  the  site  would  be  strictly  a  DOE  responsibility,  it  is  our 
undersianding  that  Energy  Secretary  O'Leary  has  made  a  commitment  to  work 
with  loial  commnniiics  in  resolving  this  issue. 

Rangeland  Reform 

Question:  Does  the  budget  request  assume  an  increase  in  grazing  fees?  And  if  so.  does  this 

mean  that  the  Department  has  made  up  its  mind  as  to  its  per  animal  luiil  month 
cost.-  When  do  you  anticipate  a  formal  announcement  of  youi  "Rangeland 
Reform"  proposal? 

.•\nswer:  Koi   pui  poses  of  estimating  receifjts.  the  FY   1995  President's  Budget  assumed 

increased  grazing  fees  to  be  phased  in  over  3  years  to  a  placeholder  estimate  of 
S4.28  pel  Animal  Unit  Month  (AUM).  For  1995,  receipt  assumptions  are  based 
on  a  fee  of  S'J.76  per  AUM,  starling  October  1,  1994. 

The  recentiv  published  Draft  Regulations  would  increase  fees  over  a  three  year 
period  to  $3.96.  llie  fee  would  increase  to  S2.75  beginning  with  the  1995 
grazing  fee  year  (March  I,  1995),  S3.50  in  1996,  and  $3.96  in  1997.  Ihe  new 
proposal  also  contains  provisions  for  an  incentive-based  fee  (30%  fee  discount  for 
ranchers  who  meet  qualification  criteria  yet  to  be  developed).  The  proposal 
includes  a  provision  that  would  postpone  the  third  year  of  the  fee  increase  if  the 
Department  has  not  completed  a  rulemaking  to  establish  the  criteria  and 
pi(K<Mluies  for  the  implementation  of  the  incentive  fee  formula. 

The  proposed  rule  outlining  the  fee  proposal  and  other  aspects  of  the  Rangeland 
Reform  jiroposal  were  published  in  the  Federal  Register  on  March  25,  1994.  Tlie 
Depailmeni  vvill  continue  lo  work  wilh  the  Congress,  Western  .Slale  Governors, 
the  livestock  industry,  environmental  organizations,  and  other  constituent  groups 
in  finalizing  the  fee  proposal  and  other  elements  of  the  proposal.  We  anticipate 
the  final  propos;il  to  be  completed  late  in  calendar  year  1994. 

Qiicslioii:  Like  many  other  Senators.  1  have  read  encouraging  reports  of  Secretai  v  Babbitt's 

work  with  ranchers  and  local  communities  lo  achieve  a  workable  solution  to 
grazing  reform,  but  on  the  other  hand  I  have  heard  conflicting  reports  that  this 
consensus  building  has  been  undertaken  merely  lo  diffuse  current  opposition  lo 
the  reform  proposal.  Has  the  Department  learned  a  lesson  as  a  result  of  last 
year's  debate  over  grazing  fees  that  local  communities  must  be  listened  to  and  be 
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a  pari  of  llic  piorrss  of  icfonii?  Ooos  ilio  Drpnrlinoni  realize  th?!  last  year's 
SciiaK-  (Irl)alc  on  llic  siihjct  t  was  nol  a  relurtanre  lo  implement  modest  reforms, 
hiu  laliier  a  solid  ofipositioti  lo  a  pioposal  which  did  not  have  the  heiicrit  of 
comment  from  those  individuals  who  would  have  been  impacted  the  most? 

.\j)suer:  NVe  have  alwavs  placed  a  high  prioiitv  on  obtaining  inpnl  fiom  those  individuals 

and  pai  lies  affected  by  decisions  of  the  Depaiiment.  Fiom  ihe  very  beginning  of 
our  range  reform  effort  we  have  sought  out  and  listened  to  the  input  and 
concerns  of  interested  and  affected  individuals.  We  held  numerous  meeting 
throughout  the  West  during  the  spring  of  190:^  pi  ior  lo  fleveli>|)iiig  oui  initial 
Kangeland  Relorm  pioposal.  Our  dialogue  with  ihe  Ooiigress.  Western  State 
Coveiiioi  s,  T  anchei  s,  environmeiUal  groups  and  olhei  s  has  continued  sine  e  these 
eailv  meetings  lluough  the  re(  enl  release  of  our  levised  proposal  and  will 
coiuinue  as  we  finalize  and  implement  out  plan.  Based  on  recent  coordination 
and  involvement  with  a  working  gioup  convened  by  Colorado  Governor  Roy 
Romai .  we  have  included  measures  in  our  proposal  lo  enhance  communil\-based 
involvement  in  decision  making  at  the  field  level,  fhese  measuies  include  the 
establishment  of  multiple  resource  advisoiy  councils  to  provide  advice  on  the  full 
at  ray  of  ecosystem  and  multiple  use  issues  associated  with  BLM-administered 
public  lands. 

Question:  In    light    of  the   budget    request    of  $14.5    million    for   implementation    ol    the 

"Rangeland  Reform"'  proposal,  one  would  assume  that  the  final  proposal  and 
subsequent  public  comment  on  this  pioposal  will  be  implemented  dining  FV 
1995.    Is  this  assumption  correct? 

Answer:  Vrs.   We  anticipate  thai  ihe  tinal  rule  and  Kiivironmental  Impad  StalemenI  (tlS) 

will  be  (  ompleled  i:ile  in  i  alendar  veai  1994  and  implemenlalion  of  ihe  proposal 
will  begin  111   1995. 

Lincoln  County  Watershed 

Koi  the  past  three  veai  s.  SI 59.900  -  250.00(1  has  been  appropriated  for  repair  and  restoration 
.)f  shiiib  sleppe  habilal  in  Lincoln  County,  funded  activities  include  irrigation  ditch  repair, 
streambaiik  stabilization,  etc. 

Question:  I  uiuleisland  that  these  lands  have  been  acquir-ed  by  Iracling  lands  with  willing 

sellers  in  oid<M  to  bloc  k  up  desirable  habitat.  No  funds  are  included  for  this 
activity  in  the  FY  1995  reiiuest.  Is  there  a  particular  teason  the  Bureau  has  not 
included  this  item  in  its  request?  Is  additional  funding  required  to  complete  this 
pioject?    What  is  Bl.M's  lapabilitv  for  this  activity  in  FY  95? 

.\nswer:  Fhe  Forest  Service  has  been  receiving  funds  and  has  done  much  work  in  repair 

and  restoration  of  shrub  steppe  habitat  in  Lincoln  County,  however,  the  BLM  has 
not  been  involved  in  this  piojec  I.  Fhe  BLM  has  been  involved  in  the  acquisition 
ol  lands  lo  blo<  k  up  desirable  habilal.  Ilie  Roswell  District  is  involved  in 
completing  the  Rio  Bonito  Fxchange.  When  this  exchange  is  completed, 
probably  by  June  of  this  year.  BLM  will  be  interested  in  habitat  development  and 
manageinent.  The  Roswell  District  is  in  the  process  of  completing  their  RMT  for 
ihi'  Roswell  Resource  /Viea.  The  Bureau  would  ask  for  possible  funding  for 
habitat  management  and  lesloialion  onlv  after  completion  of  this  plan  and  any 
subsequent  action  plans.  1  he  RMP  will  probably  be  completed  in  late  FY  1995. 
So,  any  requests  for  funding  would  be  in  FY  1996  or  FY  1997. 

Lopez  Island 

Over  the  past  several  vears.  BLM  has  worked  with  the  state  and  local  groups  to  acquire  200 
acres  of  land  on  Lopez  Island  in  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern.  As  I  understand  it, 
inoiiev  lor  these  acquisitions  will  be  exhausted  by  the  end  of  this  fiscal  yeai . 

Question:  Various  grotips  in  San  juaii  (^ountv  are  re(]uesling  atlditional   funds  for  this 

project  in  FY  1995.  though  no  funds  are  included  in  BLM's  request.    Is  there  a 
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pai'tinilar  reason  ilir  Bui  ran  lias  iiol  included  this  ilem  in  its  request?  Is 
ailditioiial  luiiding  i<-(|uii<-d  l>>  < oniplclc  lliis  prujecl?  What  is  HLM's  capability 
for  this  activity  in  FY  9^)} 

Aiiswei :  BLM  has  appioxiniately  $  1  million  lentaining  in  this  project.  Two  properties  are 

under  negotiation  for  ptircliasc.  The  first  property  is  the  top  of  Chadwich  Mill 
with  valuable  eagle  and  peregrine  falcoti  habitat.  Tlie  appraised  price  is 
$800,000.  The  landownei  is  willing  to  sell  but  wants  to  put  the  puichasc  piice 
into  other  property  in  a  tax  free  IRS  exchange.  The  actual  sale  has  been  delayed 
by  the  landownei  pending  his  identification  of  alternate  lands.  Ihe  second 
property  is  a  valuable  freshwater  marsh  adjacent  lo  the  BLM  ACEC.  llic 
landowner  is  subdividing  the  property  and  improving  it  with  access,  water,  and 
power.  A  final  appraisal  has  not  been  completed  for  this  parcel.  With  the 
improvements,  the  parcel's  appraised  value  is  likely  to  fall  between  $800,000  and 
$000,000. 

In  K^'  lOOf),  with  limited  funding  available,  tough  decisions  had  to  be  made  to 
include  only  the  highest  priority  piojccts.  Optimally,  an  additional  $600,000 
would  lie  needed  for  the  completion  of  the  Lopez  Island  acquisition.  This  would 
come  at  the  expense  of  the  highest  priority  projects  included  in  the  President's 
Bu<lg<-I. 

Yakima  River  Canyon 

In  \W2.  1  believe  some  $  1.4  million  was  appropriated  for  acquisition  of  lands  in  /\j"eas  ol  Critical 
Knviionmeiital  Coiu  <i  n  in  the  Yakima  River  County.  These  acquisitions  were  made  in 
coopeiation  with  local  governments  lo  facilitate  management  of  reel  cation  in  the  area 

Question:  I  understand  that  the  remaining  funds  in  this  account  will  be  exhausted  this  year. 

Is  this  coirect?  If  so,  does  the  Bureau  plan  to  seek  additional  funds  for  this 
activitv  in  FY  06? 

Answet :  In  coopeiation  with  the  Natute  Conservancy,  BLM  has  acquired  over  2,500  acres 

in  14  parcels  in  the  Yakima  River  Canyon.  Tliere  is  approximately  $300,000 
remaining  for  this  project.  1  he  Canyon  contains  a  blue  ribbon  trout  stieam, 
popular  recreation  sites,  a  high  and  diverse  raptor  population,  and  is  a  BLM 
ACEC.  llie  remaining  $300,000  is  planned  to  be  expended  in  FY  1094.  Another 
1,000  lo  1,500  acies  in  potential  acquisition  lands  could  be  acquired  with  an 
additional  $500,000  in  FY  1995.  This  would  come  at  the  expense  of  the  highest 
priority  projects  included  in  the  President's  Budget. 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  PETE  DOMENICI 

Land  Acquisition 

rlie  President  has  requested  a  land  acquisition  budget  of  $21.2  million  for  BLM  in  FY   1995. 

Ilie  budget  includes  funding  for  12  priority  acquisitions,  and  a  request  for  50  additional  FTEs 
to  carrv  out  the  progiam.  llie  Administiation  also  indicates  that  $5  million  of  these  funds  will 
be  used  for  land  exchanges  with  an  emphasis  on  critical  habitat. 

Question:  Can  you  tell  the  .Subcommittee  how  many  of  the  increased  FTEs  are  associated 

with  the  land  exchange  initiative? 

.\nswer:  llie  increase  of  43  FTE  over  the  1094  Enacted  Level  is  associated  entirely  with 

the  land  exchange  initiative. 

Question;  In  mv  home  slate  of  \i-w  Mexico,  land  exchanges  have  worked  exiieinelv  well 

and  have  been  a  tost  eflt-ctive  wav  of  managing  public  lands.  M  a  time  when  the 
Administration  is  living  to  streamline  government,  does  the  proposed  increase  in 
stafl  resources  justilv  the  emphasis  on  land  exchanges? 
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Answer:  I  lie   iiuionsr   is   juslificcl    l<ii    processing   Innd   exrhnngrs   for  scvrral   reasons. 

Repositioning  the  I'nblir  l.anrls  provides  a  less  cosily  over-tier  and  set  uics 
environmentally  sensitive  lands.  We  nuist  act  now  to  coinplele  land  exchanges 
as  the  cost  of  lands  will  increase,  the  private  lands  may  be  developed,  and  a 
current  willing  laiidownei  may  sell  to  another  party  unwilling  to  exchange. 
Oveial!  the  numbei  oC  KTli's  biidgeterl  for  BI.M  is  scheduled  to  decline  slightly 
bciween  FY  1994  and  the  FY  1995  Piesidenl's  Budget. 

QMcsiion;  Mv  impression  is  that  such  a  program  works  belter  in  some  states,  including  New 

\h'xi(().  than  in  olheis.    What  has  been  HLM's  experience  in  (his  icgaid? 

.\nswer;  Land   exchanges    have    historically   been    a   significant    acquisition    tool    in    the 

southwest  slates.  Ihe  giowlh  rale  in  those  Slates  has  created  a  high  demand  for 
certain  public  lands  making  exchange  a  very  desirable  tool.  Olhet  slates  have  not 
expeiiencecl  similai  growth.  Exchange  may  become  a  mote  predominate  lands 
action  over  time  in  the  other  states  as  well. 

Question;  1    assume   that   the   Adminisli  alion's   policy    icgarding   a   modest    level   of  land 

ac<|uisilion  will  i)e  carried  out  over  the  I'lesident's  term.  If  so,  what  approach  will 
the  Adminisli ation  tak(-  to  ensure  that  ongoing  projects  will  proceed  in  a  limely 
mannerr  For  example,  two  projects  in  New  Mexico  --  the  Organ  Mountains 
Recreation  Area  and  the  El  Malpais  Natural  Conservation  Area  --  have  each 
received  some  fedeial  appropriations  over  the  last  several  years.    'Hie  Organ 

Mountains  Recreation  Area  alone  has  approximately  .5,200  additional  acres  that 
have  been  idcnlilied  for  future  acquisition. 

.\n>s\M'r:  W'c  will  use  everv  option  available  lo  acquire  key  piopeities  within  areas  such  as 

the  Organ  Mountain  Recreation  /\rea.  With  limited  funding,  we  will  utilize 
exchanges  as  luiuh  as  possible  and  take  advanlage  of  parluerships  or  other 
met  hanisms  lo  reduce  the  cost  to  the  Federal  govci  nment. 

Queslinn:  With    the   exisliug   federal   iuventoiy   of  authorized   ac(juisilions,   how   will    the 

Department  be  able  lo  sustain  this  piogranir 

.\nswei :  1  he  IJLM  utilizes  manv  options  lo  eithei  ac<juire  or  pi  otect  critical  resoui  ces.   We 

utilize  partnerships  for  management  and  acquisition  of  key  properties. 
Additionally  we  develop  priotities  foi  acquisition  and  secure  onh'  the  riglits 
needed  to  protect  the  resoui  ce  involved.  For  example,  if  preventing  building  on 
(er  tain  lands  is  our  management  objective,  a  conservation  easement  mav  suffice. 
Many  local  interest  gioups  and  governmental  entities  are  willing  to  participate  in 
paying  processing  costs,  securing  below  market  options,  and  management  of  these 
lands. 

Cultural  Resources  Protection 

I  have  been  very  supportive  of  increased  attention  on  cultural  resources  protection  by  the  BLM. 

i  lie  f\  199")  budget  re<juesl  of  S  1:^.4  million  is  an  improvement  over  1994.  With  these  funds, 
the  .VImiiiistiation  indicates  that  S.'iOO, 000  will  be  used  lo  continue  the  Four  Comers  Cultural 
Resources  Special  Investigations  effort,  which^  this  subcommittee  supported  at  my  request 
several  veais  ago.  I  am  pleased  that  this  initiative  continues  lobe  supported  as  we  seek  to  protect 
irreplaceable  artifacts  on  public   lands. 

Question:  hoi    ihi-   lecoid.  <  ould   vou   please   bring  the  Subcommittee  up-to-date  on   the 

activities  su|)ported  In  this  Four  Corners  ARP.A  unilr 

.\nswer:  I  he  .\RP.\  Unit  as  originallv  constituted  was  pi  imarilv  located  in  New  Mexicoand 

conducted  opeiaiions  maiiilv  within  thai  state.  After  llie  initial  successes  of  the 
L  nit  became  well  publicized,  it  became  apparent  that  the  Unit's  operational 
ellecliveness  was  becoming  limited.  Ilierefore,  a  decision  was  made  to  re- 
distribute its  resources  within  the  Four  Corners  States  and  Oregon,  which  were 
all  ;ulivc>lv  pursuing  investigations  thai  had  originaied  from  the  ARPA  L'nil.  The 
ARP.A  hiiiclion  has  become  a  ualional  piiorilv  with  an  interagency  oversight 
giciup  meeting  leguliiilv  to  establish  piioiitic-s  and  coordinate  efforts. 
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Qupslion: 


'Iliioiigli  its  cooporadvc  ARI'A  investigative  cfTorts,  BLM  has  provided  assistance 
lo  llie  L.S.  Paik  Polite  and  ilie  National  Park  Service  (NPS)  ilial  resulted  in 
indie  imenis  in  the  Soniliern  Distiict  of  Virginia  against  a  inajoi  ARPA  tiarTu  king 
nc-lwoik  llial  \vas<lealing  in  battlefield  atlifacts  teniov<'d  froin  historic  hattUTields 
along  the  east  coast  and  piihlic  lands  in  the  West. 

l$LM  Arizona.  Montana,  Oregon  and  Utah  have  also  been  actively  pursuing 
signiricant  ARPA  investigations  and  have  obtained  several  felony  indictments  and 
convictions  foi  violations.    Indicinients  ar<-  pending  in  several  other  states. 

What  <(ioperation/ri'soinc<'s  is  Ul,M  letciving  from  other  federal  agencies  and 
State  and  Kxral  authoiities.'' 


.\nswer;  lU.M  is  receiving  cooperation  from  the  NPS,  U.S.  Park  Police.  Ding  F.iifoi cement 

,\gencv.  L.S.  ('iistoms.  KBl  an<l  the  Justice  Department  relative  to  joint 
investigation  efforts  that  cross  juris<lictional  boun<laries  and  re<|uii<-  cooidiiiated 
planning.  Ilie  coojK-ration  and  involvement  of  slate  and  local  law  enfoicement 
oflicials  is  continuing  as  appropriate,  litis  pooling  of  investigative  resomces 
allows  lor  a  belter  utili/alion  of  manpower  and  resources  in  ihe  [)ursuit  of  ARP.\ 
violations. 

Question:  Is  it  your  impression  that  the  penalties  under  the  ArchacologicaJ  Resources  and 

I'mlection  At  t  are  sniricienl  to  deter  some  of  these  crimes,  or  do  ihey  again  need 
to  be  si  lengthened? 

.Answer:  The  7tlt  U.S.  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  recently  held  in  the  Gei-ber  Case  that 

.•\RPA  is  not  limited  to  ol)jecls  removed  from  Federal  and  Indian  Lands,  litis 
ruling  has  inleipieted  ARPA  as  a  catch-all  provision  designed  to  reinforce  state 
and  Ux-al  laws  protecting  archaeological  resources.  /\s  such,  it  resembles  other 
l-edcral  Slatiites  that  alfix  Kederal  criminal  penalties  lo  slate  ciinies  when  lliey  are 
tonunilted  in  interstate  commerce.  Iliis  will  give  Kederal  ,\RPA  investigators 
gii-aler  ilexibililv  to  prosjvute  those  illegal  commercial  Irallickers  that  post-  ibc 
greatest  ihii-at  to  our  cultural  and  historic  resources,  'llie  issue  is  not  necessarily 
greater  p<'nnlli«-s,  but  an  intreased  ability  to  prosecute  violators  and  obtain 
convictions  to  further  <lclei  illegal  ARPA  activity. 

Question:  In  previous  yeai  s.  this  sul>committee  has  added  funding  for  the  Chacoan  Outliers 

because  of  concern  for  their  stabilization.  For  the  record,  could  you  give  the 
Subcommittee  an  assessment  of  the  condition  and  repair  of  the  Chacoan  Outliers? 

.\iiswcr:  .V  slaius  report  on  the  condition  and  repair  of  Chacoan  Outliers  as  of  3/18/94  is 

attached  for  the  SulKommittee's  information.  With  the  Subcominittee's continued 
assistance,  good  progress  continues  to  be  made  on  stabilization  efTorts  at  the 
C'hacoan  Outlier  sites,  'llie  highest  priority  work  will  be  accomplished  as  pari  of 
the  1995  President's  Budget. 

Status  of  the  Condition  and  repair  of  Chacoan  Outliers 
Managed  by  the  New  Mexico  Bureau  of  Land  Management 


Sites  Managed  by  the  Farmington  District: 

Halfun\  lliuisf 

This  site  is  in  stable  condition.  Eastern  New  Mexico  University  excavated  a  small  trench  through 
it  inanv  veai  s  ago  but  the  exposed  trench  is  stable.  Tlie  BLM  plans  to  fill  in  the  iiench  within 
the  next  several  years.   'Ilie  site  contains  virtually  no  standing  architecture. 

Jacqnrs  {pnvalr) 

llirough  a  coopeiative  agreement  signed  with  the  private  land  owner,  the  BLM  backfilled  the 
exposed  kiva  and  several  of  the  rooms.  Several  additional  rooms  could  benefit  from  additional 
backfilling.    This  will  be  attempted  after  sites  located  on  public  lands  have  been  taken  care  of 
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upper  Km  Klizhni 

In  F^'  94. 1  Ik-  Nalioiial  Park  Service  will  tomplcic  an  assessment  ofllie  siles's  condition  via  inter- 
agiMK  v;mi<-emrnt.  Afcliitectm  al  recordation  to  the  1 1 istoric  American  Buildings  Survey  (MARS) 
siandauK  will  Ix-  (ompli-ted  this  year  as  well.  Aitnal  .statiili/ation  will  he  carried  out  in  F^'  Ofi. 
Standing  aichilecture  makes  up  aboiK  l5%-2U%orihc  site. 

Mom.'.  41 

I  he  lU.M  jiiM  acquired  this  site;  it  had  been  piivatcly  owned  and  was  subjected  to  extensive 
looting.    liegiTming  in  FY  95,  a  pre-slahili/ation  site  condition  repoit  will  be  piepaied. 

I'inir's  Silf 

No  work  is  needed  at  this  propeily  since  onlv  1  loom  and  I  ventilator  shaft  is  exposed.    Both 

ate  in  stable  < oiidition.    99%  of  the  site  has  been  leduced  to  stable  nibble  mounds. 

/';/■;»    liigrls 

liiis  site  has  been  stabilized  twice,  the  first  time  in  the  1970's  with  BLM  crews  and  tlie  second 
time  in  19S,S  with  NTS  crews.  The  site  has  been  backfilled,  leaving  about  two  feet  of  exposed 
iiiasoiir\  along  the  tops  of  rooms.    In  four  years,  it  will  need  mainlenance  of  the  stabilization. 

Bi^n'diii 

Ovci  lialf  ol  this  extensive  site  has  been  excavated.  Within  the  next  five  years,  the  BLM  will 
attempt  to  cany  out  archcological  testing  in  the  remaining  areas,  because  the  site  sits  atop  a 
vet  v  steep  and  eroding  mesa  remnant,  only  limited  stabilization  can  be  attempted  without  major 
engineering.  None  of  the  site  was  stabilized  following  the  excavations  and  this  has  resulted  in 
i'X[)osui e  of  90%  of  the  aichitectuie  on  the  site. 

Indmn  Crrfk 

BLM  is  sponsoring  HABS  architectural  lecordation  and  pre-stabilization  documentation  this 
year.  Actual  stabilization  will  begin  this  fiscal  yeai  and  be  completed  in  FY  95.  85%  of  the  site 
is  ciirientlv  exposed,  including  some  walls  up  to  6'  high. 

Toh-la-ka) 

This    site    is   comprised   of  a   completelv    reduced    ruble    mound.      It    features    no   standing 

■,U(  hite<  lure. 

/?(■<-  Biinir.r 

ll.\BS  an  hitet  liiial  lecordation  will  be  cat  tied  out  this  veai  as  well  as  pre-stabilization  and  the 

aitual  stabilization  of  the  exposed  architecture.    Exposed  masonry  makes  up  about  '25%  of  the 

site. 

Sites  Managed  by  the  AJbuquerque  District: 

Andriu's  lUutrh  ipnvate) 

Ibis  site  is  privately  owned.  'Hie  /VicheologicaJ  Conservancy  is  attempting  to  purchase  it  and 
trade  it  to  the  BLM.  Upon  possible  acquisition,  the  BLM  would  assess  the  condition  of  the  site 
and  take  steps  to  stabilize  the  ruin. 

Kiv  XizJiuiii 

I  he  BLM  conducted  a  histoiic  stiucture  assessment  report  in  FY  87.  Wot  k  is  now  needed  to 
repjiir  the  25%  exposed  masonrv  on  the  site  along  with  back  filling  and  grading  to  control 
erosion  aiul  water  run  ofl. 

Sun  Mdlii!  ijirivdli) 

I  he  BI  M  will  attempt  to  complete  n  c()o[)ei  alive  agreement  with  the  private  land  owner  so  that 
asMstaiK  I'  ill  site  repair  c  an  be  provided  bv  the  BLM.  file  site  needs  to  have  sevei  al  pot  hunting 
holes  back  filled  but  tlieic-  is  little  slaiiding  masonrv  c-xposed. 

Cn^dnii  to 

I  his  site  was  completelv  stabilized  in  FY  88  and  backfilled  leaving  two  foot  exposed  wall  caps 
for  public  viewing.    It  will  not  require  additional  repairs  for  five  years. 
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Ciindalupe 

riir  lU.M  Kom  Cloi  tins  Stabilisation  Tram  (•ondticted  minor  repairs  of  several  of  the  rooms  in 
V\  "lO.  Ilowevei.  a  great  ileal  of  standing  aicliilcctine  remains  on  the  site  due  to  the 
cxtavatiotis  carried  on!  bv  Kaslerii  New  Mexico  University.  Suspended  walls  and  imeveii 
lt;«  kflliitn;  ate  icsiiliitig  in  wall  liu<  klitig.  'Iliis  site  cotUains  40%  exposed  masoniy  and  will 
i<'(|Miie  a  sigtiilirant  investment  in  stahili/alioti  within  the  next  loin'  years. 

Ihtlnl 

This  oiiilict  was  siahilisj-d  and  hackfilled  iti  KY  *)!V  It  is  now  in  good  condition  and  has  been 
hai(lenefl  tot  public  visilalion. 

Rio  Puerco  Watershed  Management 

In  the  \\  \W}i  Ititerior  Appropriations  bill,  the  dislingiushed  Subcommittee  Chairman  and 
Ranking  Metnber  supported  the  apptopi  iation  of  5350,000  at  my  request  to  address  the  long 
overdue  problem  of  repaits  to  a  series  of  G-IO  eiosion  control  sirtictures  along  the  Rio  Puerco 
in  New  Mexico.  The  (oiiliiuied  failutc  of  these  structnies  causes  the  sillation  of  the  Elephant 
Unite  Lake  and  Resc'ivoii.  and  ie(|uires  (>ccasional  dredging  by  the  llureau  of  Reclamation. 

Both  this  vear's  budget  and  last  year's  budget  included  these  (imds  within  BLM's  watersliccl 
management  adivitv.  With  the  5350.000  iti  the  FY  I9'.)5  budget  tequest,  the  Administration 
iixlicales  that  appioximately  40  eiosion  conttol  sliucliires  are  planned  for  maintenance  or 
icconsli  iictioii  in   n'0.5  (page  3-7!5). 

Question:  What   is   the  status   of  the   rehabilitation   work   along   the   Rio   Puerco   in    New 

Mexico? 

.\iiswei:  lll.M    is    continuing    restoration    actions    in    the    upper    watershed,    including: 

iiiaiiiienance,  redesign,  and  construction  of  dams  and  roadways:  vegetative 
manipulation  to  stabilize  and  improve  selected  langcland  sites;  lipaiiaii 
impiovement  projects;  and  the  itiiensivc  monitoring  and  management  of  all 
sill  lace  disturbing  activities  such  as  oil  and  gas  development,  OH\'  use,  and 
livestock  grazing. 

Hl.M  has  woi  ked  cooperatively  witii  the  Cuba  community  based  Rio  Puerco 
Watershed  ("oiiuniitee,  to  identify  and  implement  small  projects  in  the  upper 
watershed.  Projects  have  included  vegetative  manipulation,  check  dams, 
iriigalion  system  improvement,  and  riparian  improvement  along  the  Rio  Puerco 
ill  the  village  of  Cuba. 

BLM  conlinues  to  gather  and  analyze  data  for  the  upper  watershed  to  model  the 
change  in  erosion  from  allemative  management  practices  and  lesoiiice 
conditions,  such  as  vegetative  cover,  road  density,  and  erosion  control  sli  iiclines. 

BL.M  has  parlicifiaied  in  aiul  suppoited  cooperative  efforts  by  all  watershed 
stakeholders,  including  Federal.  State.  Ttibal  and  private  represeiilalives.  lo 
analvze.  implement  and  monitorbest  management  practices  within  the  watershed. 
BLM  has  coordinated  extensive  leview  and  input  from  these  stakeholders 
conicrning  the  proposed  Rio  Puerco  Watershed  Act  of  1994. 

Questions:  I  las  the  5350,000  appioved  for  FY  1993  been  fully  utilized  on  this  projeci?'  For 
the  record,  would  voii  please  provide  a  summary  of  the  activities  that  were 
accomplished  with  the  1993  funds? 

.\iiswei:  llu-  5350.000  earmarked  for  this  project  in  FY  1993  has  been  fully  utilized  to 

complete  the  highest  priority  monitoiing  and  restoration  work.  Projects 
completed  in  FY  1993  within  the  Rio  Puerco  watershed  included: 

•  Maintenance  of  'J5  ei  osioii  coniiol  structures  with  local  labor,  materials 

aitd  e(|uipmenl. 
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•  Riparian  improvement,  including  planting  of  100  collonwoods  and  200 
willows,  salt  cedar  control,  and  fencing  on  Senorita  (Canyon  and  Wilson 
Creek. 

•  ('ontrol  of  2.4'20  acres  of  big  sagebrush  lo  stabilize  soils  and  improve 
ground  cover. 

•  Inventory  and  baseline  monitoring  data  collection  along  the  17  miles  of 
ihe  Rio  Puerco  and  Cliico  Arroyo.  Classification  of  all  Rio  Piierco  ripat  ian 
a  leas. 

•  Construction  of  5  check  dams,  and  development  of  2  springs  for  wildlife. 

•  1,200  acres  of  vegetative  manipulation  through  prescribed  burning. 

•  Planting  10,000  ponderosa  pine  seedlings  on  appropriate  sites. 

•  Closuie  an<i  rehabilitation  of  10  miles  of  road. 

Question:  Mow  much  will  BLM  devote  to  this  initiative  this  year?    Is  the  5350,000  that  was 

re<iuesle<l  in  the  1004  budget  actually  going  to  be  made  av;ulable  lo  the  Rio 
Piieico  piogram.-  If  not.  how  much  will  be  piovided.  and  what  will  be 
accom[)lished  with  these  funds? 

.Answer:  BLM  has  allocated  and  plans  to  spend  5350,000  for  on-thc-groimd  project  work 

as.s<x:iated  with  this  initiative  in  FY  1994.  Accomplishments  in  FY  1994  will  be  of 
similar  iialure  and  extent  as  those  described  above.  In  addition  to  this  on-the- 
groimd  work,  modeling,  coordination,  and  monitoring  cfTorts  may  be  coiiliiiiied 
on  the  Rio  Puerco  watershed  area. 

Question:  How  much  could  reasonably  be  used  for  continuation  of  this  important  work  in 

FY  1995? 

Answer:  Bl.M  could  optimally  use  $1,000,000  in  1995  for  this  program  to  accelerate  dam 

maintenance,   riparian  area  improvetnent,  vegetative  manipulation,  and  road  ' 
maintenance.        Ilowevei ,    given    funding    constraints,    the    $350,000    in    the 
President's  Budget  will  accomplish  the  highest  priority  work. 

Question:  Mow  nnich  is  estimated  to  be  needed  for  this  overall  program? 

.\nswer:  Optimal    implementation    of   BLM's    restoration    program    would    recjuire    an 

estimated  $  1 ,000.000  pel  yeai  foi  10  years.  EfTorts  would  be  accelerated  on  dam 
maintenance,  riparian  aiea  improvement,  vegetative  manipulation,  and  road 
maintenance.  Given  cm  tent  funding  constraints,  the  5350,000  in  the  President's 
Budget  will  accomplish  the  highest  priority  restoration  work. 

Investment  Proposals 

I  he  Piesideiit  continues  to  propose  increased  spending  for  so-called  "investment"  programs  in 
his  FY  1995  budget.  For  the  Department  of  Interior,  $2.2  billion  in  program  spending  is 
ilnssified  as  ■'luvcslment"  spending.  Ibis  "Investment"  spending  includes  entire  federal 
fiiograms.  including  the  operations  account  of  the  majoi  land  agencies  and  the  National 
Biological  sui  vev. 

Question:  Ihe    Interior    "Budget    in    Brief    indicates    that    the    proposed    "investment" 

spending  for  Department  of  Intel  ior  agencies  in  FY  199.5  is  $201 . 1  million  above 
that  piovided  in  FY  1994.  ,\n  estimated  $  1  7  million  of  this  increase  is  associated 
with  BL.M's  operations  account.  Excluding  ongoing  base  activities,  how  much  of 
the  Bl.M  operations  budget  is  actually  focused  on  the  President's  "Investment" 
priorities  (last  year  it  was  $27.9  million  for  four  specific  activities)? 


Jli 
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.\iiswcr:  The  FY  1994  President's  budget  included  $27.9  million  in  program  ivcreasfs  as 

"inveslmenls."  'n»esc  increases  were  to  ongoing  initiatives  sucli  as  the  Bl  M 
Riparian  Initiative  and  the  Coliimhi;i/Snake  River  Managenicni  Plan.  These 
programs  remain  intact  within  the  current  budget  structure. 

In  the  FY  199r)  President's  budget,  a  broader  definition  ofilie  term  "investment" 
has  been  used.  Arcoiding  to  this  new  definition,  all  of  the  funding  included  in 
the  operating  accotuils  of  BLM  as  well  as  the  National  Park  Service  and  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  air  actually  focused  on  the  President's  "Investment"  priorities, 
as  well  as  the  funding  in<  hided  in  priority  investments  such  as  the  Forest  Plan. 

Question:  What  is  the  Administration's  rationale  for  including  entire  operating  accoiiius  in 

the  "iiiveslmeni"  category  of  sfx-nding  when  it  is  only  increments  of  programs 
(hat  are  acluallv  largele<l  lo  "investment"  themes.' 

.\n>W(r:  I  he    I'.'O.'i  budget   ie»|u«M    for  ihe   nepatlmeiil   expands  the  definilion   of  lh<- 

Piesidenls  InvestmenI  Initiative  begun  with  the  FY  1994  budget.  Ihe  199.1 
bu<lj;ri  iii(lu<lrs  piiorilv  invesinients  to  pioiect  and  rehabilitate  oui-  natural 
KsoUK  es.  Funding  is  also  included  for  priority  Athninistralion  initiatives  that 
address  areas  related  to  ecosystem  management,  domestic  response  to 
inleinalional  environmental  activities,  pioduction  and  dissemination  of  data  used 
bv  land  managers,  and  water  issues.  Tlie  Administration  inclu<led  the  operations 
programs  of  ihe  three  land  managing  bureaus  (BLM,  NPS,  FWS)  to  ensure  that 
these  valuable  assets  -  the  parks,  wildlife  refuges,  wilderness  areas,  and  other 
Fedeial  lantis  --  are  maintained  and  protected  in  trust  for  the  American  people. 

Qtu-slion:  The  "investmem"  poilioii  rflhe  Department's  budget  includes  J  10.8.')  million  for 

NAF  lA-rclalcd  activities  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  No  similar 
"investment"  spending  is  targeted  lo  lU.M.    Why? 

Answer:  Ihe  nepaiimeiits  luidget  supports  the  environmental  component  of  NAFTA  wiili 

iiK  leases  for  law  enfoicemeni,  habitat  conservation  activities,  endangered  species, 
and  funding  f*)i-  refuges  and  wildlife  programs  along  the  border  between  the  U.S. 
and  Mexico.  Hie  Dcpai  tment  included  this  funding  in  the  FWS  budget  as  that 
is  where  llie  liiglicsl  priority  '-oi  k  can  be  accomplished.  The  Department  also 
designated  the  FWS  as  the  "lead"  bureau  lo  implement  ihc  environmental 
component  of  N'AFT.A. 

Qucsiioii:  1  las  ilie  Afliniiiistialion  idrniilied  similar  NAF  TA-ielaled  ic(iuiiemeiits  for  BLMr 

If  so.  |)lease  provide  ihr  Subcoinmiltec  with  the  details  ol  these  lequiiemeiils. 

.\iiswci :  Ihe  199.'i  Pirsideni's  Budget  largeled  ilie  highest  priority  work  willi  the  FU'S, 

FWS  has  also  been  designated  as  the  "lead"  bureau  within  the  Deparlmeiil  to 
iiiiplciiieni  NAFTA.  Some  opporiiuiities  have  been  identified  foi  BLM  to 
parliiipaie  in  ( ross-boidei  initiatives  with  Mexico.  For  exam[)le,  BLM  (ould 
expand  neotropical  biid  inigiatory  loiite  survey  work  on  the  I'ublic  LantI  and 
(  ould  work  coopei  ativelv  lo  innnage  watersheds  (sui  face  aiul  groundwater)  that 
lie  on  both  sides  of  the  iioidci .  However,  these  oppoi  tunitics  are  considoied 
lower  priority  and  weie  not  included  in  the  Piesidciu's  Budget. 

(Question:  BLM  is  heavily  involved  in  the  President's  Pacific  NorlhwesI  Forest  Plan.   Ofllie 

S7  1.4  million  requested  to  can  y  out  this  Plan,  $4  1 .2  million  is  lequested  (oi  BLM 
to  carrv  out  its  activities  under  this  initiative.  Mow  does  the  FY  199.')  request 
(dinpare  lo  amounts  that  will  be  budgeted  for  this  Plan  this  yeai . 

Answer:  BL,M  received  S5.0  million  foi  "Jobs  in  the  Woods"  ecosystem  restoration  projects 

lor  FY  1994.  Additionally,  BLM  has  redirected  $17.;?  million  within  FY  1994 
base  funding  for  Forest  Plan  implementation.  In  total,  BLM  will  dedicate  S'_'2.3 
million  to  the  Foiest  Plan  lot  FY  1994. 

Question:  What  are  future  funding  recjuiiements  of  the  Pacific  Northwest  Forest  Plan"'  Mow 

lliuch  of  these  i<-c|uiremeiits  fall  upon  BL.M.-' 
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Aiiswi'i'i  I  lie    Adininisli  alioii     is     slill     (Icvclopiiig     riiliiir     riinding     ir(|iiirciiu'nls     for 

irnplrnicnialioii  ofllir  Foi  osl  Plan.  VVliilr  no  drcisions  have  horn  made,  tlic  BLM 
will  (cilainiv  play  a  inajoi  lolc  in  the  vars  to  ronic. 

Qu<'slii>n:  llw  Adniinislialion  also  ini  hides  llie  new  National  Biological  Survey  piogiain  in 

the  President's  "investment"  package.  I'lie  hndget  inciiifles  a  net  of  $169.7 
million  in  "investment"  spending  lot  this  piograni.  Mow  miuli  of  tiiis 
"Investment"  piogiam  will  he  caiiied  out  hy  BLM? 

Answer:  None   of    the   National    Biological    .Snivey's   (NBS)   piogi  ainmalic   woi  k    will   he 

caiiied  out  hv  Bl.M.  The  NBS  liecame  operalional  on  Noveinhci  II,  1991^. 
ihiiuigh  the  iiansfei  olpiogiams  liom  vaiions  hnieaiis  within  the  Depaitment. 
iiulmling  15LM. 

Qneslion:  For  th<'  kuokI,  will  von  please  piovide  a  compaiison  o(    what  is  estimated  to  he 

spent  hv  BLM  llnongh  the  National  Biological  Snivey  in  VY  1994  atid  iindef  the 
pioposed  VY   I  9'.';")  hndget  "- 

Answcf:  No  National  Biological  Snivey  (NBS)  funding  will  be  spent  by  BLM  in  FY  1994 

and  under  the  pioposed  VY  1995  budget.  I  he  NBS  will  continue  to  work  on 
ongoing  research  elfoils  which  support  the  BLM  and  the  other  land  managing 
agencies.  For  instance.  NBS  research  supporting  the  Pacific  Northwresl  Forest 
Plan  includes  S2.L'  million  in  FY  1994  and  $4.5  million  in  FY  1995  for 
endangered  speci<-s  and  watershed  management  work. 

yuesiion:  In  addition  to  the  proposed  "Investment"  spending,  the  Administi  ation  proposes 

piogiam  leiminations  and  reductions  to  slay  within  the  overall  cap  on 
disci  elionaiv  s|)ending.  If  the  Subcommittee  i  ejects  some  of  these  savings 
|>ioposals.  it  will  he  al  ihe  expense  ol  some  ol  ihe  ageiK\  [)iioiities.  What  aie  the 
highest  piioiitv  "Investment"  items  for  BLM? 

.\iiswei  :  BLM's  highest  piioiities  iiu  hide  the  Forest  Plan,  Rangeland  Reform,  and  Mining 

law  Relorm.  Ihe  Forest  Plan  increase  is  included  in  the  budget  as  a  piiorilv 
.Adminisli  alioii  Investmenl.  Ihe  SI4.5  million  Rangeland  Reform  iiuiease  is 
iiu  iiidcd  in  the  opeiatiiig  accouni  increase  for  BLM  and  is  also  in  the  Investmenl 
Initiative. 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  —  Construction 

Willi  Bl.M'^  S  1  I  billion  a[>|jropiiations  i  ecjuest  is  a  rather  modest  construction  budgei  totaling 
S',^.9  million  Ihe  request  is  S(i.5  million  below  the  VY  1994  level,  but  I  am  glad  to  see  that  one 
of  till"  I  1  proposed  s|)<'citl(  pi())<-cts  (ontiniie  impoilani  woi  k  in  New  Mexico  at  Fort  Ci  aig  and 
Foil  (aimmiiigs.  which  ate  part  of  the  "Boots  and  .Saddles"  initiative. 

Last  \c'ai.  BLM  iiidi<alc-d  that  it  has  ;malv/ed  rehabilitation  coiislruction  needs,  and  it  has 
idinlilied  a  h,u  kiog  of  249  projects  at  an  eslimatc-d  cost  of  $11)2.9  million.  Ihe  1995  budgc-l 
jiislilic  alioii  doc  umc-nl  slill  cites  a  bac  klog  of  249  [irojecls.  I  know  il  is  difficult  to  prioiiti/e  these 
pending  ic4iabiliialion  projects,  but  at  the-  proposed  FY  1995  funding  level,  it  would  take  about 
4l>  vc-ais  lo  fiilb  address  just  the  existing  backlog  of  construction  projects. 

Quc-siion:  Hoes  BLM  have  a  long-term  siralegv  for  dealing  with  these  requirements? 

.\iiswc-i:  .Ml  construction   [)rojc-cls  are  in  confoimance  with  current   land   use  planning 

decisions  and  are  supported  by  specific  activitv  plans.  Of  the  1  1  projects 
pro[)c)secl  for  1995,  all  but  one  support  the  BLM"s  Recreation  2000  strategv  and 
addresses  health  and  saletv  and  resoince  piotection  concerns.  Fhe  exception  is 
the-  removal  of  leaking  iindeiground  fiiel  tanks,  which  is  an  enviicinmental 
compliance  nc-ed. 

BLM  lias  established  ihc-  lollownig  hiei  aic  by  ofcrileria  against  which  (onsli  uclion 
projects  are  assessed:  1)  health  and  safely;  2)  resource  protection;  3)  new  space 
requirements;  4)  accessibilitv  foi  the  physically  disabled;  5)  access  to  the  Public 
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Lands;  6)  program  crficiciirics;  7)  compliance  with  designated  management 
responsibility;  and  8)  rnlianr<-n)(Mii  (»("  fee  collection  capaliility.  All  piojecis  ;tic 
Miecncd  and  priorili/.cd  using  the  above  categories.  BLM  will  continne  to 
request  funding  forconsiruciion  projects  as  budget  priorities  allow.  BLM  also  lias 
a  concern  tbat  existing  facilitit-s  :ue  pioperly  maintained  before  embarking  on 
major  new  piojccts. 

Question:  For  the  record,  would  yovi  please  provide  llie  Subcommittee  with  material  on  the 

249  projects  identified  in  llie  ciureiii  backlog  of  projects? 

.Answer:  I  he  estimate  of  249  backiogged  projects  includes  projects  at  vaiious  stages  of 

planning  and  maiiag<-nienl  review.  Of  these,  field  ollices  have  identified  (if)  as  the 
most  urgent.  These  could  be  categorized  by  their  primal  y  needs  as  follows  (many 
wouIjI  ;iddress  several  of  these  needs):  Rei  realion  facilities:  WI  piojecis; 
N'isiti  )r/ 1  nterpretativ<- Centers:  10  projects;  Road  reconstiucl  ion.  8;  Administiative 
lacililies  upgrade:  10  projects;  New  administrative  space:  3  projects:  Coriective 
mainlcnaiice:   1  project;    Completion  of  on-going  projects:   I  project. 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  --  FTE  Reductions 

The  Depailment  of  the  Interior  is  slated  for  a  significant  reduction  in  fulltime  equivalent 
positions  (FTEs)  undei  the  .Adminisiralion's  proposals  to  streamline  the  federal  government  by 
2.'i2.000  FTKs.  The  Department  of  the  Interior  "Budget  in  Brief  shows  leduclions  of  1,377 
FIF.s  Iroin  an  estimated  7,''),99I  in  FY  1994  to  74,614  by  the  end  of  FY  1995. 

Queslioti:  riie  BLM  budget  shows  a  leduclion  of  187  F'FEs  between  1993  and  1994,  from 

12.1.')0  FTEs  lo  an  estimated  1 1,963  F'FF.s.  Does  BLM  expect  to  meet  this  FTE 
reduction  estimate  by  the  end  of  FY  1994? 

,\Tiswfi :  (Mil  rent  projections  provided  by  BLM  field  offices  show  that  the  BLM  should  end 

1994  at  the  assignetl  ceiling  of  I  1,963.  Reductions  in  FTE  targets  are  forcing  the 
BLM  to  examine  the  processes  and  workload  lo  achieve  efficiencies  and  lo  look 
for  alternative  means  lo  accomplish  certain  funclions. 

Quesiion:  How  will  llie  BLM  implciiii'iii  this  FTF.  reduction  in  VY  1994? 

.\iiswei :  BLM  will  achieve  the  1994  FTE  leduclions  through  the  voluntarv  separation  of 

omplovces  (i.e.,  retiremeiii,  resigiialion,  leassignmenl).  .\s  vacancies  occur 
throughout  the  bureau,  each  olFicc  manager  will  review  planned  workloads,  FTE 
ceilings,  existing  skill  mix,  and  target  organizations  in  making  position 
management  decisions.  Direction  and  policy  will  continue  lo  be  to  achieve  the 
bulk  of  the  reductions  in  oversight  and  support  functions  and  to  minimize 
impacts  lo  "on-the-giouiid"  positions.  Tlie  recent  "buyout"  of  296  employees  will 
help  BLM  to  achieve  the  FEE  reduction  in  FY  1994. 

Quesiion:  Between   FY    1994  and   FY    1995,  the  Administration  indicates  that  BLM  will 

reduce  staff  levels  by  another  167  FTEs,  from  1 1,963  FTEs  lo  1 1,796  FTEs.  Yet 
in  the  appropriated  programs,  the  reduction  in  FTEs  is  242  between  1994  and 
199r>.    What  :ue  the  correcl  figures  for  proposed  FIE  reductions  for  BLM? 

.\nswei:  Ilie    FIE  reduction   of  167  is  a   net   leduction   that   includes   all  of  the   BLM 

appropriations,  not  just  ihe  Management  of  Lands  and  Resources.  Tlie  net  167 
F  IE  leduction  includes  some  FTE  increases  to  accomplish  ihe  President's  and 
Secretary's  higliesl  priorities  (i.e.,  the  Forest  Plan,  Mining  Law  Reform,  and 
Rangeland  Reform).  /Mso,  some  of  the  F'FE  reductions  will  be  accomplished  by 
streamlining  processes  and  achieving  administrative  savings.  There  is  a  net 
reduction  of  262  F'FE  in  the  Management  of  Lands  and  Resources  appropriation 
and  an  increase  of  95  FTE  in  the  other  appropriations,  for  a  total  BLM  net 
reduction  of  167  F'I'E. 

Quesiion:  Within  ihe  Managemeni  of  Lands  aiul  Resources  accouni,  where  does  BLM 

propose  to  take  ihe  262  F'I'E  reduction  (by  program  and/or  activity)? 
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Aiiswfr:  The  proposed  FIE  changes  within  the  Management  of  Lands  and  Resources 

a[>piopi  iation  consist  of  the  following  activities:  Energy  and  Minei  als;  -38;  Lands 
and  Really  ManageiiK-nt:  +11;  Renewable  Resources  Maiiagctnent:  +151; 
Resonice  Managemcnl  riainiing:  -  15;  Inlbrnialion  and  Resource  Data 
Management:  -77;  Resouice  Protection  and  Maintenance:  -  66;  and  General 
Administration:  -  228. 

Qufslidn:  Mow  many  of  these  leduclions  aie  associated   with  the  proposerl   new  budget 

structuie,  which  would  consolidate  the  three  major  BLM  accounts  into  a  new 
Management  of  Public  Lands  and  Resouices  account. - 

,\nswci:  The  Bureau  does  not  antici|)ate  a  leduclion  in  FTE  (\\\r  to  the  change  in  the 

budget  stmctnre,  instead,  we  piopose  to  reallocate  the  F  LE  saved  fiom  budget 
lesti  ucluiing  to  accomplish  on-ihc-groiind  work.  It  is  estimated  that  as  manv  as 
1.500  Bureau  employees  spend  some  amotmt  of  their  time  (langing  from  10%  to 
l()09f )  on  budget  d<-velopment  and  exec\ition.  'Fhe  cost  of  this  elToi  t  is  estimated 
at  roughly  S22  million.  Based  on  discussions  and  study  within  the  Bureau,  we 
foresee  that  the  time  sp<'nl  l)V  many  of  these  [jeople  can  be  substanli.illy  icdiiced 
by  simplifying  the  l)udgel  sIiik  lure,  and  by  streamlining  oiu'  current  processes. 

Question:  How  many  of  the  F  TE  reductions  can  be  achieved  by  alliilioii?'    What  is  BLM's 

estimated  attrition  late.- 

.\nswer:  lire  F^'  199;?  attrition  rate  was  4.8%,  which  equates  to  aioiind  500  positions  based 

on  a  total  of  1 1,000.  We  expect  lo  be  able  to  achieve  all  of  the  reduction  through 
aitriiion.  assisted  by  the  recent  "buy-outs"  of  296  employees. 

Qir(-siinn:  What  level  do  the  F  TE's  in  the  birdgel  documents  represent?    Do  they  represent 

a<lu;il  F  I  E's  cxpecled  lo  be  on  stall  in  YY  1994.  orclo  they  lepiesenl  authorized 
slalTrng  levels'-  I  think  many  Members  of  Congress  arc  cf>ncer  ned  wirh  the 
r  rpr  csenlaliorr  ol  these  proposed  persorrrxl  r  edrrc  tiorrs,  and  whether  or  not  lliey 
arc  actual  slalVirrg  reduclions  or  "paper"  slaffrng  rediu  tions  for  authorized 
personnel  levels  that  have  iiol  actually  beerr  achieved. 

■Xriswer:  The  l-'FE's  poitiayed  in  ihe  budget  doc  itmcnts  represent  the  actual  FTE  levels 

expected  to  be  used  in  1994  by  on-boartl  employees.  These  are  not  "paper" 
staffing  reductions,  they  are  reductions  in  actrtal  personnel  levels. 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  -  New  Budget  Structure 

Fhe  Brrreau  has  proposed  a  new  budget  stiiiuuie  with  the  submission  of  the  FY  1995  budget, 
lo  the  .'\dmirristration"s  credit,  it  does  not  plan  lo  proceed  with  this  revised  structure  without 
congressional  review  and  approval. 

Qrrestion:  What  would  yoir  classify  as  sufllcierri  congr essiorral  approval  to  implemeul  the 

new  bir<lget  structuie? 

Answer:  Congressional  approval  could  be  expressed  in  many  ways,  the  most  concrete  of 

which  would  be  by  reporting  out  the  BLM  portion  of  the  FY  1995  Interior 
Appropriations  bill  iir  the  t>ew  budget  structure,  and  by  including  a  statement  of 
approval  in  the  Committee  reports  which  accompany  the  FY  1995  Interior 
Appropriations  bill. 

Quesiron:  The  Administi  ation  proposed  merging  the  three  existing  appropriations  accounts 

into  one  lajge  account  thai  will  total  just  over  $700  million.  How  will  this  new 
structure  help  streamline  the  government?  How  manv  FTE  reductions  are 
associated  with  this  proposed  rirerging  of  accounts? 

.■\nsw<'i :  We  are  proposing  budger  restrirctirr  ing  to  consolidate  3  existing  appropriations 

into  1;  reduce  the  number  of  activities  from  16  to  6:  and  reditcc  subaclivities  from 
45  to  19.  The  cur  rem  appr  (ipr  iations:  "Management  of  Lands  and  Resources", 
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Qurslion: 


Aiisuit: 


"Const ruction  and  Access",  ami  "Oregon  and  Calirornia  Grant  Lands"  would  be 
merged  to  hecoine  a  single,  no  yeai  appi  opt  ialion  called  "Management  of  Public 
Lands  and  Resources".  By  reducing  the  number  of  appropriations,  activities  and 
subactivities.  we  would  be  reducing  the  amount  of  separate  categoiics  for  wliicli 
we  must  maintain  accounts,  analyze  use,  prepaie  leports,  and  classify  costs.  Tlie 
existence  of  evei  y  account  and  line  itcnj  lequires  a  iiiinimnm  level  of  (ixcd 
maiinenance  activity  icgardless  of  how  large  or  small  it  is.  Koi  every 
appiopriation  that  exists,  there  are  certain  lequiied  standaid  leports  that  must 
be  prepared  and  sciii  to  the  Depaitmcnt,  OMB,  the  Ticasury,  and  even  to  the 
Congress. 

Bv  reducing  the  number  of  separate  account  categories:  nppiopriations,  activities, 
subactivities;  we  eliminate  an  ongoing  level  of  maintenance  and  reporting 
workload  that  is  now  required.  We  estimate  that  as  many  as  1.500  Bureau 
employees  s(>end  some  portion  (ranging  from  10  percent  to  100  percent)  of  their 
time  on  budgeting  and  budget  accouiu  maintenance  work.  'Ilie  total  cost  of  this 
elfoi  t  is  estimated  at  roughly  S22  million  annually  Based  on  internal  i  eviews,  we 
project  that  the  lime  speiU  by  many  of  these  people  can  be  substantially  reduced 
by  simplifying  the  budget  structure,  and  by  streamlining  our  current  piocesses. 
llie  time  saved  by  eliminating  this  administrative-type  wot  kload  then  be  le- 
directed  to  on-the-ground  work  which  is  more  directly  i  elated  to  our  mission.  We 
do  not  anticipate  a  leduciion  in  overall  FTE  due  to  the  change  in  the  budget 
structure,  since  we  wouUl  l)e  reallocating  their  elToit. 

'IliP  A<lminislration  proposed  that  its  appiopriatioiis  for  this  new  consolidated 
account  be  pKivided  without  fiscal  year  limitation  stating  it  will  allow  better 
management  of  projects.  What  proportion  of  BLM's  aiuiual  appropriations 
actuallv  s|>end  out  in  the  fust  veai .'  How  much  S[)en<ls  out  over  the  following  two 
to  live  outyeais.-  I'lease  itienlifv  how  vaiious  activities  s|)cn(l  out  in  these  ihiee 
major  BLXf  accoiniis. 

Ilie  following  table  sununai  i/es  s[)endout  rates  for  the  three  major  BLM  accounts 
( Management  of  Lands  anti  Resources,  Construction  and  Access.  an<l  Oregon  and 
California  Crant  Lands).  Noi<'  that  the  ManagemeiU  of  Lands  and  Resoinces 
appiopriation  is  the  only  annual  account,  i.e,  the  funds  arc  available  for  obligation 
during  only  one  fiscal  veai .  Ihe  other  2  appropriations  are  "no-year"  accounts, 
i.<'.,  the  funds  are  aviiilable  lor  obligation  until  expended  without  legard  to  fiscal 
year.   Iliis  peiiod  of  availability  has  an  effect  on  the  spend-out  rales. 


Spend  out 
ill 

Management  of  Lands 
and  Resources  (MI.R) 

Consu-uction  and  Access 
(CAA) 

Oreffon  and  CaUfornia 
Grant  l.ands  (Oi:C) 

Fiisi  \'enr 

ST~c 

•25'r 

Tf-r 

StH:oii<i  \>^r 

\^<~r 

■•icrr 

'.'G'-r 

Ihird  NV.ir 

n 

■2^'~r 

n 

riease  note  that  in  the  case  of  MLR  and  0&;C  there  are  no  spend  outs  past  tiie 
setoiul  vear.  In  the  case  of  C&A.  there  are  no  spend  outs  past  the  third  year. 
Spendout  rates  are  calculated  at  the  account  level  only. 


Qu«'stion:  I  think  vou  know  that  C'ongress  is  unlikely  to  approve  funding  for  BLM  on  a  "no- 

year"  basis.  However,  the  Committees  on  Congressional  Reform  are 
recomnu'iidiiig  that  Congress  go  to  biennial  budgeting.  Would  biennial  budgeting 
be  a  valid  option  for  BLM?  If  so,  why? 

.\nswci:  Our  preferred  option   is  no-vear  aiilhoritv.   We  are  quite  experienced  in  the 

administialioii  ofiio-veai  accounts.  Of  the  1  I  existing  BLM  current  appropriation 
accounts  that  receive  annual  action  lif)m  the  Congress,  8  accounts  already  have 
"'iio-vear"  fund  av:ulal>ilit  v.  These  are  as  follows:  Construction  and  Access;  Oregon 
&  California  Grant  Lands;  Uuid  Acquisition  (LWCF);  Kite  Protection;  Emergency 
DOI   Firefighting  Fund:  Range  Improvements;  Service  Charges,  Deposits  and 
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Koircitiiics;  and  Mistcllancons  Tnist  Kiiiuls.  In  fart,  of  the  BLM's  major 
opri  aling  a<  f  oinils,  llic  Managomctil  of  Lands  and  Rosources  appropriation  is  the 
only  appio|)riation  that  is  not  a  "no-yoar"  account.  Therefore,  we  are  proposing 
llial  the  new  (onihined  account,  "Management  of  Public  Lands  and  Resources" 
have  tlie  same  I'tuid  availability  as  BLM's  other  existing  operating  accounts. 

L  ndcr  the  pii)[K)s;il  lo  eslahlish  the  new  account  on  a  no-year  basis, 
appioprialions  would  slill  be  piovided  basically  for  1  year  of  operations.  BLM 
would  continue  lo  make  aiuinal  recjucsts  for  new  appropriations  which  would  be 
subject  to  annual  review  and  action  bv  the  Congress.  "ITie  major  difference  would 
be  that,  once  funds  were  appropriated,  they  would  be  available  for  obligation 
until  expended  and  would  not  lapse  .11  the  end  of  eai  h  fiscal  yeai .  This  would 
reduce  the  lime  spent  in  managing  veai-ciid  spending  and  bookkeeping. 

1  he  .\dministialioii  suppoils  the  eslablishmenl  of  "biennial  budgeting."  whiih 
wciuid  provide  loi  ( ongi  essional  review  and  action  on  af)[)roprialions  on  a  iwo- 
M-ai  <\rle  lalliei  liian  aiiiniallv  (lh<-  lurienl  praclice).  Ihrougli  this  biennial 
review.  C.ongiess  could  slill  piovidc  for  funds  lo  be  available  on  either  a  2-vear 
basis,  or  a  "no-vear"  basis,  i.e..  as  available  until  expended.  1  he  Bureau  bclie\es 
there  would  slill  l)e  greater  merit  in  having  "no-year"  appropriations. 


Question:  I'he  budget  jusiificalions  indicate  that  BLM  can  achieve  S4  million  of  the  assumed 

Sr>  million  in  administrative  savings  through  the  new  budget  sliuclure.  How  do 
llw  estimated  savings  break  down?-  When  does  BLM  need  af>[)roval  of  the  revised 
budget  St  met  me  in  order  lo  be  sure  of  achieving  these  savings?-  If  the  new  budget 
sliuctiire  is  not  approved,  how  docs  the  Administration  propose  to  achieve  these 
savings-- 

.\iiswii :  We  eslimali-  llial  of  the  S4  million  savings  asc  ribed  lo  simplilicalion  of  the  budgel 

sirucluie  and  siK'amlining  budget  piocess<'s.  approximately  S2  million  would  be 
saved  ihiotigh  implemenlalion  of  the  total  budget  reslrucluring  proposal.  The 
K-maiiiing  S2  million  would  be  saved  by  re-engineering  ol  oui  existing  budgel 
formulation,  execution,  and  monitoring  processes  to  simplify  them. 

Approval  of  the  revise<l  l)u<lg<-l  sirnctuie  should  be  included  in  the  Committee's 
reports  whi(  h  accompanv  the  FY  199.5  Interior  Appropi  iations  bill.  We  hope  that 
the  Commillee  l<ioks  favorablv  upon  the  proposal.  Wc  also  suggest  thai  if  the 
coiumillee  has  com  ems  about  pailiculai  [)artsol  the  proposal,  we  would  welcome 
ihe  oppoituiiilv  for  discussion  and  further  explanation  before  a  final  decision  is 
made. 

We  have  not  (diisiderefl  the  possibililv  of  taking  oflselting  reductions,  and  wc  are 
not  [)repai<'d  lo  iecomin<-iid  where  1  eductions  would  be  made  at  this  time.  We 
should  note,  however,  that  such  a  reduction  in  BLM  programs  would  certainly 
have  an  impac  t  on  ac  hic'\  ing  the  program  accom|)lishmenIs  that  we  arc  projecting 
in  the  budget. 

Question:  The-  Imdgel  also  assumes  S4.0  inHliou  in  savings  due  to  FTE  reductions.  Please 

identifv  liy  program/activity  where  these  savings  will  occur  and  the  savings 
estimated  associated  with  each.  Are  any  of  these  savings  duplicative  of  those 
assumed  ihrough  adminislralive  streamlining?-' 

.\nswei:  H  he  FTE  reduction  savings  are  separate  and  apait  from  the  savings  assumed 

throtigh  administrative  stteainlining.  A  reduction  of  223  FTEs  is  asscxriated  with 
the  S4.0  million.     The  F  TE  reductions  are  distributed  as  follows: 
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Appropriation/Activity 

FVE  reduction               | 

MaiiJigrmoiu  of  Laitds  and  Rrsoiiires: 

f.ncigy  &  Miiinals  Maiiagniieiil 

-;?o 

Rrsoiino  Manag<>iiiriit  rianiiiiig 

-15 

R<-s<)iir<r  I'lotc-dioM  .<■  Maiii(ciiaiK<- 

-GO 

('.oiinal  Adiiiinistialioii 

-'M', 

('oiisli  iiclion  &:  Access 

-11 

VVildland  Fire  Maiiageineiii 

-04 

Land  A((|nisili(>n 

-7  1 

lOIAL 

-223  1 

QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  DENNIS  DeCONCINI 

Energy  and  Minerals  Management 

y<iestion:  How  will  (he  leduclion  in  ihe  proposed  budgel  ailed  tnanageineni  ol  "oilier 

min«'rals"  (oilier  llian  coal)  in  Arizona?  U'hal  changes  can  he  expecled  in  the  si/.e 
of  piograins,  organization  changes,  etc.  for  mining  law  adniinistialion  from  the 
increased  funds  generated  from  the  annual  mining  claim  maintenance  fees?  1  low 
are  energy  and  minerals  management  programs  expected  to  change  if  pending 
legislation  for  mining  reform  is  passed  and  implemented? 

/Viiswer:  Tlu-  Bureau  does  not  make  funding  allocations  to  individual  BLM  State  Offices 

luitil  tiie  appropriations  pnxress  is  nearly  complete.  Therefore,  we  do  not  have 
a  calculation  of  the  exact  financial  impact  of  the  reduction  by  state.  Tlie 
proposed  reduction  might  result  in  a  slight  impact  on  programs  carried  out  in 
Arizona.  Arizona's  1994  funding  levels  in  the  minerals  program  are  5244,000  for 
Oil  &  Gas,  S3nr.,000  for  Other  Mineral  Resources,  and  5934,000  for  Mining  Law 
.\dminisl  ration. 

Mining  law  lefoiiu  will  affect  onlv  the  mining  law  administration  program. 
.\mong  the  <  hanges  anticipated  are  more  upfront  planning,  especially  in  the  areas 
of  environmenlnl  analvsis.  land  use  planning,  and  reclamation.  An  increased 
emphasis  will  also  be  given  to  on-the-ground  management  of  claims,  more 
intensive  r<-view  of  plans  of  operations,  and  implementation  of  a  royally  svstein. 

\\'<-  <lo  not  anticipate  that  mining  law  reform  will  result  in  significani 
organizational  changes.  Increased  funding  for  the  program  will  be  flevoted  to 
implementation  of  the  anticipated  reforms  and  to  strengthen  on-the-giound 
management  of  existing  claims. 

Rangeland  Management 

Director  Donibcck,  I  am  submilling  some  general  questions  about  rangeland  reform  based  on 
hearsay  about  what  is  in  the  Secretary's  rangeland  reform  proposal.  [  say  hearsay  because,  with 
a  few  exc<-ptions.  we  have  not  seen  the  proposal. 

Question:  When  will  the  new  range  reform  policies,  regulations,  standards  and  gui<lelines 

be  available  for  review?  When  are  thev  expected  to  be  implemented  at  the  field 
level? 

.\iiswer:  The  proposed   rule   outlining  our  current    Rangeland    Reform   proposal    was 

released  on  March  25,  1994.  A  120  <lay  comment  period  is  being  provided  to 
receive  input  from  interested  parties.  In  addition,  a  draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (EIS)  will  be  distributed  for  public  review  and  comment.  Following  the 
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rommciil  period,  a  final  KIS  will  bo  devclopccl.  The  Dcpat  liiiciil  aiiticipalos 
piihlication  of  llir  final  mlc  lalo  in  ralcndar  yoar  1904.  TIk-  Dcpai  lm<-nl  will 
lirgin  iniplrnicnling  llic  various  aspects  of  llio  proposal  at  ihis  lime.  Some 
(oniponoMls  <>l  llie  |>rop()sal,  sncli  as  ihose  related  to  grn/.ing  adminislialioii.  will 
l)e  efTective  with  comf>lelion  of  the  final  rule.  Il  is  anticipated  that  the  new 
gia/ing  fee  would  he  phased  in  beginning  with  the  1905  glaring  season.  The 
establishment  ofnational  requirements  for  grazing  administration  will  be  efTective 
with  completion  of  the  final  rule.  The  proposed  rule  outlines  provisions  for  the 
establishment  of  State  or  regional  stajidards  and  guidelines  for  rangeland  health. 
In  the  event  State  or  regional  standards  are  not  developed  within  18  months  after 
the  effective  dale  of  the  final  rule,  the  regulations  outline  a  set  of  standards  and 
guidelines  which  would  apply. 

Qu<-siii)ii:  What     economic    impacts    do    you    anticipate     for    Arizona     ranchers,     local 

coimnnnilies.  and  the  overall  livestock  industry  in  Arizona  as  a  result  of  vour 
rangeland  reform  policies?  Do  you  anticipate  policies  that  will  allow  foi  the 
collection  of  a<lditional  lees  from  those  permittees  that  are  leasing  iheii 
allotments.' 

.\nNwei:  We    do    not     leel     thai    adverse    e(()nomic    impa<ts    to    Aii/oiia    rancheis    or 

(  omimniities  will  be  significant.  Despite  gi  azing  fee  inci  eases,  the  new  lates  would 
still  coniiiiue  lobe  lower  than  those  charged  by  private  land  owners  in  the  West. 
The  la(  I  thai  more  ihati  7!?  percent  of  Bl.M  permittees  would  ex[)erien<e 
increases  of  less  than  S  1 ,000  per  year  offers  evidence  that  the  proposed  change 
in  the  grazing  fee  would  generally  not  have  a  significant  impact  on  the  stability 
of  the  dependent  western  livestock  induslrv  and  would  not  have  a  seiious 
deliimenlal  effect  on  most  permittees  and  lessees. 

The  range  reform  propos;J  is  designed  to  promote  healthy  ecosystems,  which  will 
beneCii  all  those  who  care  for  and  use  our  pulilic  lands.  Ilie  proposal  will  not 
onlv  help  improve  range  conditions  for  cattle  grazing,  l)iit  will  have  lasting 
benefits  for  other  users,  such  as  recreational  users,  hikers,  birders,  fishermen  and 
hiinlei  s.  Hiose  types  of  public  land  users  are  becoming  increasingly  imporlani 
to  the  econonues  of  Western  (ommunilies. 

L  nder  ihc  proposal.  BLM  would  (olleci  surcharges  for  leases  and  agreements 
involvii\g  federal  grazing,  often  known  as  "subleasing"  or  "pastine  agreements". 
For  apfnoved  transfers  of  a  grazing  permit  attached  to  a  base  property.  BLM 
would  ass<-ss  a  surcharge  of  20  pertenl  of  the  annual  glazing  lee.  A  .'lO  [)eiccnt 
suicharge  would  be  added  for  all  livestock  authoiized  under  pastine  agreements 
that  allow  ranchers  to  charge  others  for  grazing  on  iheii  allotment.  If  f)oth  types 
of  leases  occui  simultaneously,  the  snicharge  would  be  70  peicenl  of  the  aiunial 
grazing  fee.  It  is  pioposed  that  sons  and  daiighteis  of  the  rancher  holding  the 
base  property  be  exempt  from  the  subleasing  provisions. 

Question:  What  environmental/ecosystem  benefits  aie  you  predicting  will  occur  as  a  result 

of  the  reform  policies  and  what  ci  ileria  or  standards  will  you  be  monitoring 
against? 

Answer:  Ihe  Rangeland  Reform  pioposal  will  aid  in  attaining  and  maintaining  healthy 

rangeland  ecosystems,  including  riparian  areas.  Achieving  and  maintaining 
proper  Iv  functioning  ecosystems  is  ( lilical  to  the  protection  of  public  tangelands 
and  K-sourxes,  and  lesomxe  uses.  Achieving  and  maintaiiring  healthy  rangelanrl 
condilions  will  benefit  resources  arrd  uses  such  as  wilfllife  arrd  fish  habitat,  water 
quality,  and  recreational  activities. 

I  he  Rangeland  Reform  pi  oposal  outlines  national  re<|uirements  lor  grazing 
administration  and  guidance  for  the  preparation  of  State  or  regional  standards 
and  guidelines.  The  Department  intends  that  State  or  regional  standards  and 
guidelines  for  grazing  admiiiislration  be  developed  in  consultation  with  multiple 
resource  advisory  councils,  interested  publics,  and  others  within  18  months  of  the 
efTective  date  of  the  final  rule.  In  the  event  State  or  local  standards  and 
guidelines  have  not  been  approved  within  18  months,  fall  back  standards  and 
guidelines  would  be  implemented. 
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Tlio  naliotial  rcqiiirrmriiis  iiirliiclo  rontiniiing  or  implrnienling  grRzing  practices 
iliai  inaiiiiaiii  or  achieve  lieallliy.  propoily  riiiiclioiiiiig  rcosyslcnis  and  riparian 
systems;  rntiiiiidiiig  or  iinpleiiieiitiiig  grazing  practices  tlial  maintain,  restore  or 
enliaiice  water  (|iialily  and  assist  in  llie  allainmenl  of  Stale  walei  (jiiality 
standards;  and  conliniiing  or  implementing  grazing  management  piactices  tliat 
assist  in  the  maintenance,  restoration,  or  enhancement  of  the  habitat  of 
lhieaten<-d  or  endangei<"d  species,  or  species  tliat  are  chissilied  as  «andidales  lor 
tlireatened  or  endangered  species  listing. 

The  i'allhack  standards  are  largely  based  on  indicators  of  soil  stabililv  and 
vvatei'shed  Itinctioii,  distrilxilion  of  nutrients  and  energy,  and  the  aliijitv  oi'plani 
comiinmities  to  tecovci.  A  ("omth  fallback  standard  addresses  indicators  of 
healthv  flood  plain  structure  and  condition. 

The  fallback  guidelines  would  restrict  management  practices  to  those  activities 
that  assist  in  or  do  not  hinder  meeting  certain  legal  mandates  and  in  achieving 
oi  inaiiitaiiiing  langeland  health. 

Question:  1  imdersland  from  vaiions  ptess  leleases  that  you  plan  to  implement  local  level 

"Res«)ince  Advisory  ('•roups"  to  oversee,  plan,  and  monitor  glazing  piogiains. 
issues,  and  activities.  Will  these  advisory  groups  have  free  license  to  make  all 
local  protrrain  decisions  or  will  policies  adopted  by  the  advisorv  groups  be  subject 
In  apjuoval  bv  the  liLVI"' 

Answer:  The  Range  Reform  proposal  would  establish  multiple  resource  advisory  councils, 

subject  lo  the  Federal  Advisorv  Conuiiittee  Act.  These  councils  would  advise  the 
local  BLM  inanagei  on  mailers  relating  to  ecosystem  and  multiple  use  issues 
associated  with  pui)lic  lands  and  i  esoui  cos.  Tliey  would  not  have  decision  making 
authority  but  would  provide  advice  on  preparation,  amendment,  and 
implementation  of  land  use  nianageinenl  [)laiis  and  activity  plans,  and  would  be 
consulted  in  the  planning  for  range  development  and  improvement  programs 
and  the  preparation  of  standards  and  guidelines  for  grazing  administration. 

QucNlion:  Also,  will   these   Resource  Advisorv  Groups  report  directly  to  the  Secretary  if 

consensus  cannot  be  reached  on  various  issues?  What  role  will  the  local 
responsible  oflicial  (line  olficer)  and  resource  professionals  play  in  this  interactive 
process?  Who  will  have  the  authority  lo  make  the  final  decision?  Arc  you  going 
to  make  permittees  responsible  for  maintaining  rangeland  improvements? 

Answer:  The  Department  intends  that  multiple  resource  advisory  councils  would  employ 

a  consensus-building  approach  in  developing  recommendations  for  the  BLM 
manager  to  whom  tliey  would  report.  Where  a  multiple  resource  advisory 
(ouncil  has  concern  thai  its  advice  is  being  arbitrarily  disregarded,  the  council, 
upon  agreement  of  all  members,  could  request  that  the  Secretary  respond  to  such 
concerns  within  60  days.  The  Secretary's  response  would  not  constitute  a  decision 
on  the  merits  of  any  issue  that  is  oi  might  become  the  subject  of  an  administrative 
appeal  and  would  not  preclude  an  affected  parly's  ability  to  appeal  a  decision  of 
the  authorized  officer.  Ihc  BLM  manager  would  have  the  decision  authority, 
subject  to  the  adininistialivc  appeals  process. 

riie  Rangeland  Reform  pioposaJ  does  not  address  the  res[)onsibililv  for 
mainlenance  ol  range  improvements.  We  anticipate  the  <  uireiil  BLM  poli<  v 
regarding  maintenance  of  range  improvements  lo  continue.  It  is  llic  current 
[)olicv  is  for  livestock  operators  to  mainlain  structural  improvements,  such  as 
feiues  and  pipelines,  which  aic  primarily  for  llie  benefit  ol  livesloik  gra/ing. 
Range  improvemeni  projects  whit  li  primarily  benefit  other  resource  values  or 
u.ses  are  nuiinlained  bv  the  BLM  or  other  benefitting  interests.  Vegetative 
treatment  projects,  such  as  seedings,  will  generally  be  maintained  by  the  BLM. 

Question:  What   proportion  of  the  rangeland  improvement  budget  will  be  allocated  to 

Arizona  field  units?    Is  this  an  increase  over  past  years? 
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Answer:  Under  tUc  proposed  rule,  one-lialf  of  llie  range  improvement  funds  would  be 

made  av-.iilable  to  ilic  Stale  and  District  from  which  the  fluids  were  tiei  ived.  'Hie 
remaining  one-half  would  be  allocated  by  the  Secretary  oi'  designatee  on  a 
piioriiy  basis.  L'nder  cnrrenl  BLM  pohcy.  ail  range  improvcmeni  funds  are 
returned  to  the  Histricl  from  which  they  were  collected.  'Flie  BLM  has  found  this 
practice  not  to  be  in  the  best  interest  of  the  public  because  i(  prevents  use  of  the 
funds  in  aieas  where  they  are  most  needed  and  results  in  some  offices 
experiencing  difficulty  expending  available  funds  efficiently.  Tlie  revision  would 
correct  the  imbalance  by  ensuring  that  at  least  one  half  of  the  funds  are 
distribuied  on  a  priority  basis. 

'Ilie  actual  distribution  of  funds  to  Arizona  field  units  will  be  determined  after  the 
program  has  been  finali/ed. 

Question:  Flow  soon  will  regional  and  local  standards  and  guidelines  be  developed  and 

implemented? 

.\nswer:  It  is  our  goal  to  have  State  or  regional  standards  and  guidelines  developed  within 

IS  monihs  after  the  effective  date  of  the  final  rule.  If  ihey  have  not  been 
developed  bv  this  time,  ihe  fallback  standards  and  guidelines  outlined  in  the 
iang<-land  reform  proposal  would  become  effective  aiul  remain  in  effecl  until  such 
time  as  State  or  regional  standards  and  guidelines  were  developed. 

yiicsiion:  What  will  be  the  environmenlal  and  management  consequences  of  not  receiving 

th<'  anticipated  increase  in  range  improvement  funds  if  the  proposed  grazing  fee 
increases  are  not  approved  or  are  approved  al  a  lower  level? 

Answer:  The  grazing  fee  and  grazing  receipts  directly  affect  funds  available  for  range 

improvements.  If  the  proposed  increase  is  not  carried  forward  or  is  implemented 
at  a  lower  level,  it  would  decrease  the  funding  available  for  on-the-ground 
improvement  projects.  Tliis  would  slow  down,  but  not  eliminate,  the 
improvement  in  resource  conditions.  Resource  conditions  on  BLM  iaiuls  are 
improving,  albeit  at  a  slower  rate  than  is  desirable  or  possible,  given  the  cut  rent 
level  ofiange  improvement  funding.  At  lower  funding  levels  il  would  take  longer 
to  reach  desired  riparian  and  upland  resource  condition  objectives. 

FTE  Allocations 

Question:  Wiiat  propoition  of  the  increased  budget  allocation  and  V'VY.  ceilings  will  lie 

allocated  to  Aiizona  field  offices?  What  process  do  you  use  to  make  program 
allocations  to  State  Offices? 

.\iiswer:  The  BLM  uses  a  Proposed  Annual  Work  Plan/AniuiaJ  Work  Plan  process  to  make 

allocations  of  FTE  and  funds  to  field  offices  for  each  fiscal  year.  The  FY  1995 
Proposed  Annual  Work  Plan  process  will  not  begin  until  June,  1994.  This  process 
consists  of  providing  field  offices  with  general  and  specific  program  guid.incc 
along  with  tentative  cost  targets  based  on  Appropriation  Subcoinmittees  mat  kups. 
The  field  offices  then  prepare  a  proposed  annual  work  plan,  which  is  used  to 
make  final  fund  allocations  based  on  the  final  appropriations.  The  FY  1995 
budget  allocation  and  FTE  ceilings  for  the  Arizona  field  offices  will  not  be  made 
in  final  until  November/December,  1994. 

Noxious  Weeds 

Question:  You  estimate  that  8  million  acres  of  BLM  land  are  infested  by  noxious  weeds 

which  are  spreading  at  a  rate  of  14  percent  per  year.     I  know  this  is  having 
considerable  impact  on  rangeland  productivity  and  ecosystem  improvement. 
How  do  you  expect  to  get  on  top  of  this  situation  if  you're  only  tlireclly  treating 
22,500  acres  a  year  and  an  additional  15,400  acres  through  Range  Improvement 
activities? 

,'\iiswer:  Noxious  weed  control  efforts  are  being  directed  at  controlling  new  infestations, 

because  there  is  better  potential  for  controlling  an  outbreak  before  it  spreads  into 
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sin  louiuliiig  aicas.  In  areas  llial  have  large  infcslalions,  we  are  roiiceiilraling  oi> 
rediuiiig  llie  lalc  of  spread  and  on  coiUaiiiing  (lie  infcslalion  lo  llie  existing  area. 
The  BLM  is  working  closely  with  States,  counties,  and  private  interests  in 
cooperative  elTorts  lo  control  infestations  which  cross  jurisdictional  ,boini(laries. 
These  cooperative  efForts  have  allowed  afTectcd  parlies  to  better  tilili/c  the  limited 
funding  and  lesouices  available. 

Ecosystem  Management 

Qiicslioii:  I  low  many  "liigli  |)i  ioi  ily"  allot inents/ecosystenjs  iiave  been  identified  in  Arizona? 

In  wlii(  h  Bl.M  )Uiisdictions  aie  they  Kxaled?  What  aie  the  key  issues  bv  area  on 
these  allolnienis  and  how  so<}n  do  you  anticipate  they  will  be  addiess<-d  and 
iccliliedi- 

Answei ;  L  iidei    out    tin  rent    allotment    categori/alion    process.    20S    of  Aiizona's    S49 

allolmrnls  aie  in  the  "Improve"  category,  wliith  is  the  highest  piioritv  cal<-goiv 
lor  needing  improvement  or  management  action.  /Xs  our  langeland  reform 
proposal  is  implemented,  we  will  revisit  these  higli  priority  allotments  as  well  as 
<ilhei'  high  piioi  ity  ecosystems,  such  as  riparian  areas,  to  del<Mniine  the  mosi 
appropriate  areas  on  which  to  conienliate  new  management  activities.  litis 
pr<x"ess  will  i)e  completed  with  input  and  consultation  with  rangeland  users, 
various  interest  gioups  and  the  general  public.  It  is  our  goal  to  address  an 
average  of  five  high  piioiiiy  areas  pet  BLM  resource  area,  consistent  with  the 
availabilitv  ol  funding  and  personnel  lesounes.  Although  specific  ateas  have  not 
vet  been  identified,  it  is  anticipated  they  will  affect  all  Arizona  BLM  Districts  and 
Resource  Areas. 

Kev  issues  will  likely  be  centered  aroiincl  the  improvement  of  riparian  habitat  and 
condition,  wateished  impiovement,  and  the  enhancement  of  habitat  for 
threatened  or  endangeied  species,  such  as  the  desert  tortoise.  The  attainment  of 
specific  ecosvslem  goals  or  objec  lives  or  the  improvement  f)f  re.soiirce  conditions 
will  varv  <lep<'nding  on  iiidiviilual  situations.  We  hope  that  upward  trends  in 
resource  conditions  could  be  obtaiiu-d  within  a  lelalively  short  time  pet  iod. 

Qu<'slion:  What    L(  osystt'in   I'lamiing.  iiu  hiding   Land   L'se  and   Interdisciplinaiv   .Vlivilv 

Planning  activities  are  scheduled  for  Aii/ona  and  in  which  BLM  jurisdictions  are 
they  Imaled? 

.\nswei :  .\s  rangeland  refoi  in  is  implemented,  and  ecosystem  evaluations  completed,  we 

will  complete  planning  activities  on  an  ecosystem  basis,  lliese  planning  elToiis 
ent;iil  an  interdisciplinary  approach  to  identifying  specific  actions  which  will  l)e 
needed  to  inipiove  or  manage  an  ecosystem.  Since  specific  local  ecosystems 
where  we  will  concentiate  out  initial  efforts  have  not  yet  been  identified,  we 
cannot  identify  the  jurisdictional  location  of  these  subsequent  planning  efforts. 
However,  we  anticipate  they  will  be  distributed  throughout  Arizona. 

Soil,  Water,  and  Air  Management 

Question:  ^'oii  estimate  that  a  si/eable  portion  of  Arizona  ripai  ian-weilaiid  awas  aie  in  a 

"noii-fiinclionaJ"  oi  "fiinctional-at-risk"  ct>ndition.  What  specific  actions  are  von 
implementing  to  address  these  areas  in  Arizona. 

Answer:  In  FY  l'.)<)3.  At  izona  completed  ecological  site  inventories  on  approximately  3,000 

acres:  incorporated  riparian  management  objectives  and  actions  in  \9  resource 
anivity  plans;  monitored  94  activity  plans;  implemented  14  new  riparian-wetland 
projects  and  maintained  6;  and  evaluated  over  360  riparian  sites  to  determine 
insti  earn  flow  needs,  ecological  status  and  effectiveness  of  livestock  grazing  mgmt. 

In  FY  1994,  the  BLM  will  continue  lo  quantify  water  needs  for  riparian 
management  and  for  filing  water  rights  claims  with  the  State  of  Aiizona.  This 
effort  includes  the  extensive  Virgin  River  Instream  Flow  project  which  involves 
Arizona,  Utah  and  Nevada.  Six  inventories  will  continue  or  begin  in  1994, 
including  an  ecological  site  inventory  on  the  Virgin  River  as  part  of  the  instream 
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flow  project;  an  invrnloiy  on  the  Cicnega  Creek  lo  support  wildlife,  grazing  and 
rc<  iralional  artivilirs;  an  invrnloiy  on  I'aiia  C^anyon  lo  support  management  of 
wilfllifc,  recreation,  wilderness  and  livestock  use  and  to  support  instream  flow 
claims. 


Oilier  work  in  19?H  includes  the  incorporation  of  riparian  area  needs  in 
(•(osvsiein  management  plans  on  eight  areas,  including  the  Gila  Box  Riparian 
National  ('onservation  Area,  ilie  Empirc/(-iencga  Ranches.  Muleshoe  ranch  (Hot 
Spiings,  Swamp.  Itass  and  Redlield  Oieeks).  Paria  River,  Virgin  River  ACXC;.  Kill 
Williams  River  F.cosystem,  Three  Rivers  tcosyslem  (Santa  Maria  River),  and  the 
("oloiado  River  Kcosyslem  (Wright  ("reek).  Ahout  4r>  projects  will  also  lu- 
implemented  or  maintained  to  improve  riparian  wetland  conditions.  These 
include  fencing,  water  developments,  grazing  management  strategies  designed  to 
improve  livestock  use.  stream  realignment  and  pole  plantings. 

Qni-slion:  I  low  inu(  h  moiu-y  has  heen  allocateil  to  this  task  and  when  do  you  cxpe<:t  to  have 

these  areas  in  a  proper  functioning  conditionr 

.\nswcr:  We  have  alhxaled  S  I  .HUO.OOO  for  riparian-wetland  management  in  Arizona  for 

VY  1904.  Until  we  have  completed  the  riparian-wetland  evaluation  for  those 
areas  in  the  unknown  <atcgorv.  we  cannot  project  a  timeframe  for  having  all 
riparian-wetland  areas  in  piopei  functioning  condition. 

Qiwstioii:  Do  you   have  a  priorili/ed  list  hy  resource  area,  allotment  or  ecosystem  for 

correcting  these  conditions?  Perhaps  even  more  importantly,  when  have  vou 
scheduled  to  inv<-nloiy  what  appeals  lo  he  ahout  45%  of  the  remaining  areas  to 
determine  their  condition  and  when  will  the  inventory  be  completed?' 

.\nsw<-r;  Riparian    management    elforis    are    guided    by    /Vrizona's    Riparian-Wetland 

MauageiiK'iil  Strategy  Document  ami  in  response  to  significant  issues.  These 
include  the  Congressional  designation  of  Riparian  Conservation  Areas  and  public 
concern  over  cm  rent  t  onditions  or  where  serious  conflicts  occur.  Examples 
include  the  San  Pedro  and  Cila  Box  Riparian  Conservation  Areas;  areas  of  heavy 
livestock,  burro,  or  wildlife  use  sik  li  as  Cieiiega  Creek;  and  the  Santa  Maria 
River,  Virgin  River,  and  Bill  Williams  River  basins  where  serious  demand  for 
water  jeopardizes  instream  flow  and  hence  the  existence  of  riparian  areas  over  the 
long  term. 

Our  goal  is  to  complete  our  riparian-wetland  assessment  to  determine  functioning 
condition  by  iIk-  end  of  TV  lOOf). 

Lake  Havasu  Fishery  Improvement  Project 

Question:  What  is  the  stains  of  the  Lake  llavasu  fishery  project  that  was  initiated  in  FY  94? 

Mow  miuh  funding  has  been  requested  for  the  project  in  FY  95? 

.Answer:  'Th<-  Lake  I  lavasii  lishei  v  project  is  pai  t  of  a  large  challenge-cosl-share  elfoit  with 

4  other  partners,  including  the  p)rivate  sector.  In  1994,  the  BLM  will  improve 
access  at  2  recreation  sites  and  enhance  fish  habitat  in  7  coves  by  installing  8,000 
fish  habitat  structures.  Program  fimds  in  1995  will  be  used  lo  improve  angler 
access  to  the  Lake  at  2  new  sites  (including  access  for  the  physically  challenged) 
and  for  contiinialion  of  the  installation  of  bass  shelters,  catfish  houses  and  other 
habitat  impiovement  situctuies.  About  8,000  additional  habitat  impiovement 
structuies  ate  plainied  in  1995  This  effort  is  funded  at  $750,000  in  the  FY  95 
President's  Budget  Request. 

Endangered  Species 

Question:  What  specific  actions  aie  being  taken  or  are  plaiuied  to  identify,  monitor,  and 

protect  kev  habitat  for  the  desert  loitoise? 
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Answer:  Tlic  liLM  is  cooik'i  ;iliiig  uilli  llic  Kisli  iiiid  Wildlife  Service  to  develop)  a  recovery 

phiii  ioi  llie  fleseil  loiloise.  Hie  liLM  is  ;ilsi)  cool  diiiMliii^  willi  llie  Nalioiinl 
liiologic  :il  Survey  roiuerning  research  ell'oils.  including  (bod  prefeiences, 
( oinpelilioii  Ibi  forage  with  livestock,  diiect  ed'ects  ol'livestock  gia/ing,  disease 
tnanagenieiil,  po[)iilali<)ii  ecology,  and  picdalion,  specifKallv  ravens.  The  BLM 
IS  nioniioring  peiniaiient  stndv  [)lols  each  year  to  deteiiiiine  popnialion  liends. 
We  ai<-  consulting  with  iIk-  Kish  and  Wildlife  Set  vice  on  all  actions  that  are  likelv 
to  allect  toitoises  or  their  hahitat.  Infbiinal  consultations  lunnhei  seveial 
luMidi  ed  ea(  h  vear.  Y  oi  mal  consultations  at c  fewei .  with  most  i  elated  to  livestock 
grazing.  The  BLM  is  also  inonitoiing  desert  \ise  activities  such  as  livestock 
gia/ing  and  i  (■<  realional  use.  to  ensine  compliance  with  permit  stipulations. 

Qurslion:  How  manv  fish  s[iecies  are  either  Federally-listed  as  thi<-atened,  endangeied.  or 

are  i  andidales  lor  Federal  listing  in  Arizona?  What  a(  tions  are  l)c-ing  (  ouduclecl 
to  identify,  monitor,  and  protect  existing  oi  potential  species  and  th(-ii  lial)itats? 
.Ate  additiotial  funds  needed? 

.\nswei:  Ihcie  are  10  Federally  listed  fish  species  that  may  oc(  ur  on  BLM  lands.    These 

are  the  desert  pupfish.  hoiiytail  chub,  Virgin  River  chub,  Little  Colorado 
spinedacc,  spikedace,  loach  minnow,  Coloiaclo  squawfish,  Gila  topminnow, 
woiuidfin,  and  the  razoiback  sucker.  Six  candidate  fish  species  may  occur, 
including  the  Zuni  Mountain  suckei ,  Gila  chub,  Gila  roundtaJI  chub,  Desert 
sucker,  and  the  Gila  su<  kei . 

The  BLM  is  coopeiating  with  other  agencies  on  a  multi-yeai  recovei  v  and 
lestocking  edoit  for  the  razotback  sucker  and  bonytail  chub  on  Lake  llavasu. 
1  he  BLM  is  fencing  liparian  areas  along  Cienega  Creek  to  secure  the  habitat  of 
the  Gila  to|)miiniow  and  Gila  chub.  BL\I  is  also  evjiluating  sites  that  mav  be 
suitable  foi  stocking  of  desert  pupfish.  Additionally.  BLM  is  coopeiating  on  a 
multi-stale  mulli-agencv  efVoi  t  to  (]uanlifv  inslieam  flow  needs  on  the  \  irgin 
Rivei-  in  pail  to  satisfy  the  lecovery  needs  of  the  Virgin  Rivet  chub  and 
Woundfm. 

Within  the  l'iesident"s  budget  funding  levels,  the  highest  prioiity  work  lelatetl  to 
VScV.  species  management  will  be  accomplished.  Optimal  funding  levels  for  T&F. 
species  management  in  Aiizona  would  include  an  additional  $5  1 9,000  to  complete 
the  following: 


Description 

Dollars 

Habitat  improvements  such  as  fencing,  vegetative  management, 
instieam  stiu(luies,  maintenance  and  diversion  control. 

$265,000 

1  labilal  ac<|iusition 

SI  10,000 

Slu(li<'s  (in<  hiding  the  mulli-slale  \'iigiii  River  instieam  fiow  study) 

S52.00() 

.Vjuatic  ecosystem  planiiing 

$12,000 

Inventories 

552,000 

Moiiiloi  inn  of  a(Hiali(    habitat 

528,000 

Total 

5519,000 

Cultural  Resource  Management 

Question:  1  lave  sufTicienl  funds  been  allocated  to  properly  manage  the  San  Pedro  and  Gila 

Box  National  Riparian  Conservation  Areas  under  the  Cultural  Heritage  Program? 
What  specific  actions  are  lieing  implemented  to  protect  or  stabilize  cultural 
resource  sites  located  in  these  aieas? 
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Answcf:  llic  liigliosi  priority  work  'vill  be  acToniplishcd  with  the  ruiuls  iclciitiflcd  in  the 

I'rosiflciil's  Budget.    Fiiiuling  in  1995  will  be  at  a  level  similar  to  1994. 

1  he  iinf)leinriiiatioii  of  the  San  Pcdio  RNCA  Plan  will  cotiliniie  with  the 
siabili/aiioii  of  the  Santa  Cru/deTerrcnate,  Fairhank  Mercantile,  Chailestoii,  and 
Millvillo  sites.  Eiuergenry  stai)ili/ation  elTorls  will  be  completed  on  the  Empire 
Ranch  House.  Iiiieipietalive  development  will  be  implemented  at  the  Murray 
Springs  Clovis  Site  anrl  plainiing  will  <onlinue  foi  the  intcrprelation  of  the 
Lehner  Mammoth  Kill  Site. 

Spr-cifu  actions  plaiuied  to  be  continued  foi  the  Ciila  Box  RN'C.A  include 
stabili/ation  of  the  Serna  Stone  Cabin,  Pueblo  Devol  Clifr  Dwellings,  and  Old 
l.adv  Cav  C.abin:  and  pieserving  (he  Bonita  Creek  Plumed  ,Ser[)enl  Pictogiaph. 
BI.\I  will  also  assist  (ireenlee  ("ounty  in  the  stabilization  of  the  (.ila  Rivei  Biidge. 

Question;  What  is  the  status  of  the  Interagency  Agreement  and  plans  between  BLM  and  the 

Bureau  of  Reclamation  toconstiiict  and  operate  the  llohokam  Heritage  Center 
near  Phoeiiixr 

.\nswcr:  A  signed  intetageiicv  agreement  is  in  place  between   BLM  aiul  the  Buieau  of 

Reclamation  (BOR)  to  construct  and  operate  the  llohokam  Heritage  Center. 
However,  the  C'ommissionci  of  Reclamation  has  placed  the  pioject  on  hold 
p<M)diiig  a  leview  of  alternatives  of  how  the  agency  might  meet  its  legal  mandates 
lot  the  care,  interpretation  and  access  to  the  archaeological  collections  lesulting 
from  the  Cenlral  Arizona  Project.    No  final  decision  has  l)een  made  at  this  lime. 

Wilderness  Management 

Question:  What  is  the  status  of  management  plans  for  areas  designated  as  VVildeiiiess  in  tli<' 

Aii/ona  Wilderness  A«l  of  I984r  I  low  many  have  Ix-en  completed  and  are  being 
implemented,  have  been  initialed,  or  need  to  be  startcdr  Will  the  BLM  meet  the 
s<hedule<l  .'i  year  timeframe? 

.Vtiswer:  Six    wilderness    management    plans    have    been    completed    and    are    being 

implemeiUed  for  eight  of  the  nine  BLM  wilderness  areas  designated  bv  the 
.Vii/ona  Wilderness  Act  of  1984.  A  joint  Forest  Seivice/BLM  |)lan  is  being 
pr<'pared  for  the  Kaiiab  Cieek  Wilderness  Management  Plan. 

Eight  of  the  2r>  plans  to  be  written  for  the  areas  designated  in  the  Arizona  Desert 
Wilderness  .\ct  of  1990  will  be  completed  and  will  have  begun  implementation  of 
planned  actions  under  wav  bv  the  end  of  Fiscal  Year  (FV)  1994.  Wotk  is  in 
piogn'ss  or  will  begin  on  another  six  plans  in  FV  1994.  Six  of  the  remaining 
plans  are  scheduled  to  begin  in  FY  1995  and  the  remaining  five  plans  in  F'Y 
199(). 


L'nder  the  cut  tent  schedule,  88  percent  of  the  plans  will  be  completed  within  a 
5-year  limefiame  following  designation. 

Question:  I  understand  private  land  inholdlngs  exist  in  these  areas  which  have  the  potential 

to  be  subject  to  futuie  developmciu  that  may  be  incompatible  with  adjoining 
wilderness  management  objectives.  Does  the  BLM  have  any  plans  to  deal  with 
potential  development  in  these  areas?  Does  the  BLM  have  any  plans  for  land 
ac<iuisitions  in  these  aieas  to  pi  event  conflicts  and  facilitate  nianagement  of  the 
wilderness  areas?   Are  additional  funds  required? 

Answer:  Aii/.ona  BLM  is  attempting  to  acquire  private  inholdings  in  wilderness  aieas  to 

avoid  potential  incompatible  development.  An  agi  eemcnt  is  being  developed  with 
the  Wilderness  Land  Trust  to  assist  BL.M  with  acquisitions  fiom  willing  sellers  in 
some  of  these  aieas,  either  by  direct  purchase  or  exchange.  Acquisition  of  the 
F.splin  Parcel  is  nearing  completion  in  the  Arizona  Strip,  and  would  facilitate 
management  of  the  adjacent  wilderness  areas.  Tlie  President's  Budget  includes 
a  request  for  $  1 .26  million  from  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  for  costs 
associated  with  acquisition  by  exchange  or  direct  purchase  for  FY  1995. 
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Qii<">ii<"i:  I  -TIM  pleased  lo  see  tlml  tlir  two  roricalional  fishing  access  silos  on  Lake  Unvasii 

uiil  be  coni|jlelecl  tliis  year.  VVliat  other  conslniction  projects  liave  been 
identified  for  Aii/oiia?  Wlial  aie  the  KY  95  rnnding  iec|uiieinents  lo  iniiiate  these 
pt'oiecls!- 

Answei:  \o  other  projects  aie   pioposed   foi    Arizona  as   part   of  die    lOOfi   Tiesichnt's 

Budget   Re(|Uest. 

New  BLM  Budget  Structure  Proposal 

Question:  Voiu  pi()p)ose(i  budget  stmctiiie  looks  iiinch  easier  to  digest  but  inav  lack  some 

of  the  detail  that  some  may  prefer.  What  process  rio  yon  use  t<i  deleiniine 
allocations  by  individual  program  to  eat  h  f)r  die  BLM  .Stale,  Disliiil,  and  Area 
odlces.-  Wlial  actions  are  yon  taking  lo  g<-l  more  lesonic  es  (funds  and  personnel) 
lo  the  llekl.- 

.■\nswer;  We  begin  planning  foi    the  budget  year  appioximalely    18  months  before  the 

appropriation  piocess  is  final.  For  example,  for  the  1905  budget,  planning  began 
in  Match  of  1094.  This  inilial  planning  is  called  the  Stra/fgir  BiidgrI  Plan.  In  this 
piocess,  field  oflices  and  their  respective  Stale  Offices,  forecast  anv  Inidgelarv 
needs  that  are  diffeieni  from  their  existing  needs.  This  may  be  due  to  a  variety 
of  fact<irs,  sncli  as  a  change  in  uses  on  the  public  land,  additional  sdieduled 
implementaiion  of  a  Resource  Management  Plan,  or  other  issues.  F.acli  State 
submils  a  state  package  to  Headquarters  which  develops  a  single  Buieauwide 
package.  This  process  is  noi  mally  ccmcluded  in  late  summei  with  submission  of 
our  inilial  budget  rec)uesls  lo  the  Sc-c  relary  and  the  Department's  BiidgrI  Eslitiiales 
lo  O.MB.  O.MB  then  reviews  and  makes  decisions  on  oiu'  package  in  the  winter 
for  incorporation  into  die  Presidnil's  Biidgrl.  BLM  then  prepares  the  BiidgrI 
Jiislilicnlwiis  lo  supporl  the  Picsidcni's  Budget  which  are  submitted  to  the 
appropriations  commillees  in  Congress  in  Kebruary.  While  the  appropriations 
process  is  underway  but  after  markups  are  slatted,  we  begin  the  allocation  of 
anticipated  appropriations  through  the  Proposed  Annital  Work  Plan  process.  Based 
on  the  Budget  Justifications  and  appiopriaiions  markups,  we  then  make  the 
progiammalic  allocations  back  lo  the  Slate  Offices,  who  then  re-allocate  lo  the 
District  and  Resource  Aieas. 

Ici  gel  iiuMe  lesources  (funds  and  personnel)  lo  the  field,  we  are  aggressively 
pill  suing  streamlining  of  our  cjperations  to  achieve  our  target  organizalion  and 
eliminate  unnecessary  [)ic>giaiu  oversight  functions. 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  CONRAD  BURNS 

BLM  Montana  State  Office  --  Relocation 

1  have  several  questions  relating  to  the  proposal  to  move  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  to 
a  new  Icxalion  in  Billings,  Montana. 

Question:  Are  the  commenis/salisfaclion  of  employees  in  their  curienl  space  taken  into 

consideration  before  a  move  like  this  is  made? 

.Answei:  .At  this  point  it  is  not  a  certainty  that  the  BLM  Montana  State  Office  will  be 

moving.  Total  space  required  to  support  the  mission  of  the  Agency  is  the 
overriding  factor  considered.  Employee  satisfaction  is  only  one  of  the 
management  considerations  in  determining  the  space  and  location  required  lo 
support  the  BLM  mission  in  a  community.  BLM  State  Office  management 
prepares  space  requiiemenis  consistent  witli  the  total  space  recpiired  to  supfioit 
ihe  mission  of  the  entire  organi/alion,  which  in  this  case  includes  both  slate  oificc 
and  resource  area  slalfs.  /\  BLM  proposed  delineated  area  is  provided  lo  GSA 
along  with  the-  space-  i  eciuiremenls  package.    (iSA  has  the  aiilhorilv  lo  make  the 
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(lelcriiiination  on  liow  and  wIktc  llir  reqiiiied  space  will  he  provided  within  the 
(IrliiH-aicd  area.  Billings.  Montana  is  one  of  the  cities  where  all  space 
aiiangcnients  (or  Fedeial  ageiu  ies  ate  handled  hy  the  Gcneial  Services 
Adiiiinisiiation  (CiS.\). 

Qnesiion:  Is  liio  possibility  of  moclilications  to  the  piesent  location  taken  inio  account? 

Answer:  CSA  has  the  delegated  anlhoiily  and  responsibility  to  provide  the  space  lequiied 

l)v  BLM.  Any  pait\  can  submit  an  offer,  including  the  current  lessoi,  if  ilicy  feel 
liial  liii'v  can  provide  the  spate  requiied  by  BLM. 

Qucsiion;  Is  llic  cost  of  icinaining  in  the  cut  rent  facility  vs.  the  cost  of  building  a  new 

liuilding  part  of  the  equation?  What  was  the  result  of  such  a  calculation,  if  any 
was  made? 

Foi  example,  it  is  mv  understanding  that  the  current  building  space  foi  the  BLM 
is  retuod  at  $8.80  per  squaie  foot.  I  have  also  heard  that  the  space  in  the  new 
building  would  cost  512.97  per  square  foot  to  lease. 

,'\usw<r:  The  cost  of  moving  is  calculated  by  GSA  if  the  curi  eiit  lessor  cannot  provitle  space 

to  mcci  BLM's  space  needs  at  the  ( uireni  location.  It  has  not  been  determined 
vet  by  GSA  if  the  current  lessor  can  meet  BLM's  space  needs  ai  the  current 
l(Kation.  Until  the  Soliiitaiion  for  Offers  (SFO)  is  issued,  it  will  not  be  known 
whether  or  not  the  curieni  lessor  will  be  able  to  provide  space  at  the  present 
location  to  meet  BLM's  space  needs.   GSA  will  make  that  determination.   Again, 

GSA  has  not  made  a  deierininaiion  yet  ilial  a  new  building  will  be  necessary  to 
provide  space  to  meet  BLM's  needs. 

Qucslioii:  In   a   related   <)ueslion.   is   the   aniouul   of   conuueicial  ofllce   space   alieady   m 

existence  in  an  area,  in  atldilion  lo  the  vacancy  lale,  taken  into  consideration? 
(i.e..  llic  eflect  on  llic  couuuiuiil y's  i  eal  estate  market) 

;\nswer:  We  are  not  aware  of  all  of  the  factors  which  GSA  takes  into  account  when  it 

makes  decisions  regaidiiig  space  rentals.  The  BLM  cut  rently  occupies  68.018 
s(iuare  feel  of  office  space  in  Billings,  including  51,722  square  feet  of  this  space 
in  the  Granite  Tower.  I'lie  present  site  does  not  meet  some  of  the  requirements 
submitted  in  the  Request  for  Space.  For  example,  the  piesent  site  does  not 
include  an  area  large  enough  to  conduct  "All  Employee  Meetings"  and  has 
limiled  conference  room  space.  As  a  result,  the  BLM  has  been  required  to  rent 
space  in  other  buildings  lo  conduct  such  meetings. 

Qucsiion:  .Are  the  efforts  of  the  maiiagemeni  of  the  current  location  lo  u[)gi  ade  the  physical 

plant,  remodeling,  and  make  oilier  improvements,  as  well  as  the  manageineius 
iiileresi  in  keeping  I  he  BLM  as  a  tenant  a  factor.' 

.Vuswer:  .\s  [)reviously  stated,  the  GS,\  is  the  leasing  agency  for  all  fedci  al  agencies  and  has 

the  auilioiily  lo  make  decisions  regarding  renewals  of  leases.  We  do  not  know  if 
riforis  of  the  management  of  thecuirent  location  to  upgrade  the  physical  plant, 
lemodcliiig,  ami  improvements,  as  well  as  the  management's  inteicst  in  keeping 
the  BLM  as  a  tenant  are  n  factor. 

Question:  Is  the  BLM  planning  lo  expand  the  numbei   of  employees  at  this  new  fedeial 

building?  It  is  my  undeistanding  that  the  Buieau  is  downsizing  and  in  fact  is  in 
the  process  of  reducing  its  staff. 

.\nswer:  1  he  BLM  is  not  planning  lo  expand  the  number  of  employees  in  Billings  in  the 

neat  future,  but  the  proposed  space  cons<^lidalion  for  BLM  would  lesull  in  an 
iiurease  in  the  numbei  of  employ<es  at  one  Billings  I(m  ation.  I  he  present  la<ilily 
is  overciowded  due  lo  growtli  in  the  number  of  BLM  employees  from  the  level 
that  the  existing  space  assignmeni  projected  B[,M  has  in  fact  decieased  its 
employment  level  since  the  Re(|uest  for  Space  was  completed  in  1992. 
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Qucslion:  And   if  lliis  downsi/iiig   is   lakiug  place,   is  il   necessary   for  llie   BLM   to  have 

sigiiiricandy  moie  ofFice  space.'  I  low  niany  square  feel  of  space  does  BLM  occupy 
in  ils  current  location?'  How  inanv  square  feel  of  the  new  federal  building  would 
di<'  BI.M  (H(upy"' 

Answci:  I  he  picMul   BLM  (oiisolidalcd  space  package  was  developed  and  suliniilled  lo 

C.S  A  well  hclorc  I  lie  rcccnl  federal  downsizing  initiatives  started.  The  BLM  spa<'e 
|<ackage  included  c(jnsolidalion  of  tluee  separate  existing  facilities  in  Billings, 
N|),u  <"  icaluK's  lo  ciial)le  BLM  lo  heller  serve  tlie  Montana  publics  in  llie  fiilure 
ibroiigli  improved  access  to  land  status  information,  access  to  stale-of-tlie-ait 
((imputer  svslems,  and  adequate  conference  room  lacililies  lo  enable  BLM  lo 
more  efleclively  perform  its  mission.  Because  of  the  fedetal  downsizing  initiative 
now  in  progress,  the  BLM  sf)ace  requirements  are  now  under  review  again. 

BLM  presently  ix:cupies  C.S.A assigned  space  in  Billings,  Montana,  in  the  following 
buildings: 


Building 

Square  Feel 
Occupied 

Space  Tvpe 

Cranile  Tower 
'22  North  22nd  St. 

(.'■'1.722  total  sq.  ft.) 

48,282 

Oflice  aiul  lelaled  special 
purpose  storage 

:5,440 

Storage 

F'almer  Building 
800  N.E.  Main  St. 

(10.753  total  sq.  ft.) 

4,758 

Office  and  related  special 
purpose  storage 

5.995 

Storage 

F..R.  Young  B\iilding 
1411  Fourth  Ave.  North 

r),i4:5 

Storage 

Fotal  BLM  space  in  Billings 

68.618 

The  BLM  would  occupv  no  space  at  the  new  Consolidated  Federal  Building  in 
Billings. 

I  he   BLM   space   requirements  sent    lo  (".SA  as  of  August   9,    1993  contain  the 
lollouiiig  Ivjies  and  amouiUs  fi(  space: 


Type  of  Space 

Square  Feet 

OITice 

57,595 

Storage/ Warehouse 

13,750 

Special 

20,655 

Total 

92.000 

Waieyard 

36,000 

Official  vehicle  parking  spaces 

53  spaces 

Noxious  Weed  Management 

I  liaM-  some  < once:  ns  i  egarding  weed  management  in  the  Miles  City  District.  Lhe  funds  for  the 
weed  progtam  in  this  district  have  been  cut.  I  fear  that  the  BLM  will  not  be  able  to  stay  in 
compliance  with  state  noxious  weed  laws. 
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Question:  Could  you  explain  why  llicse  funds  werecul? 

Answot :  A  portion  of  the  weed  control  efforts  in  the  Miles  City  District  will  be  curtailed  in 

FY  1994  because  of  limited  funding  available  in  BLM's  Range  Iinprovenienis 
appropriation.  'Ilie  level  of  Range  Improvement  funds  allocated  to  the  Miles  City 
District  for  FY  1994  was  below  the  FY  1993  level  because  the  receipt  level  on 
whi(  h  the  range  improvement  funding  is  based  declined  from  previous  years  and 
the  amoinit  of  carryover  funding  from  prior  years  was  less  in  1994  than  in  199.1. 

Contracts  with  several  eastern  Montana  co\iiitics  for  weed  control  will  not  be 
<ontinue<l  in  FY  1994  due  to  the  need  to  fund  other  high  priority  range 
itnpiovcment  piojecis  in  the  Miles  City  District,  lite  Miles  City  Distiicl  has  an 
extensive  weed  control  program  in  addition  to  the  weed  control  effoi  ts  completed 
under  county  weed  control  contracts.  'Hiese  other  District  weed  control  efforts 
will  cotiiinue  at  the  same  level  as  last  year. 

Question:  (^an  emeigeticy  monev  be  allocated  to  for  weed  management  in  the  Miles  City 

Distiictr 

.\nswer:  We  do  tiot  have  emergency  authority  to  transfer  funding  for  weed  management. 

Cherry  Creek  Dam 

The  proposed  Cheiry  Creek  Dam  in  eastern  Montana  is  a  very  popular  project.  Tliis  area  of 
iiiv  Slal<-  nee<ls  a  recieatioii  area  similar  to  the  one  envisioned  in  the  Cherry  Cieek  Project.  I 
understand  the  cost  of  the  project  is  SI3..'>  million. 

Question;  While  1  support  the  concept  of  the  Cherry  Creek  Dan>,  I  do  have  some  concerns 

about  ihe  oveiall  cost.    What  type  of  project  could  be  built  foi  Sf)  million? 

.Answer:  We  do  not  believe  that  $F>  million  is  sufficient  funding  to  conslrnci  a  project  of 

the  type  envisioned  in  the  ('lierry  Creek  Pioject. 

The  Depai  tmeiU  does  not  recommend  funding  the  Cherry  Creek  Project  and  is 
focusing  its  limited  construction  resources  on  smaller  projects  to  provide  lor 
p\ibli<  health  and  safety,  prevention  of  lesourcc  damage,  and  inainteiiance.  of 
infiastiiictuie  investment. 

Question:  If  we  do  not  move  forward  on  the  Cherry  Creek  Dam,  what  other  recreation 

project  could  you  suggest  for  this  part  of  Montana? 

.Viiswei:  llie  Cole  Creek   Detention   Dam  is  a  project  that,  with  maintenance  and/or 

icconslmction,  could  sustain  a  recreational  fishery  resource  and  other 
opportunities  for  wildlife  viewing  areas  tied  to  the  Watchable  Wildlife  Initiative 
potentially  exist  in  this  area  of  eastern  Montana. 

BLM  Summit 

On  Aj.ril  2.^  through  28.  the  Depattineni  of  the  Interior  will  be  conducting  a  "BLM  Summit". 
1  support  the  concept  of  liiis  smnmil  --  finding  die  best  ways  to  reform  the  BLM.  However.  I 
lniv<-  loiicciiis  over  where  this  summit  is  and  the  cost  of  the  summit. 


Oiicstion: 


Why  was  the  sununil  scheduled  to  be  at  the  Hyatt  Regency  in  Lake  Tahoe? 
Couldn't  this  sunnnit  have  occurred  in  Washington  where  a  ininibei  of  the 
attendees  live? 


Answer: 


The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  Summit  Meeting  was  held  on  April  25-28, 
1994  at  the  Hyatt  Regencv  in  Incline  Village,  Nevada.  We  chose  this  site  for  the 
sununil  foi  two  reasons.  First,  the  lodging  and  per  diem  rates  are  slighilv  br-jow 
the  national  average  (S83.00  for  Washoe  Countv  compared  to  n  national  average 
of  $88.00).  Washington  aiea  per  diem  rates  are  $151.  Second,  the  Hyatt 
Regency  has  a  facility  that  can  accoininodaie  the  large  number  of  summit 
attendees  we  will  have. 
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Qiiesti<iii: 
Ansvvci : 


I  Ills  iiKTling  iiK  liidcfl  (icld  m;iii;>gci  s  and  soinr  lir;(d(|ii;u  Irrs  mnnngrrs.  Wliiln 
.\  nimil)ci  oratlcndocs  do  live  in  Washiiigloii,  D.  C.  area,  ihe  majority  live  in  tlir 
clcvrii  wcstri  n  stairs  and  Alaska,  ilnis  making  Reno  a  liss  expensive  option  than 
Wasliiiigloii.  n.  ('.  for  have!  to  the  m<Tliiig. 

\\'<'  also  dec  idcd  dial  ouc  lai  go  sinnmil  is  more  losl  cRcclivc  and  more  prodiK  tivr 
because  in  one  large  sninmil,  we  tan  gadier  all  key  people  and  gionps  together 
in  one  selling  lo  ( ollahorale  and  addiess  the  various  issues  we  are  facing. 

What  is  the  over-all  cost  of  this  simimit? 

While  we  have  not  received  the  final  hills  for  llie  sununit.  we  estimate  thai  ihe 
final  costs  will  he  around  S400,00(). 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  DALE  BUMPERS 

1872  Mining  Law  Reform 

Question:  How  many  paieni  appli<alions  were  filed  in  FYOO.  FYOl,  K^'02,  FY03  and,  to 

dale,  KY'.)4:- 

Answer;  75  patent  applications  were  filed  in  FY  1990,  102  in  FY  1991,  134  in  FY  1992, 

and  130  in  FY  1993.     To  date,  32  have  heen  received  in  FY  1994. 

Question:  Mow  many  patents  have  heen  granted,  per  fiscal  year,  since  1990? 

Answer:  34  patents  weie  issued  in  FY  1990,  20  in  FY   1991,  and  28  in  FY  1992.    Nine 

patents  had  heen  iss\ied  in  FY  1993  hefoie  the  Secretary  assmned  direct  authority 
to  issue  patents  in  March  1993.  None  have  heen  issued  since,  hut  the  .Secretary 
recently  sigiu-tl  three  (irsi  half  Itnal  terlificates. 

Queslion:  hor  the  paleni  applications  thai  have  heen  filed  since  1990,  hased  on  the  claims 

mad<-  hv  iIk'  appli<anls,  whal  is  ihe  value  of  ihe  minerals  lo<al<-d  on  ihe  land 
subject  to  the  applications,  including  the  applications  that  have  ben  granted  in 
full? 


.\iiswer:  I'nder  cuiienl  law,  Bl.M  is  concerned  whether  the  applicant  tiulv  has  made  a 

discovei  V  which  can  be  mined  for  economic  gain,  not  with  the  value  of  the 
mineral.  /\s  a  general  rule,  the  patent  pr<x-css  examines  the  "reasonable  prospect 
of  sticcess  in  developing  a  valuable  mine".  The  test  is  based  on  an  assessment  of 
potential  and  actual  cash  flow  fVom  a  mineral  properly,  which  may  include  several 
mining  claims.  Consequcnily,  we  do  not  have  an  estimate  on  the  value  of  the 
minerals  for  whi(  h  applications  iiave  been  filed  since  1990. 

Question:  I  low  manv  active  daims  currently  exist? 

.\nswei :  There  are  currently  aboul  !530,()00  chtiins,  on  which  holding  fees  have  been  paid 

on  small  miner  exeinplions. 

Queslion:  Mow   many  claims  were  dropped   as  a   result   of  the   implcmenlalion   of   the 

SlOO/claim  holding  fee?    How  many  of  these  claims  were  relocated? 

Answer:  During  1993,  about  400,000  claims  were  dropped.    We  do  not  know  how  many 

have  been  relocated. 

Queslion:  Mow  inanv  active  mines  are  cuirently  operating  under  BLM  plans  of  operations? 

Mow  many  of  these  mines  have  been  bonded? 

Answer:  There   are   approximately    400   active    mines    in    part    or    in    whole   on    BLM 

administeicd  lands.  Of  these,  50  percent  arc  bonded  pursuant  to  existing  policy. 
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Question:  How  many  active  claims  ciiriontly  exist  in  National  Parks,  National  Forests  and 

National  Wildlife  Refugees?  Please  list  the  number  of  claims  by  Park,  Forest,  and 
Refuges.  I  low  nianv  of  llies*-  dainis  have  been  determined  to  be  valid  by  the 
Depaitment.' 

/Viiswer:  National  Parks 

There  aie  l,r>4r)  active  mining  claims  (813  unpatented  and  732  patented)  in  the 
National  Park  System.  However,  this  number  is  likely  to  drop,  'flie  Omnibus 
Kudgrt  Reconciliation  Ad  of  1003  (Public  l.aw  l03-r)())  refjuiird  claimanls  lo  pay 
a  $IUUr<-nl:il  lee  p<-i  unpatent<-d  mining  daim,  millsile,  and  tunnel  site  lorcaih 
of  the  years  1003  and  1094,  for  a  total  of  $200  per  claim. 

'Iliesc  fees  applied  to  claims,  millsites,  and  tunnel  sites  on  Fedei  al  land  whether 
inside  or  outside  a  National  Park  and  weic  due  on  August  31,  1003.  Small 
minets  coiiUI  apply  for  exemption  fiom  the  rental  fees.  Preliminary  data  from 
the  NPS  Alaska  Regional  Office  indicate  that  about  50  percent  of  the  impatented 
claims  were  dropped  as  a  result  of  the  fee.  Hie  preliminary  ninnbcrs  are 
reflected  in  the  chart  below.  Tlie  nurnber  of  claims  dropped  in  the  lower 
48  .States  is  undetermined  at  thi«  time.  However,  it  is  likely  that  the  number  of 
I  laims  in  the  chart  below  for  the  Pacific  Northwest.  Rocky  Mountain,  and  Western 
Regions  will  drop  by  appioximately  .'iO  percent  due  to  the  fee.  'Hie  NPS  is  in  the 
pKxess  ol  compiling  infni  niation  for  these  regions. 

L  npatented  claims  remain  adminisiiatively  valid  under  BLM  regulations  as  long 
as  the  claimant  pavs  llie  annual  fee.  The  (|uesti()n  as  to  whelhei  llie  claim  is  valid 
lor  pinposes  of  patenting  is  not  determine<l  until  a  patent  application  is  filed. 
Vox  claims  UKated  within  the  National  Park  .System,  validity  determinations  are 
done  before  a  plan  of  opeiations  can  be  approved.  All  claims  within  National 
Parks  in  Alaska  aie  undergoing  validity  reviews  due  to  Park  Servi<e  efforts  lo 
ac(juir<'  land  for  park  pur[H>ses. 

The  estimated  number  of  chiims  in  each  National  Park  (NP),  National  Park  and 
Preserve  (NPitP),  National  Monument  (NM),  and  National  Recieation  Area 
(NRA)  as  of  March  2.  1994  is  as  follows: 


Region/Park  Unit 

Number  of  Claims 

Total 

Unpatented 

Patented 

Alaska  Region 

Ki',11  niii  1  and  Id  idvjc  N  1' 

17 

II 

17 

n.nali  MV-CP 

IM8 

22 

210 

(.ates  ol  the  .\rcti(   NI'JlLP 

13 

0 

13 

C.la.iei    li;i\   M'&P 

0 

20 

2(t 

kenai  Fjords  \P 

8 

0 

8 

lake  t:iaik  \P&:P 

0 

13 

13 

Wiangell-St    F.lias  XP&P 

04 

458 

552 

Viik..„-(;|,:.ilie  \P 

1 20 

1,^. 

144 

PaciFic  Northwest  Region 

\..lil,  C:as<a<les  \P 

(1 

15 

15 

ObnipK    NP 

(1 

3 

3 

Ross  lake  NP 

0 

5 

5 
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Rci;ii)n/Park  Unit 

Number  of  Claims 

Total 

I  'npnionlcd 

Patciilcfl 

Rocky  Mountain  Region 

Higlmi  n  C-aii\i>n  \  1' 

I) 

1) 

'• 

C.hKin   M^ 

1) 

4 

1 

Western  Region 

D.aili  Vallcv  \M 

lO'J 

11  0 

22  1 

('.Hill  U;isin  Nl' 

'J47 

0 

247 

( ■!  :in(l  (";iriv<)ii  \  1' 

0 

r> 

^1 

|osliii;i    1  ICC  \M 

0 

12 

12 

lake  Mca.l  \R.\ 

4 

:?'.' 

■M\ 

Sat»nai<>  NM 

(1 

(■) 

(I 

S<-(]H(iia  i'^-  Kings  ("ativoti  \ IN 

0 

;( 

:( 

National  Park  Service  Totals 

SK! 

732 

,,.4. 

Mntivg  ClaiitL^  ni  Fish  mid  Wildlife  Snvire  Vvits 

'Hio  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  reports  the  following  information: 


Refuge 

Claims 

/Victic 

9 

AK  Maritime 

1 

AK  Peninsula 

70 

Berliarof 

1 

liinoko  (Upper) 

2 

Icilin 

4 

I'ogiak 

35 

Yukon  Delta 

13 

Cahexa  Prieta  (AZ) 

4 

Kofa 

90 

Total 

229 

In  addition,  the  Sheldon  National  Wildlife  Refuge  in  Nevada  contains  a  08,000 
acie  mining  disliicl.  niere  may  be  a  few  thonsand  individual  claims  located 
within  the  mining  district. 

Milling  Claims  on  Forrsl  Seivicr  and  BLM  Lands 

We  know  the  nnmher  of  mining  claims  on  Federal  land,  as  a  whole,  and  in 
National  Parks,  but  neither  the  Forest  Service  nor  BLM  maintains  lecoids  on  the 
nnmberof  mining  claims  by  individual  forest  or  BLM  district.  Previous  estimates 
suggest  that  60  percent  of  all  claims  are  located  on  Forest  Service  lands.  If  that 
latio  is  still  valid,  iheie  would  be  approximately  180,000  claims  on  Foiest  Service 
lands. 
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Lead  Mining  in  the  Mark  Twain  National  Forest 

QiK'siion:  'Mic  Dor  Riiii  Vfiiiiiig  Company  lias  received  permission  from  the  Deparimciii 

lo  perform  exploratory  rlrilliiig  al  a  proposed  lead  mine  site  in  (lie  Mark  Twain 
National  Forest  in  sonllieasi  Missouri.  Many  residents  of  both  southern  Missoini 
and  not  tliern  Arkansas  oppose  the  proposed  mine  because  of  ihc  substantial 
ihieal  it  would  pose  lo  the  drinking  water  supply  in  the  area.  Wliat  is  the  status 
of  the  exploratory  drilling?  What  determinations  must  the  BLM  make  before 
granting  Doe  Riui  a  license  to  begin  mining  lead  in  the  Forest? 

Answer:  The  Doe  kiui  Mining  Company  has  authorization  to  drill  up  to  20  holes.     To 

dal<\  six  have  been  drilled.  lU.M  is  having  dis<:ussions  with  the  company 
lontei  iiing  their  plans  for  ftn-thci  drilling  activity.  Before  a  decision  is  niade  as 
to  whether  the  right  lo  a  lease  exists,  II I, M  will  have  to  make  a  determination  of 
whether  there  is  a  valuable  deposit.  Part  of  that  determination  will  include  the 
cost  of  mitigation.  BLM  will  prepare  a  NEPA  document,  probably  a  supplemental 
EIS,  which  will  help  to  determine  the  type(s)  of  initigalion  required,  and  its  cost. 

Mining  in  National  Parks 

SeciifHi  13t.12  of  the  Alaaka  National  Interest  Ijinds  Coiisenvtion  Act  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  ar<juire  lands  within  the  boiuxlaries  of  any  unit  of  the  National  Park  System  in 
.Alaska,  including  Denali. 

Question'.  I  low  many  at  live  <laiins  (inrenlly  exist  in  Denali? 

.\iiswer:  Hiete  aie  1 88  unpalenied  claims  in  Denali  for  whicli  rental  has  been  paid  and 

a  notice  of  intent  lo  hold  llio  claim  lias  been  filed. 

Qui-slion:  I  understand  that  $12  million  has  been  appropriated  for  the  puichase  of  mining 

(laims  in  Denali.    How  many  of  these  claJins  have  been  patented? 

.\nswer:  .Sin«e  h>89,  the  Pai  k  .Servitre  has  purchased  27  patented  mining  claims,  totaling 

."Hl7.r»r>  acres  within  Denali.  A  binding  offer  was  signed  for  three  more  claims  in 
Match,  1994.  'flie  Park  Service  has  not  yet  purchased  unpatented  tiling  claims. 
In  most  cases,  such  purchases  are  awiiiling  the  completion  or  approval  of  validity 
determinations  and  appraisal  work. 

(Question:  lias    the    Department    requested    additional    funds    in    FY    1995    for   claims 

acquisition? 

.\nswer:  Hie  Department  did  not  request  additional  funding  for  mining  claim  acquisition 

for  FY  1995. 

Question:  Please  describe  the  process  by  which  the  Deparlinent  decides  which  claims  should 

be  purchased,  including  whether  and  how  the  Department  makes  a  determination 
(oiucrning  the  v.iliditv  of  a  parliculai  claim? 

.Vnswer:  The  Paik  Service  completed  three touit-ordered  cumulative  mining  eflecls  EIS's 

at  Denali.  Wiangell-Sl.Elias  and  Yukon-Charley  Rivers  on  May  30.  1990.  Tlie 
R<-cords  of  Decision  sel<-(tiiig  ac(|uisilion  of  mining  claims  as  the  prcfencd 
allc'iiialive  were  signed  and  siibmitled  to  the  Distiict  Court  on  August  27,  1990. 
The  ordei  in  which  claims  are  acquired  is  based  on  the  Coiigression;illy  mandated 
1990  Knntishna  Resource  Management  Plan,  the  willingness  of  the  seller,  the 
progress  of  the  validity  examination  leports  and  fair  maiket  value  appiaisal  re- 
ports, and  other  factors. 
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SUBCOMMITTEE  RECESS 


Senator  Reid.  I  thank  you  very  much.  The  subcommittee  will 
stand  in  recess  until  2  p.m.,  Wednesday,  March  23,  when  we  will 
receive  testimony  from  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  the 
Forest  Service. 

[Whereupon,  at  12:20  p.m.,  Tuesday,  March  15,  the  subcommit- 
tee was  recessed,  to  reconvene  at  2  p.m.,  Wednesday,  March  23.] 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR  AND  RELAT- 
ED AGENCIES  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  FIS- 
CAL YEAR  1995 


WEDNESDAY,  MARCH  23,  1994 

U.S.  Senate, 
Subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations, 

Washington,  DC. 

The  subcommittee  met  at  2  p.m.,  in  room  SD-138,  Dirksen  Sen- 
ate Office  Building,  Hon.  Harry  M.  Reid  presiding. 

Present:  Senators  Leahy,  Reid,  Murray,  Nickles,  Stevens,  Coch- 
ran, Gorton,  Hatfield,  and  Bums. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Forest  Service 

statement  of  jack  ward  thomas,  chief 

accompanied  by: 

gray  reynolds,  deputy  chief,  national  forest  system 

dave  unger,  associate  chief 

steven  e.  satterfield,  director,  program  development 
and  budget  staff 

michael  t.  rains,  associate  deputy  chief,  state  and  pri- 
vate forestry 

j.  lamar  beasley,  deputy  chief,  administration 

jerry  a.  sesco,  deputy  chief,  forest  research 

budget  request 

Senator  Reid.  The  subcommittee  will  come  to  order. 

This  is  the  time  scheduled  for  the  subcommittee  to  review  the  fis- 
cal year  1995  budget  request  for  the  Forest  Service.  Testifying  this 
afternoon  in  support  of  the  administration's  request  is  Dr.  Jack 
Ward  Thomas,  who  has  headed  the  Forest  Service  for  just  a  few 
months. 

We  welcome  you  to  the  subcommittee.  Because  this  is  your  first 
appearance  before  the  subcommittee,  a  copy  of  your  biographical 
information  will  be  included  at  the  appropriate  place  in  the  record. 

The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  for  Forest  Service  funds  sub- 
ject to  annual  appropriation  is  $2,409,165,000.  This  represents  an 
increase  of  $36.4  million,  or  IMz  percent  when  compared  to  the  en- 
acted level  last  year. 

The  budget  proposes  increases  of  $10.9  million  for  research,  $3 
million  for  international  forestry,  $7.3  million  for  recreational  fa- 
cilities O&M,  $14.1  million  for  wildlife  and  fish  habitat  manage- 
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merit,  $16.5  million  for  soil,  water,  and  air  for  the  transfer  of  wa- 
tershed funding  from  construction,  and  an  increase  of  $24  million 
for  road  construction. 

The  increases  are  offset  partially  by  reductions  of  $13.4  million 
in  the  cooperative  fire  protection  program,  $10.9  million  for  timber 
sales  administration  and  management,  $27.8  million  for  fire  protec- 
tion, some  of  which  is  an  internal  transfer  to  the  NFS  for  law  en- 
forcement, and  $37.1  million  in  recreational  facilities  construction. 
Land  acquisition  funding  is  proposed  at  a  level  of  $64.2  million,  the 
same  amount  as  was  enacted  for  fiscal  year  1994. 

SUMMARY  STATEMENT  OF  JACK  THOMAS 

Chief,  your  prepared  statement  will  be  included  in  the  record  in 
its  entirety.  So  I  encourage  you  initially  to  be  brief. 

At  this  time  I  would  like  you  to  introduce  any  associates  who  you 
have  with  you  today  and  then  summarize  any  remarks  you  care  to 
make  so  we  can  proceed  with  questions. 

I  will  alert  you  that  we  have  a  couple  of  votes  scheduled  soon. 
So  we'll  be  interrupted. 

Please  proceed. 

Chief  Thomas.  Yes,  sir;  on  my  left  is  Mr.  Dave  Unger,  who  is  the 
Associate  Chief  of  the  U.S.  Forest  Service,  Mr.  Satterfield,  the  Di- 
rector for  Program  Development  and  Budget  Staff,  and  Gray  Reyn- 
olds, Deputy  lor  the  National  Forest  System,  and  there  are  a  num- 
ber of  people  behind  me  that  I  may  call  upon. 

I  would  quickly  summarize  my  testimony  this  way.  Basically  our 
total  budget  is  about  the  same  as  1994.  We  have  a  staffing  de- 
crease of  606.  The  total  budget  is  about  3  percent  down  considering 
inflation,  but  we  consider  that  fair  given  the  national  priorities  we 
face.  We  are  looking  at  significant  redirection  within  the  budget, 
and  what  we  are  trying  to  achieve  has  required  some  tradeoffs. 
Where  we  build  we  must  cut  in  other  places. 

PREPARED  STATEMENT 

We've  got  five  emphasis  areas  that  are  interconnected:  One  is  the 
acceleration  of  the  implementation  of  ecosystem  management;  sec- 
ond is  the  acceleration  of  research  to  provide  critical  information; 
continue  implementation  of  the  President's  draft  plan  for  the  Pa- 
cific Northwest;  achieving  a  broader  and  more  integrated  research 
focus,  that  is  ecosystem  management;  and  the  improvement  of  our 
organizational  effectiveness  through  reinvention. 

With  that  I'm  prepared  to  answer  questions. 

[The  statement  follows:] 

Statement  of  Dr.  Jack  Ward  Thomas 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee:  I  am  honored  to  deHver  my  first 
testimony  before  this  Subcommittee  as  Chief  of  the  Forest  Service.  The  challenges 
before  the  Forest  Service  are  great.  With  the  support  of  the  Secretary  and  Assistant 
Secretary,  others  in  the  Administration,  and  the  Congress,  the  dedicated  employees 
of  the  Forest  Service  can  make  significant  progress  in  resolving  the  issues  in  land 
management  that  the  Nation  faces. 

Before  addressing  the  specifics  of  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget,  I  want  to  touch  on 
some  core  values  which  help  shape  my  goals  tor  the  Forest  Service.  I  share  a  land 
ethic  that  accepts  short-term  constraints  on  human  treatment  of  land  so  as  to  en- 
sure long-term  preservation  of  the  integrity,  stability,  and  beauty  of  the  biotic  com- 
munity. As  Chief,  I  see  my  role  as  fostering  an  organizational  climate  where  diver- 
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sity  of  viewpoint  is  accepted,  where  bad  news  can  be  safely  delivered,  where  honesty 
is  consistently  rewarded,  and  where  all  Forest  Service  employees  pull  together  to 
carry  out  management  decisions  that  are  openly  made. 

I  am  committed  to  providing  leadership  to  bring  about  needed  change  and  desire 
to  be  judged  on  results.  Actions  truly  speak  louder  than  words.  The  cnallenges  be- 
fore the  Forest  Service  are  great — but  I  know  the  employees  of  the  Forest  Service 
will  rise  to  the  challenges  ahead. 

THE  CHALLENGES 

As  I  see  it,  the  major  challenges  facing  the  Forest  Service  today  are:  The  rapid 
and  successful  implementation  of  ecosystem  management;  enhancing  the  role  of 
science  in  implementing  ecosystem  management;  increasing  our  collaborative  ef- 
forts; establish  and  define  desired  outcomes  from  Forest  Service  management  and 
development  of  programs  to  achieve  the  desired  results;  and  to  quickly  move  to- 
wards organizational  effectiveness. 

ADDRESSING  THE  CHALLENGES  IN  THE  FISCAL  YEAR  1995  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET 

I  turn  now  to  the  1995  President's  budget.  I  want  to  describe  how  this  budget  pro- 
posal helps  the  Forest  Service  face  these  challenges. 

I  believe  we  have  a  strong  budget.  Even  when  faced  with  the  need  to  responsibly 
deal  with  the  Federal  deficit  by  restraining  spending,  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget 
clearly  shows  the  new  priorities  and  changes  that  the  Forest  Service  is  making  in 
the  management  of  the  Nation's  forests  and  rangelands.  This  budget  proposes  total 
discretionary  and  mandatory  spending  at  about  the  same  level  as  fiscal  year  1994 
(about  3  percent  less  in  real  terms).  It  directs  budget  resources  to  position  Forest 
Service  programs  toward  key  policy  objectives  that  are  necessary  if  we  are  to  pro- 
ductively contribute  to  the  21st  century.  The  budget  also  contains  five  emphases 
areas  which  address  the  challenges  facing  the  Forest  Service:  accelerate  the  imple- 
mentation of  ecosystem  management;  accelerate  research  to  provide  critical  sci- 
entific information;  continue  implementation  of  the  President's  Draft  Forest  Plan  for 
the  Pacific  Northwest;  achieve  a  broader  and  more  integrated  resource  focus;  and 
improve  organizational  effectiveness  through  reinvention. 

Accelerate  the  Implementation  of  Ecosystem  Management 

Implementation  of  the  principles  of  ecosystem  management  will  influence  expend- 
itures of  all  resources  available  to  the  Forest  Service  and  will  be  accelerated 
through  an  increased  emphasis  throughout  all  program  activities  and  a  revised 
budget  structure  which  includes  a  separate  budget  line  item  for  ecosystem  inven- 
tory, planning,  and  monitoring.  Increased  funding  is  included  for  research  (  +  $2.5 
million)  to  continue  the  nation-wide  ecosystem  research  program  and  the  multi-year 
studies  that  were  initiated  in  fiscal  year  1994  targeted  to  vital  ecosvstem  issues  ad- 
dressed in  the  President's  Draft  Forest  Plan  for  the  Pacific  Northwest;  increased 
protection  and  restoration  of  vital  ecosystem  functions  through  additions  to  the  Na- 
tional Forest  System  appropriation  ($35.8  million);  and  increased  assistance  that 
helps  steward  the  forest  resources  on  non-Federal  lands  ( +  $5.7  million)  and  con- 
tinue the  recent  high  priority  assigned  to  steward  the  natural  resources  in  the 
urban  and  suburban  environment  using  the  concepts  of  ecosystem  management  and 
planning.  Included  in  the  $5.7  million  increase  is  $3.4  million  for  part  of  the  Presi- 
dent's Climate  Change  Action  Plan  initiative. 

Accelerate  Research  to  Provide  Critical  Scientific  Information 

An  expanded  research  effort  is  essential  for  the  development  and  synthesis  of  the 
scientific  information  on  natural  resources  that  is  necessary  for  sound  resource  man- 
agement decisions  and  informed  public  policy  choices.  The  1995  budget  for  Forestry 
Research  is  $10.9  million  above  1994  and  focuses  on  several  nationally  important 
problems.  The  increase  will  be  directed  towards  better  understanding  of  ecosystems 
and  to  recycling  research  as  part  of  the  President's  Climate  Change  Action  Plan. 

Implementation  of  the  President's  Draft  Forest  Plan  for  the  Pacific  Northwest 

The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  proposal  ($97.0  million)  continues  the  fiscal  year  1994 
effort  to  aggressively  deal  with  a  balance  of  protecting  vital  forest  ecosystems,  main- 
taining a  sustainable  flow  of  resource  uses,  and  assisting  communities  in  their  ad- 
justments. These  include  watershed  assessments  ($19  million),  ecosystem  restora- 
tion projects  ($16  million),  incremental  costs  necessary  to  fund  an  ecologically  sen- 
sitive sustainable  timber  program  ($27.5  million),  assistance  to  rural  communities 
affected  by  the  reduction  to  diversify  their  economies  ($17  million),  learn  through 
the  application  of  innovative  management  and  assessment  in  10  Adaptive  Manage- 
ment areas  ($7.3  million);  and  accomplish  the  planning  and  monitoring  ($10.2  mil- 
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lion)  to  identify  management  strategies  and  monitor  the  effects  of  management  to 
ensure  it  provides  the  expected  results. 

Achieve  a  Broader  and  More  Integrated  Resource  Focus 

The  budget  continues  and  accelerates  the  emphasis  on  improved  wilderness  man- 
agement, and  on  meeting  enhanced  fish  and  wildlife,  recreation,  rangeland,  and  wa- 
tershed protection  objectives  in  carrying  out  the  overall  job  of  stewardship.  In  par- 
ticular, wildlife  and  fish  programs  are  increased  by  $14.1  million  (12  percent);  soil, 
water  and  air  programs  by  $16.5  million  (21  percent);  and  range  management  by 
$5.2  million  (12  percent).  The  Natural  Resource  Protection  and  Infrastructure  Initia- 
tive provides  strong  support.  Cooperative  State  and  private,  as  well  as  international 
programs  continue  the  focus  on  ecosystem  management  and  stewardship. 

Improve  Organizational  Effectiveness  through  Reinvention 

Proposals  for  budget  reform,  financing  programs  from  sources  in  addition  to  ap- 
propriated funds,  and  active  analysis  of  opportunities  to  streamline  administrative 
procedures  will  help  the  Forest  Service  serve  the  public  better  at  a  lower  cost.  These 
are  achieved  through: 

— Initiation  of  a  major  Forest  Service  effort  to  consider  a  broad  range  of 
reinvention  opportunities. 

— Reform  of  the  budget  process  by  consolidating  the  number  of  mainhead  accounts 
from  13  to  8  and  the  number  of  expanded  budget  line  items  from  72  to  42,  by 
merging  all  of  the  support  costs  with  the  direct  project  costs  using  the  concept 
that  the  "benefiting  function"  pays,  and  by  expanding  reprogramming  authority 
to  15  percent  of  each  expanded  budget  line  item.  Enhanced  performance  meas- 
ures are  an  important  part  of  our  proposal. 

I  want  to  emphasis  the  very  important  contribution  budget  reform  will  make 
to  our  ability  to  implement  integrated  ecosystem  management  on-the-ground. 
Our  managers  need  the  flexibility  to  adjust  to  changed  conditions  with  a  mini- 
mum of  bureaucratic  process. 

— Continue  to  increase  the  Challenge  Cost-share  efforts  in  recreation  use  ( -I-  50 
percent),  wildlife  and  fish  ( +  15  percent),  and  construction  (  +  65  percent)  to 
stretch  the  Federal  appropriations. 

— As  part  of  a  Department-wide  reorganization  in  response  to  the  National  Per- 
formance Review,  streamline  the  processes  in  the  areas  of  equal  employment/ 
civil  rights  activities,  administration,  and  financial  management  to  gain  effi- 
ciencies. 

— Our  1995  budget  also  recognizes  the  Administration's  commitment  to  downsize 
over  the  next  few  years.  All  parts  of  the  Forest  Service  will  be  involved. 

— Continue  to  achieve  successful  management  by  collaboration  with  others.  The 
Forest  Service  has  traditionally  used  partnerships  to  accomplish  our  manage- 
ment and  organizational  goals.  For  example,  we  have  developed  no  less  than 
12,000  on-going  relationships  with  a  host  of  outside  interests.  We  also  collabo- 
rate with  other  agencies  at  all  levels  of  government;  universities  and  colleges; 
and  rural  communities  through  our  assistance  programs. 

APPROPRIATION  ACCOUNT  HIGHLIGHTS 

Specific  funding  in  the  major  appropriations  which  carry  out  the  emphasis  areas 
discussed  above  are: 

Forest  research. — The  1995  President's  budget  is  funded  at  $204.0  million,  an  in- 
crease of  $10.9  million  over  the  1994  Appropriation. 

Ecosystem  management  research  to  support  the  science  information  needs  for  im- 
plementing the  President's  Draft  Forest  Plan  for  the  Pacific  Northwest  is  increased 
by  $6.1  million. 

In  addition,  this  budget  places  high  prioriU'  on  recycling  research  to  support  the 
Climate  Change  Action  Plan,  and  proposes  a  $2  million  increase. 

State  and  private  forestry. — The  President's  budget  is  funded  at  $158.3  million,  a 
decrease  of  $9.8  million  from  the  1994  appropriation. 

The  budget  includes  a  comprehensive  program  to  help  steward  non-Federal  forests 
in  rural  and  urban  areas.  The  Stewardship  Program  will  be  increased  by  about  $5 
million.  The  management  of  natural  resources  in  urban  areas  will  continue  to  be 
an  important  part  of  the  cooperative  programs. 

State  and  Private  Forestry  includes  a  $18  million  component  for  President's  Draft 
Forest  Plan  for  the  Pacific  Northwest  to  help  strengthen  and  diversify  rural  commu- 
nities and  support  ecosystem  planning  and  management  on  non-Federal  lands. 

The  cooperative  fire  protection  program  on  non-Federal  lands  has  been  reduced 
by  about  $14  million  to  support  these  higher  priorities.  The  budget  provides  an  in- 
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crease  of  $1.5  million  for  pest  management  but  does  not  include  special  funding  for 
the  Emergency  Pest  Suppression  Program. 

National  Forest  System. — The  fiscal  year  1995  President's  budget  is  $1.36  billion, 
an  increase  of  $54.7  miUion  over  the  1994  appropriations.  This  budget  will  help  im- 
plement ecosystem  management  in  all  activities  on  national  forest  lands.  Significant 
changes  from  1994  include: 

In  soil,  water,  and  air  management  an  increase  of  $16.5  million  over  1994.  Of  this 
increase,  $4.8  milhon  will  be  used  to  support  comprehensive  watershed  analysis,  in- 
ventory, monitoring,  and  assessment  efforts  to  support  the  President's  Draft  Pacific 
Northwest  Forest  Plan. 

In  wildlife  and  fish  habitat  management  an  increase  of  $14.1  million  over  1994 
will  be  used  to  increase  habitat  restoration  and  management  with  emphasis  on 
landscape  analysis,  support  rural  development  through  targeted  ecosystem  restora- 
tion projects,  and  promote  greater  cooperation  with  outside  organizations  through 
the  Challenge  Cost-share  program. 

In  range  management  an  increase  of  $5.2  million  over  1994  for  vegetation  man- 
agement activities  including  increased  support  to  the  President's  Draft  Forest  Plan 
for  the  Pacific  Northwest. 

The  timber  sale  plan  is  4.38  billion  board  foot  (BBF)  compared  to  4.68  BBF  in 
1994.  Salvage  sales  will  comprise  1.33  BBF  of  the  4.38  BBF.  Appropriated  funds 
proposed  for  timber  sales  will  decrease  by  $10.9  million  and  salvage  sale  funds  will 
decrease  by  about  $21.6  million  after  a^usting  for  non-recurring  activities  funded 
in  fiscal  year  1994. 

We  will  continue  to  accelerate  our  emphasis  on  improved  wilderness  and  recre- 
ation management. 

Forest  fire  protection,  construction  and  land  acquisition. — Forest  fire  protection  is 
funded  at  $162.3  million,  a  decrease  of  $27.8  million  from  the  1994  appropriation. 
Emergency  Forest  Service  Firefighting  is  funded  at  its  10-year  historical  average  of 
$226.2  million,  an  increase  of  $36.0  million  over  the  1994  appropriation.  Together, 
these  accounts  will  allow  us  to  fund  the  most  efficient  level  of  protection. 

Construction  is  funded  at  $218.4  million,  a  decrease  of  $30.6  million  from  the 
1994  appropriation.  Facilities  construction  decreases  by  about  $35  million;  road  con- 
struction necessary  to  support  the  proposed  resource  activities  increases  by  $24  mil- 
lion; and  watershed  restoration  of  $20  million  included  in  fiscal  year  1994  is  fi- 
nanced in  the  National  Forest  System  account  in  fiscal  year  1995. 

Land  Acquisition  is  funded  at  $64.2  million,  the  same  as  the  1994  Appropriation. 

International  forestry. — Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  cannot  exercise  true  conserva- 
tion leadership  in  today's  world  with  a  parochial  outlook.  We  therefore  maintain  a 
small,  but  active,  international  forestry  program  which  directly  supports  our  na- 
tional efforts  at  ecosystem  management,  protection  of  biological  diversity,  providing 
for  human  needs,  and  increasing  scientific  input  to  decisionmaking.  It  also  helps  us 
to  redeem  U.S.  international  commitments  to  forest  conservation  stemming  from 
legislation  such  as  the  1990  Farm  Bill  and  international  agreements  and  conven- 
tions. In  particular,  the  budget  continues  development  of  the  International  Institute 
of  Tropical  Forestry  and  the  Institute  of  Pacific  Islands  Forestry.  The  1995  Presi- 
dent's budget  is  $10  million,  an  increase  of  $3  million  over  the  1994  Appropriation. 

SUMMARY 

I  would  like  to  close  by  reflecting  on  what  I  want  the  Forest  Service  to  be  when 
my  tenure  as  Chief  comes  to  an  end.  With  proper  support,  I  believe  we  can  manage 
the  National  Forests  and  National  Grasslands  so  they  are  a  showcase  for  conserva- 
tion— a  model  for  resource  managers  throughout  the  world.  Ecosystem  management 
will  no  longer  be  a  buzzword,  having  become  a  set  of  management  processes  and 
practices  that  focus  on  producing  conditions  and  outcomes  desired  by  the  American 
people. 

The  priorities  and  funding  included  in  the  fiscal  year  1995  President's  budget  are 
directed  towards  meeting  the  challenges  of  successfully  implementing  ecosystem 
management,  providing  the  desired  management  of  our  forests  and  grasslands,  suc- 
cessfully managing  our  collaborative  efforts  with  our  partners,  and  reinventing  our 
organization  and  processes  toward  effective  customer  service  and  program  integra- 
tion. 

Thank  you  for  hearing  me  out.  I  would  be  happy  to  answer  your  questions. 

FOREST  SERVICE  CHALLENGES 

Senator  Reid.  Dr.  Thomas,  your  prepared  statement  discusses 
the  major  challenges  facing  the  Forest  Service  today.  One  of  these 
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is  to  establish  and  define  desired  outcomes  from  Forest  Service 
management  and  develop  programs  to  achieve  desired  results. 

Is  tnis  essentially  what  the  forest  plans  are  intended  to  do,  and 
how  is  this  objective  any  different? 

Chief  Thomas.  It  is  exactly  what  forest  plans  are  intended  to  do, 
and  I  think  our  newer  forest  plans,  as  they  come  online,  will  reflect 
that.  But  essentially  as  we  take  on  ecosystem  management  it's 
more  of  an  emphasis  on  desired  outcome,  which  is  the  sustenance 
of  the  system  more  than  the  initial  focus  in  our  older  land  use 
plans  of  direct  commodity  output. 

So  I  think  we  will  use  the  forest  planning  process,  and  it  will  de- 
scribe what  we're  trying  to  do,  both  in  terms  of  outputs  and  of  de- 
sired future  conditions,  but  that's  changing.. 

Senator  Reid.  To  what  extent  will  the  realities  of  the  current  and 
near-term  budget  outlook  be  part  of  this  process? 

Chief  Thomas.  Very  obviously  we  have  to  operate  under  the 
budget,  and  that  forces  us  to  make  choices.  In  the  short  term  we 
have  the  opportunity  to  make  slight  shifts  in  the  budget  from  one 
area  to  another  both  in  terms  of  region  of  the  country  and  in  terms 
of  what  we  want  to  emphasize. 

But  the  reality  of  the  budget  is  that  we  have  to  operate  within 
it.  We  have  to  make  choices  and  that  means  tradeoffs.  Some  things 
we  can  do,  and  we  have  to  let  other  things  go. 

FOREST  PLANS 

Senator  Reid.  Chief,  if  one  piece  of  advice  can  be  offered  from  the 
committee's  perspective,  certainly  from  my  perspective,  it  would  be 
not  to  underestimate  the  limitations  of  the  budget  as  the  agency 
and  its  constituents  tackle  this  challenge.  Yet  another  drill  that 
just  creates  high  expectations  without  knowing  their  funding 
source  of  course  will  be  of  limited  value.  We  have  to  fmd  out  how 
we're  going  to  fund  all  this. 

In  the  last  4  years  timber  funding  has  decreased  by  28  percent, 
while  in  the  same  period  wildlife  and  fisheries  funding  has  in- 
creased by  49  percent.  Soil,  water,  and  air  funding  grew  by  49  per- 
cent, and  recreation  use  funding  increased  about  48  percent.  So 
there  has  been  a  shift  of  dollars  away  from  the  commodity  pro- 
grams. 

But  if  you  examine  these  programs  as  compared  to  the  expecta- 
tions created  in  the  forest  plans,  a  different  story  has  to  be  told. 
Despite  the  significant  funding  increases,  the  percentage  of  the 
plan  funded  has  decreased  in  these  areas. 

In  the  case  of  the  wildlife  and  fisheries  program,  for  example, 
funding  increased  49  percent  between  1990  and  1994,  but  as  a  per- 
centage of  the  plan,  wildlife  and  fish  dollars  have  gone  down  from 
76  percent  to  47  percent  of  the  plan.  A  similar  situation  exists  for 
the  trail  maintenance,  recreation,  and  watershed  programs. 

So  if  one  were  to  evaluate  the  program  based  on  the  percentage 
of  the  plan  funded,  it  would  suggest  that  no  progress  has  been 
made  and  that,  in  fact,  we  have  gone  backward. 

What  comments  do  you  have? 

Chief  Thomas.  Well  I  think  one  has  to  consider  more  fully  what 
makes  those  things  fluctuate.  For  example,  our  requirements  of 
putting  up  a  timber  sale.  We  are  dealing  with  threatened  and  en- 
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dangered  species,  and  readjustments  in  forest  plans  required  by 
lawsuits.  These  things  cause  us  to  back  up  and  try  again.  They  use 
up  a  very  large  percentage  of  the  budget,  and  is  increasing  over 
time.  I  think  much  of  it  can  be  accounted  for  in  that  direction. 

Senator  Reid.  Your  answer  would  cover  wildlife  and  fisheries 
and  recreation? 

Chief  Thomas.  Wildlife  and  fish  and  recreation  have  gone  up,  but 
nearly  all  of  those  increases  have  been  eaten  by  having  to  deal 
with  threatened  and  endangered  species,  for  example,  and  focus  on 
spotted  owls  that  dwarfs  the  rest  of  the  wildlife  program.  As  we 
move  on  line  with  addressing  anadromous  fish,  costs  go  up.  Every 
species  that  is  listed  causes  a  considerable  increase  in  the  amount 
of  budget  that  has  to  be  shifted  to  address  that. 

Senator  Reid.  If  one  were  to  evaluate  the  program  based — well 
I  think  you've  answered  that. 

How  do  you  propose  to  address  program  expectations  and  the  de- 
sired outcomes  given  probable  funding  levels  and,  of  course,  the 
things  you  don't  know  about,  other  spotted  owls? 

Chief  Thomas.  What  we  have  to  ao  is  the  very  best  we  can.  But 
if  you're  trying  to  make  the  point  that  we  should  be  very  careful 
in  what  we  promise,  I'm  in  total  agreement.  In  fact,  it  will  probably 
emerge  today  that  we're  going  to  try  to  tell  exactly  what  we  can 
do  under  the  budgets  that  we  have  and  under  the  time  constraints 
and  the  shifting  emphasis.  We'll  do  our  very  best  not  to  over- 
promise,  and  if  we  do  not  receive  the  funding  that's  required  to  do 
it,  we  will  reduce  the  expectation. 

FOREST  SERVICE  CHALLENGES 

Senator  Reid.  Another  stated  challenge  for  the  Forest  Service  is 
the  need  to  move  quickly  toward  organizational  effectiveness. 

How  are  you  proposing  to  tackle  this  issue?  For  example,  what 
approach  is  being  used  by  the  reinvention  team  and  what  is  their 
schedule,  if  any? 

Chief  Thomas.  Our  team  is  called  the  reinvention  team,  which 
is  not  uncommon  in  government  these  days,  but  effectively  that 
team  has  been  given  the  instruction  to  look  at  organizational  bar- 
riers that  keep  us  from  most  efficiently  accomplishing  our  mission. 

I  do  not  know  what  that  team  will  tell  me  in  the  end,  but  I  have 
instructed  them  to  be  bold  and  the  exact  instruction  is  to  try  to  as- 
sure that  we  have  the  money  and  the  people  that  best  position  the 
Forest  Service  to  achieve  our  mission. 

Senator  Reid.  To  what  extent  are  the  various  constituent  groups 
of  the  Forest  Service  involved  in  this  process? 

Chief  Thomas.  As  we  speak  we  are  engaging  in  a  series  of  public 
or  town  hall  meetings,  not  only  with  our  own  employees,  but  with 
our  constituents  in  various  places  across  the  country  to  get  input 
into  how  these  things  might  be  achieved.  And  we  have  had  detail- 
ers  in  dealing  with  ideas  internal  to  the  Forest  Service. 

organizational  structures 

Senator  Reid.  What  are  your  thoughts  as  to  how  the  organiza- 
tional structure  of  the  Forest  Service  might  need  to  change  in  view 
of  the  shift  at  ecosystem  management,  and  might  forest  boundaries 
need  to  be  redrawn? 
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Chief  Thomas.  Senator,  I  don't  want  to  guess  ahead  of  what  the 
reinvention  team  would  bring  forward,  but  part  of  their  instruction 
is  to  look  at  the  Forest  Service  organization  in  terms  of  how  it 
would  best  fit  ecosystem  management.  Certainly  the  suggestions 
you  make  are  possibilities. 

Senator  Reid.  Do  you  think  closures  or  consolidations  of  parts  of 
the  Forest  Service's  vast  field  structure  will  be  recommended? 

Chief  Thomas.  I  don't  know,  but  I  would  not  be  surprised  if  that 
were  so. 

Senator  Reid.  Have  you  had  conversations  with  staff  or  others 
about  that  at  this  point? 

Chief  Thomas.  Yes;  we  have  ongoing  conversations,  but  I  have 
not  discussed  this  with  the  reinvention  team.  It's  my  intention  to 
allow  them  to  do  their  work  and  bring  it  to  me  for  evaluation. 

Senator  Reid.  Give  us  a  sense  of  the  types  of  information  and  cri- 
teria that  will  be  used  in  developing  these  recommendations. 

Chief  Thomas.  Well,  the  criteria  that  I  have  given  them  is  that 
we  have  limited  budgets,  and  I  want  to  make  sure  that  they're 
most  effectively  and  efficiently  spent  to  carry  out  our  mission.  That 
includes  having  people  and  resources  at  the  right  levels  in  the  or- 
ganization to  coin  a  phrase  "to  get  the  biggest  bang  for  a  buck". 

Senator  Reid.  What  thought  have  you  given  to  comprehensive 
evaluation  of  the  field  structure  for  all  the  land  managing  agen- 
cies? For  example,  where  might  there  be  logical  opportunities  for 
colocation?  It  would  seem  that  such  an  approach  first  and  foremost 
might  yield  better  program  coordination  as  well  as  efficiencies  and 
cost  savings,  particularly  when  it  comes  to  regional  or  State  offices. 

Chief  Thomas.  We  have  made  some  such  consolidations  already 
on  an  experimental  basis.  I  think  the  President's  message  to  us  of 
one  government-type  approach  encourages  that  kind  of  cooperation. 
They  will  look  at  that  as  a  part  of  the  reinvention  effort.  I  think 
there  may  be  efficiencies  to  be  realized  by  colocation  and  by  other 
such  approaches.  I  certainly  have  a  very  open  mind  to  that. 

Senator  Reid.  Senator  Nickles,  the  ranking  member  of  the  sub- 
committee. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and.  Dr.  Thomas, 
thank  you  and  our  other  panelists. 

I'll  call  on  Senator  Stevens  and  Senator  Bums.  They  were  here 
first. 

TONGASS  NATIONAL  FOREST 

Senator  Stevens.  Dr.  Thomas,  I  know  that  you've  just  had  a 
visit  to  my  State,  and  I  thank  you  for  coming.  I  hope  that  you 
heard  while  you  were  there  in  southeastern  that  of  the  17  million 
acres  of  the  Tongass  that  you  oversee  there  in  southeastern,  over 
the  100-year  cycle  only  about  10  percent  of  that  timber  would  be 
available  for  logging  under  a  sustained  yield  concept  with  a  cycle 
that  exceeds  about  100  years.  Do  I  need  to  go  into  any  of  the  back- 
ground of  that  for  my  questions  to  you?  You  got  exposed  to  a  lot 
of  that  I  assume. 

Chief  Thomas.  I  think  I  know  enough  to  proceed  with  trying  to 
answer  your  questions,  yes,  sir. 

Senator  Stevens.  Well  I  date  back  to  the  time  when  I  was  with 
the  Interior  Department  and  we  were  working  along  with  Agri- 
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culture  to  try  and  get  the  mill  approved.  It  was  the  Eisenhower  ad- 
ministration and  the  Sitka  mill  was  the  first  investment  by  the 
Japanese  people  after  World  War  II  in  the  United  States.  It  was 
a  50-year  contract  that  was  finally  approved  and  there  are  17  years 
lefi:,  and  I  note  fi"om  the  reports  of  your  visit  that  you  indicated  a 
decision  would  be  made  on  the  question  of  whether  to  cancel  that 
contract  by  April  15.  Is  that  right? 

Chief  Thomas.  On  or  before  April  15,  yes,  sir. 

Senator  Stevens.  Is  there  some  magic  to  the  April  15  date?  I 
hadn't  heard  the  April  15  date  before. 

Chief  Thomas.  That's  our  time  line  to  make  the  decision,  yes,  sir. 

FIBERBOARD 

Senator  Stevens.  Were  you  briefed  in  terms  of  the  alternative 
proposal  for  the  use  of  that  mill  now,  the  pressboard  proposal? 

Chief  Thomas.  Medium-density  fiberboard,  yes,  sir. 

Senator  Stevens.  Are  you  familiar  with  that  process,  the  one 
that's  in  Montana? 

Chief  Thomas.  Yes,  sir;  vaguely.  I'm  not  a  forest  products  person, 
but  I  do  understand  what  medium-density  fiberboard  is  and  how 
it's  made,  yes,  sir. 

Senator  Stevens.  Well  I'm  informed  there  is  such  a  mill  that  is 
operating  now  in  Montana  and  uses  Forest  Service  timber,  if  I'm 
correctly  informed.  I  would  urge  you  to  take  a  look  at  that.  We 
have  worked  for  many  years  to  meet  environmental  objections  to 
Sitka  mill.  The  company  put  a  lot  of  money  into  the  mill  and  fi- 
nally closed  it.  My  staff  reminds  me  it's  the  Plum  Creek  mill  in 
Montana  that  is  the  process  that  is  going  to  be  copied  for  Sitka. 

I  am  concerned  that  the  proponents  of  that  change  of  that  mill 
are  really  not  being  given  an  opportunity  to  be  heard  and  that 
we're  going  to  face  a  time  where  it's  just  tied  up  in  litigation  as 
far  as  Sitka  is  concerned.  You're  familiar  I  assume  with  the  compa- 
ny's position  that  the  Forest  Service  has  no  right  to  cancel  that 
contract? 

Chief  Thomas.  Yes,  sir;  I  understand  their  position. 

Senator  Stevens.  Have  you  had  legal  advice  to  the  contrary? 

Chief  Thomas.  Yes,  sir. 

PACFISH  strategy 

Senator  Stevens.  Well  that  makes  for  a  good  lawsuit  I'm  sure. 
Tell  me  about  the  work.  Dr.  Thomas,  that  has  been  going  on  in  the 
Tongass  forests  with  regard  to  Pacfish.  Last  year  after  many  meet- 
ings with  members  of  this  comrr^ittee  and  the  House  committee — 
do  you  have  those  maps.  I  developed  these  maps  to  show  to  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  to  show  why  the  Pacfish  strategy  would  not  work 
in  Alaska. 

We  have  in  southeastern  Alaska  hundreds  of  small  streams  that 
are  salmon  bearing,  whereas  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  there  are  pri- 
marily well-known  rivers  that  produce  salmon.  We  have  in  Alaska 
by  virtue  of  the  Tongass  Timber  Reform  Act  and  State  law  also  a 
mandatory  100-foot  buffer  zone  on  every  stream.  Yet  if  the  Pacfish 
strategy  of  300  feet  is  applied  to  our  streams,  there  just  isn't  any 
area  in  between  them  that  is  capable  of  being  harvested. 
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The  300-foot  buffer  strip  is,  I  understand  it,  one  of  the  integral 
parts  of  Pacfish,  and  I  can  understand  that  along  a  major  river. 
But  I  don't  understand  it  along  the  streams,  and  I  don't  under- 
stand it  in  an  area  where  we  have  a  State  and  Federal  standard 
that  was  developed  after  years  of  controversy  here  in  the  Congress 
and  in  the  State  about  the  concept.  Have  you  imposed  now  the 
Pacfish  strategy  on  Tongass? 

Chief  Thomas.  No,  sir;  we  were  instructed  by  appropriations  lan- 
guage not  to  do  so  and  we  have  not. 

Senator  Stevens.  Well  I  was  told,  not  withstanding  that  provi- 
sion, that  you  had  instructed  the  Forest  Service  to  proceed  with  in- 
dividual watershed  analysis  applying  the  Pacfish  strategy  from  the 
Pacific  Northwest. 

Chief  Thomas.  That's  not  true,  sir.  They're  doing  a  watershed  as- 
sessment, but  a  watershed  assessment  is  going  to  be  a  part  of  all 
Forest  Service  operations,  and  has  been,  to  a  certain  level,  for  a 
number  of  years. 

Senator  Stevens.  A  watershed  assessment  for  buffer  strips? 

Chief  Thomas.  A  watershed  assessment  for  the  condition  of  the 
watershed. 

Senator  Stevens.  But  our  position  last  year,  I  thought,  was  fair- 
ly plain  in  terms  of  the  congressional  position  that  it  was  to  be  a 
stream  analysis  in  the  Tongass. 

Chief  Thomas.  They  are  doing  a  stream  analysis  in  the  Tongass. 
We're  carrying  out  the  instructions  that  you  gave  quite  explicitly. 
As  to  the  level  of  watershed  assessment  that  they're  doing,  I'm  not 
familiar  with  exactly  what  they're  doing  and  to  the  extent  they're 
doing  it,  but  watershed  assessment  is  a  common  part  of  land  use 
planning  and  management.  We  are  preparing  the  studies  that  we 
were  requested  to  do  and  they  will  be  delivered  on  time. 

Senator  Stevens.  Well,  you  know,  I  don't  want  to  get  off  on  the 
wrong  foot  with  you  because  I'm  going  to  see  a  lot  of  you  over  the 
years,  and  I'm  going  to  be  here  for  a  hell  of  a  long  time  as  a  matter 
of  fact 

Chief  Thomas.  I  hope  so. 

Senator  Stevens  [continuing].  I  hope,  God  willing.  But  I've 
worked  a  long  time  to  try  and  bring  balance  in  the  Tongass.  The 
Tongass  Timber  Reform  Act  that  I  voted  for  was  very  controversial 
in  my  State  and  most  people  opposed  it.  I  worked  it  out,  along  with 
a  series  of  people  who  are  here  at  this  table  now,  to  bring  about 
peace  in  the  Tongass.  And  now  I'm  told  specifically  by  members  of 
the  Forest  Service  that  work  for  you  that  you've  instructed  them 
to  ignore  that  compromise  that's  in  the  Tongass  Timber  Reform 
Act. 

Chief  Thomas.  Senator,  I  started  to  use  an  expletive,  but  that  is 
untrue. 

Senator  Stevens.  I  use  those  a  lot.  [Laughter.] 

PACFISH 

Chief  Thomas.  I  want  to  clarify  so  there  is  no  misunderstanding. 
The  studies  are  being  carried  forth  by  the  instructions  of  the  com- 
mittee that  went  into  the  appropriations  language  and  are  being 
followed  to  the  letter.  We  are  doing  the  studies  that  are  required. 
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Those  studies  do  not  exclude  Pacfish  or  some  other  approach  if 
that's  what  emerges  from  the  technical  assessment. 

I  would  also  point  out  there  is  some  misconception  evidently 
about  what  Pacfish  is.  The  300-foot  buffers  are  only  on  primary 
large  streams.  There  are  many  smaller  buffers  very  similar  to  what 
you  described  on  smaller  streams,  and  those  buffers  are  interim 
until  a  full  assessment  is  done. 

Now  I  will  assure  you  that  if  we  do  an  assessment  and  a  100- 
foot  buffer  does  not  turn  out  to  meet  the  objectives  of  our  land  use 
plans,  they  would  be  expanded.  If  they  required  less  than  that 
under  the  Pacfish  approach,  they  would  be,  therefore,  reduced.  But 
the  buffers  are  not  permanent  and  they  are  not  300  feet  on  every 
stream.  They're  300  feet  on  the  big  streams. 

Senator  Stevens.  Well  under  ours,  sir,  we  have  site  specific 
stream  analysis  and  we  have  a  minimum  of  100  feet,  and  we  have 
more  that  are  more  than  100  feet  already  both  by  State  and  Fed- 
eral law. 

Chief  Thomas.  That's  correct. 

Senator  Stevens.  We  did  that  before  Pacfish.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
I  sort  of  think  that  if  Pacfish  had  our  approach  there  wouldn't  have 
been  the  problem  that  exists  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  as  far  as 
salmon  are  concerned. 

But  what  worries  me  is  I'm  told  it's  looking  toward  putting  a 
300-foot  buffer  zone  along  each  one  of  our  streams.  That  is  not  cor- 
rect? 

Chief  Thomas.  No,  sir;  if  that  comes  out  of  the  analysis  and  the 
study  that  you  requested,  we'll  be  back  to  explain  that  to  you,  but 
the  studies  are  ongoing  precisely  as  you  prescribed.  I  don't  know 
what  the  result  will  be.  I'm  not  a  fisheries  expert. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Ted,  if  you  would  yield  just  one  moment. 

Dr.  Thomas,  I  apologize.  We  have  two  votes,  and  while  I  have  a 
number  of  questions,  it  won't  be  possible  for  me  to  come  back.  If 
you  would  respond  to  my  questions  for  the  record,  I  would  appre- 
ciate it. 

Chief  Thomas.  Yes,  sir;  it  will  be  my  pleasure. 

Senator  Stevens.  I'm  sorry  to  take  so  long,  and  I  will  probably 
be  back  as  a  matter  of  fact. 

Senator  Reid.  Ted,  if  you're  going  to  come  back,  I  wonder  if  Sen- 
ator Hatfield,  you  have  something  you  would  like  to  finish  in  the 
next  5  minutes. 

PREPARED  STATEMENT  OF  SENATOR  CONRAD  BURNS 

Senator  Burns.  It  will  take  me  more  than  5  minutes. 
I  would  like  my  prepared  statement  inserted  into  the  record  at 
this  point. 

[The  statement  follows:] 

Statement  of  Senator  Conrad  Burns 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  holding  this  hearing  today. 

Montana's  working  men  and  women  are  hurting.  We  are  losing  jobs.  Since  the  be- 
ginning of  this  year,  two  mill  closures  have  been  announced  in  Montana — one  in  Su- 
perior and  one  in  Drummond.  These  two  closures  mean  220  jobs  to  Montana.  Let 
me  tell  you,  that  makes  me  mad. 
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These  two  mills,  and  the  others  which  have  closed  in  Montana  are  the  result  of 
Washington  turning  its  back  on  the  working  people  by  continuing  to  lock  away  acres 
and  the  continual  decrease  in  timber  harvest  levels.  This  is  wrong  headed. 

In  1989,  there  was  541  million  board  feet  of  timber  harvested  on  Forest  Service 
land  in  Montana.  For  fiscal  year  1994,  that  level  has  been  lowered  to  be  at  272  mil- 
lion board  feet.  That's  a  50  percent  cut.  While  Montanans  want  more  jobs,  the  feds 
are  cutting  the  harvest  level  by  half  That's  wrong,  dead  wrong. 

We  are  not  just  talking  about  timber  jobs,  we  are  talking  about  money  which  fund 
our  local  governments.  As  a  former  county  commissioner,  I  can  tell  you  what  these 
funds  mean  in  providing  the  day  to  day  services — county  governments  don't  operate 
like  the  federal  government;  county  governments  have  to  pay  their  bills. 

In  fiscal  year  1993,  the  actual  revenues  to  counties  in  Montana  generated  by  the 
sale  of  sawtimber  was  $10  million.  The  potential  revenues  if  the  forest  plans  were 
fully  implemented  is  $45  million.  This  means  Montana's  counties  are  losing  $35  mil- 
lion because  Washington  wants  to  lock  away  our  resources.  Just  plain  old  common 
sense  tells  me  this  hurting  Montana's  economy. 

In  addition,  there  has  been  cuts  in  the  Multiple  Use  Economics  project.  I  have 
a  letter  from  David  Jackson,  Acting  Director  of  the  Bolle  Center  for  People  and  For- 
ests, at  the  University  of  Montana.  This  letter  explains  the  importance  of  the 
project,  and  I  would  like  the  letter  to  be  made  a  part  of  the  record. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  some  questions  to  ask  and  I  also  have  some  written  ques- 
tions I'd  like  to  submit. 


Letter  From  David  H.  Jackson,  Acting  Director,  Bolle  Center  for  People 
AND  Forests,  University  of  Montana 

Senator  Conrad  Burns, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Conrad:  I  wanted  to  take  this  opportunity  to  bring  to  your  attention  a 
small,  but  important  proposed  cut  in  a  Forest  Service  research  program  which  will 
severely  impact  the  agency's  ability  to  respond  to  important  public  challenges  to 
their  management  programs.  The  current  administration  proposal  is  to  reduce  the 
budget  of  the  Multiple  Use  Economics  (INT  4802)  project  by  32  percent. 

Several  years  ago,  I  wrote  a  proposal  that  put  together  about  $200,000  in  funding 
to  help  forest  land  managers  make  improved  decisions  in  developing  areas  for  forest 
management.  We  were  convinced  that  the  public  forestry  agencies  were  faced  with 
terribly  difficult  decisions  concerning  the  development  of  transportation  systems  on 
public  lands.  Without  high  tech  capabilities,  the  agencies  would  not  be  able  to  de- 
velop appropriate  transportation  plans  and  would,  as  a  result,  make  decisions  that 
cost  taxpayers  a  lot  of  money  (below-cost  sales)  and  could  easily  lead  to  deteriorated 
streams  and  fisheries  habitats.  We  needed  help  and  turned  to  the  Intermountain 
station.  Since  then  we  have  formed  a  three  way  partnership  with  Forest  Service  Re- 
search, the  Montana  Department  of  State  lands  and  the  Forestry  School.  We  are 
now  working  on  very  complex  computer  assisted  decision  making  tools  that  will  help 
land  managers  make  decisions  which  are  both  more  efficient  in  terms  of  government 
resources,  and  which  lie  far  more  lightly  on  our  forested  landscapes.  Let  me  stress 
the  following  points: 

(1)  We  were  so  impressed  with  the  capabilities  of  this  research  project,  we  literally 
brought  money  to  them  outside  the  government  funding  mechanisms. 

(2)  If  this  funding  is  not  reduced,  there  is  the  distinct  possibility  that  the  Bolle 
Center  will  infuse  more  money  into  this  project. 

I  am  fully  aware  just  how  tough  it  is  for  the  Forest  Service  to  stand  up  to  its 
critics.  Indeed,  at  times,  I  have  been  a  critic,  myself  However,  this  economics 
project  is  about  to  provide  the  analytical  leadership  that  the  Agency  needs  in  the 
next  session  of  forest  plans.  It's  budget  should  be  increased  by  $100,000  not  cut  by 
$95,000. 

I  plan  to  meet  with  you  this  Friday  and  am  glad  to  be  able  to  provide  this  infor- 
mation to  you  before  the  hearing  this  Wednesday. 
Thank  you  for  your  assistance. 
Sincerely, 

David  H.  Jackson, 

Acting  Director. 
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OPTION  9 


Senator  Reid.  I  know.  That's  why  I  didn't  even  ask  you.  [Laugh- 
ter.] 

Senator  Hatfield.  Let  me  try. 

Senator  Reid.  Is  that  OK  with  you,  Ted? 

Senator  Stevens.  Yes,  sir;  I'll  leave  and  go  vote  and  come  back. 

Senator  Hatfield.  Chief  Thomas,  let  me  just  welcome  you  to  the 
subcommittee  and  say  it's  good  to  see  you  again. 

When  you  were  in  our  hearing  of  the  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources Committee  a  few  weeks  ago,  we  talked  about  the  budget 
and  its  shortfall  in  terms  of  implementing  option  9. 

Chief  Thomas.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Hatfield.  I  would  like  to  go  over  a  few  more  details  of 
that  discussion.  As  I  recall,  at  that  time  you  indicated  that  the  re- 
search activities  were  the  primary  underfunded  activities  within 
the  shortfall.  The  President's  fiscal  year  1995  forest  plan  imple- 
mentation request  as  I  calculated,  contained  about  $97  million  of 
the  total  $209  million  need.  This  is  a  $112  million  shortfall  for  fis- 
cal year  1995  and,  if  you  carry  over  the  shortfall  from  1994  of  $57 
million,  it's  a  total  of  $169  million. 

Now  in  checking  further,  I  have  come  up  with  a  figure  of  $19 
million  of  the  shortfall  tied  to  research.  I  wonder  if  you  could  clar- 
ify for  me  what  1994-95  activities  will  actually  go  unfunded. 

Chief  Thomas.  Senator,  the  $19  million  shortfall,  the  difference 
between  the  President's  budget  and  the  full  program  for  R&D  sup- 
port of  the  President's  plan  comes  out  this  way.  Watershed  analysis 
we  were  funded  at  about  $3  million 

Senator  Hatfield.  I  have  $26  million  in  1994  and  $19  million  in 
1995. 

Chief  Thomas.  The  watershed  analysis  for  1995  is  about  $3  mil- 
lion and  the  full  funding  was  $3  million.  We  have  the  full  support 
for  that.  The  adaptive  management  areas,  we  have  $3,200,000,  and 
we  thought  we  would  require  $5,500,000.  The  President's  budget 
supports  research  and  development  for  4  of  the  10  adaptive  man- 
agement levels  with  very  limited  assistance  to  all  AMA's,  but  the 
following  would  not  be  provided  to  6  out  of  10:  direct  scientific  sup- 
port and  participation  in  planning  and  design,  assistance  informed 
workshops  and  other  mechanisms  to  define  scientific  management 
and  public  need,  and  the  development,  test  and  implementation  of 
innovative  management  strategy.  ^ 

In  terms  of  planning  and  monitoring  we  received  $2,200,000,  and 
we  requested  $4  million.  The  following  activities  cannot  be  imple- 
mented beyond  the  design  requirement  phase.  We  won't  be  able  to 
design  and  test  efficient  and  effective  multiagency,  multiscale  re- 
source monitoring  systems  for  the  Northwest  public  lands  at  least 
initially,  and  we  will  not  be  able  to  design  and  test  multiagency, 
multiscale  inventory  systems. 

So  those  are  I  think  the  biggest  shortfalls  beyond  research. 

Senator  Hatfield.  If  we  take  those  categories  of  mandatory 

Chief  Thomas.  Senator,  I  didn't  go  far  enough,  I'm  sorry. 

Senator  Reid.  Pardon  me,  Chief.  Senator  Hatfield,  I'm  going  to 
go  vote  and  you  stay  as  long  as  you  care. 

Senator  Hatfield.  Will  you  tell  them  to  hold  the  vote. 
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Senator  Reid.  Yes;  I'll  tell  them  you're  on  your  way. 

Chief  Thomas.  For  ecosystem  restoration  we  requested 
$2,600,000  and  received  zero.  That  means  we  won't  develop  meth- 
ods for  restoration  projects  and  programs  and  the  development  of 
methods  for  evaluation  of  biological,  physical,  economic,  and  social 
aspects.  We  will  drop  economic  evaluation  of  investments  in  res- 
toration projects  and  also  the  development  of  methods  to  monitor 
effectiveness  of  restoration  projects.  Research  and  development,  we 
requested  $12  million  and  received  zero.  So  the  high  priority  gaps 
in  our  knowledge  identified  in  FEMAT  won't  be  addressed  at  least 
immediately. 

Senator  Hatfield.  We're  talking  from  the  same  script  here. 

Chief  Thomas.  Yes,  sir. 

OPTION  9 

Senator  Hatfield.  If  we  take  the  mandatory  programs,  I  add 
that  up  to  $34.7  million,  and  let's  round  it  off  at  a  $35  million 
shortfall.  I  think  the  key  question  I  want  to  ask  is  what  justifica- 
tion can  you  give  for  this  shortfall  in  the  mandatory  actions  pro- 
grams? 

Chief  Thomas.  I  don't  make  any  justification.  Senator.  I  told  you 
what  we  requested.  That's  what  made  it  through  the  system  and 
we  moved  all  the  things  we  could  into  the  highest  priority  items 
that  we  considered  mandatory  to  make  the  system  work. 

Senator  Hatfield.  Then  my  highest  priority  comes  up  to  about 
a  $70  million  shortfall.  That's  in  community  assistance  and  eco- 
system restoration,  as  I  have  it  on  my  paper  here.  Let  me  address 
the  issue  this  way.  In  looking  at  these  particular  underfunded  high 
priority  programs,  it  is  not  going  to  be  a  failure  to  fund  those 
needs.  We're  going  to  go  over  here  into  welfare  and  unemployment 
and  fund  them,  in  a  sense,  because  we've  underfunded  them  here. 

As  an  appropriator  I  find  myself  questioning  the  rationale  of 
underfunding  these  high  priority  programs — community  assistance, 
retraining,  et  cetera — and  when  we're  not  saving  that  money  by  not 
funding  them.  Instead,  we're  going  to  spend  more  money  over  here 
in  another  account  that  you're  not  responsible  for,  but  I  have  a  role 
to  play  in. 

Chief  Thomas.  Yes,  sir;  I  understand  the  point. 

Senator  Hatfield.  You've  always  been  quick  to  understand  those 
points  and  I  commend  you  for  that. 

Now  coming  right  down  to  it  then,  there  is  no  way  that  we  can 
really  implement  option  9  as  option  9  now  stands  in  relation  to  its 
funding,  is  there? 

Chief  Thomas.  We  can  make  a  good  start  on  our  highest  priority 
effort,  but  it  will  not  give  us  what  we  need  to  perform  as  promised 
across  the  board  in  FEMAT. 

Senator  Hatfield.  And  I'm  not  playing  games  with  you. 

Chief  Thomas.  Yes,  sir;  I  understand. 

Senator  Hatfield.  I  just  want  you  to  understand  that  we're 
friends  and  not  adversaries,  but  at  the  same  time  I  have  a  constitu- 
ency and  I  have  a  duty  to  perform  here  on  this  committee. 

[A  brief  recess  was  taken.] 
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PNW  AND  ALASKA 


Senator  STEVENS.  Dr.  Thomas,  if  I  can  continue.  I  know  that  this 
is  a  procedure  that's  difficult  to  contend  with,  but  it  will  be  going 
on  all  afternoon.  That's  the  bad  news. 

When  we  heard  about  the  meeting  that  was  taking  place  in  Se- 
attle on  the  summit  for  the  Pacific  Northwest  I  specifically  re- 
quested the  right  to  be  present  and  to  have  our  Governor  or  some- 
one representing  our  State  at  that  meeting  that  the  President  held. 
I  don't  know  if  you  were  in  attendance  there.  That  was  the  one 
that  produced  the  Pacfish? 

Chief  Thomas.  No,  sir;  you're  talking  about  the  President's  con- 
ference? 

Senator  Stevens.  Yes. 

Chief  Thomas.  Pacfish  had  no  part  of  that  that  I  recall. 

Senator  Stevens.  An  outcome  of  that  was  Pacfish  was  my  under- 
standing. We  asked  for  a  seat  at  that  table  because  we  thought 
Alaskan  timber  might  be  discussed  at  that  Pacific  Northwest  meet- 
ing, and  Mr.  McCardle,  he  assured  me  in  writing  that  it  would  not 
be,  and,  therefore,  they  turned  down  our  request  to  have  Alaskans 
present  at  those  meetings  in  Seattle. 

I  use  that  as  just  a  background.  I've  now  been  given  information 
that  one  of  the  strategies  that's  being  developed  with  regard  to  the 
Pacific  Northwest  forest  plan  for  a  sustainable  economy  and  a  sus- 
tainable environment  involves  some  concepts  concerning  Alaska. 

For  instance,  the  first  one  is  eliminate  surplus  specie  designation 
under  export  regulations  for  Port  Orford  cedar  and  Alaska  yellow 
cedar.  Another  is  to  redefine  the  definition  of  cant  to  a  smaller  size 
so  that  secondary  manufacturers  are  capable  of  processing,  and  an- 
other one  is  to  allow  Alaskan  timber  to  be  exported  to  the  lower 
48  States  in  log  form. 

Are  you  familiar  with  those  recommendations? 

Chief  Thomas.  No,  sir. 

Senator  Stevens.  Then  it's  not  fair  to  question  you  about  it  then, 
and  I'll  submit  that  to  you. 

I  would  like  to  have  you  answer  this  question  for  the  record.  If 
those  issues  are  being  pursued  by  the  Forest  Service,  would  you 
tell  us  whether  they  are  going  to  be  discussed  in  Alaska  first.  As 
I  understand  those  recommendations,  they  would  eliminate  the 
present  exemptions  that  permit  the  export  of  our  yellow  cedar,  and 
they  also  would  take  away  the  protections  that  the  people  of  the 
Northwest  asked  for  not  to  have  our  round  logs  brought  into  the 
Northwest. 

I  really  don't  understand  that  Forest  Service  document  under  the 
circumstances,  but  it  appears  to  be  authentic. 

Chief  Thomas.  Senator,  if  you  will  give  me  the  reference,  I  will 
come  up  to  speed. 

Senator  Stevens.  Yes,  sir;  I'm  going  to  give  it  to  you  for  the 
record.  As  I  say,  I  really  don't  think  that  it's  fair  to  pursue  that 
further  with  you  because  you  should  have  a  chance  to  examine  it, 
and  we'll  talk  about  it  another  time. 
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PACFISH 


I  have  a  series  of  questions  that  I  would  like  to  submit  for  the 
record. 

One  thing  for  this  record  though  I  would  like  to  know  is  what 
does  Pacfish  really  mean  to  the  south  48?  You  had  a  statement 
here  a  minute  ago  that  indicated  to  me  that  maybe  I  don't  under- 
stand Pacfish  with  regard  to  timber  and  to  the  protection  of 
streams.  What  does  Pacfish  mean  in  terms  of  the  south  48  restric- 
tions on  timber  utilization  in  national  forests? 

Chief  Thomas.  My  statement,  Senator,  was  based  on  the  fact  you 
said  that  Pacfish  had  a  300-foot  inviolable  buffer  on  all  streams  big 
and  small.  I  merely  pointed  out  that  Pacfish  puts  a  300-foot  in- 
terim buffer  on  permanent  fish-bearing  streams  and  smaller  buff- 
ers of  100  feet  or  two-tree  or  one-tree  height  on  permanent  smaller 
non-fish-bearing  streams,  but  those  are  adjusted  after  full  water- 
shed analysis.  My  only  statement  was  I  didn't  think  that  the  state- 
ment you  made  about  what  Pacfish  was  was  correct,  and  I  think 
it  merely  had  to  do  with  buffer  widths. 

Senator  STEVENS.  Am  I  wrong  that  it  meant  300  feet  until  deter- 
mined otherwise? 

Chief  Thomas.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  STEVENS.  Whereas  ours  is  100  feet  until  determined 
there  is  a  need  to  be  larger. 

Chief  Thomas.  That  is  as  I  understand  it,  yes.  We're  talking 
about  a  different  starting  point,  and  it  may  turn  out  to  be  a  similar 
result  given  a  full  assessment. 

Senator  Stevens.  Are  there  different  classes  of  streams,  one, 
two,  or  three? 

Chief  Thomas.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Stevens.  Are  all  of  them  300  feet  until  studied? 

Chief  Thomas.  No,  sir. 

Senator  Stevens.  If  I  hadn't  requested  that  that  amendment  be 
put  in,  and  I  didn't  put  it  in  alone,  I  had  to  convince  a  lot  of  people 
to  get  that  amendment  in  last  year.  If  that  hadn't  gone  in  there 
as  it  applied  to  southeastern  Alaska  and  the  Tongass,  would  not 
Pacfish  have  applied  and  have  a  300-foot  buffer  zone  on  each  salm- 
on-bearing stream  until  there  was  a  study  made  to  determine  that 
it  could  be  less  than  that? 

Chief  Thomas.  If  and  when  Pacfish  was  initiated,  yes,  sir. 

Senator  Stevens.  Well  is  it  not  your  intention  to  apply  Pacfish 
to  Alaska? 

Chief  Thomas.  My  intention  is  to  follow  the  instructions  that  we 
were  given.  We're  running  studies  right  now. 

Senator  Stevens.  No;  I  mean  without  regard  to  that  amendment 
the  Congress  put  in.  Our  understanding  was  that  there  was  an 
edict  coming  from  the  Forest  Service  that  Pacfish  was  to  apply  to 
Alaska. 

Chief  Thomas.  We  intended  to  apply  Pacfish  in  Alaska,  yes,  sir. 
We  have  not  applied  Pacfish  and  are  following  the  instructions  in 
the  appropriations  language  to  study  it  further. 

Senator  Stevens.  Well,  that's  what  I'm  trying  to  get  to.  If  this 
timeframe  of  this  current  amendment  expires,  will  Pacfish  be  ap- 
plied to  the  streams  in  Alaska  at  300  feet? 


491 

Chief  Thomas.  I  would  prefer  to  wait  for  the  results  of  the  stud- 
ies for  which  you've  asked  which  are  due,  I  think,  on  April  1,  and 
then  we  would  either  proceed  or  adjust. 

Senator  Stevens.  I  would  prefer  to  find  some  way  to  work  out 
some  understanding  with  you  that  our  current  Federal  and  State 
law  would  apply  until  the  law  is  changed. 

Chief  Thomas.  We  will  certainly  not  proceed  to  apply  an3d:hing 
as  long  as  that  restriction  sits  in  the  appropriations  language. 

Senator  Stevens.  Well,  that  expires  on  September  30. 

Chief  Thomas.  I  assume  we're  going  to  have  new  appropriations 
language. 

Senator  Stevens.  Well,  I  would  like  to  be  able  to  work  something 
out  with  you  so  it  doesn't  have  to  have  something  from  Congress 
telling  you  what  not  to  do.  We  would  like  to  work  with  you  on  what 
is  right.  I'm  a  fisherman,  too,  and  I  don't  want  to  see  timber  harm 
fishing  streams  in  Alaska,  but  on  the  other  hand  we  thought  we 
had  worked  that  out  over  the  8  years  that  led  to  the  TTRA. 

Chief  Thomas.  Senator,  we've  asked  for  a  study  and  it's  ongoing. 
We've  got  the  best  fisheries  people  in  the  country  that  we  can  put 
on  it,  and  I  need  to  see  what  the  results  are. 

Senator  Stevens.  Let  me  ask  you  this  and  then  I'm  going  to 
have  to  yield  and  let  someone  else  ask  some  questions.  Are  there 
waivers  in  the  Pacfish  as  applied  to  the  Pacific  Northwest? 

Chief  Thomas.  I  don't  understand. 

Senator  Stevens.  Can  a  person  come  in  and  say  that  stream,  if 
you  have  300  feet,  it  doesn't  make  any  sense  and  can  get  a  waiver 
under  Pacfish  of  certain  streams  in  the  south  48? 

Chief  Thomas.  Yes;  I  wouldn't  call  it  a  waiver,  but  it  calls  for  a 
full  watershed  assessment  and  then  the  adjustment  of  the  buffers 
not  only  perhaps  in  terms  of  their  widths,  but  perhaps  whether  we 
would  harvest  timber  out  of  the  buffers  under  restrictions.  The 
buffers  are  there  until  the  studies  are  completed,  and  then  they 
can  be  adjusted. 

Senator  Stevens.  Are  you  familiar  with  the  TLUPP  process  in 
Tongass,  the  Tongass  land  use  planning  process? 

Chief  Thomas.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Stevens.  It  took  4  years  to  get  the  information  that  led 
to  the  100  feet.  Have  you  got  the  money  to  develop  the  science  in 
Alaska  between  now  and  the  time  you  mentioned  so  we  can  get 
prepared  for  another  go-around  here  in  the  legislative  process  this 
year?  Will  you  have  the  money  to  examine  the  streams  in  all  of 
southeastern  Alaska  this  year? 

Chief  Thomas.  No,  sir;  nor  do  we  intend  to  proceed  with  timber 
harvests  on  every  stream  in  Alaska.  As  we  proceed  to  make  timber 
sales,  we'll  put  the  highest  priority  on  those  watersheds  for  assess- 
ment whether  we  have  Pacfish  or  the  existing  situation. 

Senator  Stevens.  Well,  I'll  come  back  to  you  later,  and  I  would 
hope  you  would  take  a  look  at  it.  We  put  100  feet  in  every  stream 
without  regard  to  timber  harvest.  So  there  is  protection  there  with- 
out regard  to  whether  it's  within  a  sale  or  not. 

Chief  Thomas.  I  understand  that. 

Senator  Reid.  Senator  Hatfield  has  a  number  of  questions  he 
wants  to  complete.  We  were  interrupted  by  the  vote. 

Senator  Hatfield. 


492 


OPTION  9 


Senator  Hatfield.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  want  to  just  finish  up  the  one  question  that  I  had  for  my  col- 
leagues from  Washington  State.  I  had  gone  through  the  various 
categories  of  the  budget  and  had  concluded  that  we  were  lacking 
about  47  percent  of  the  funds  required  in  order  to  implement  op- 
tion 9.  The  Chief  indicated  that  we  could  really  not  implement  op- 
tion 9  as  this  budget  is  currently  presented. 

My  question  is  on  the  matter  of  the  timber  volume.  As  you  know, 
Chief,  last  July  the  administration  said  that  they  would  have  about 
2  billion  board  feet  ready  for  harvest  in  the  winter  of  1993.  Because 
of  a  number  of  lawsuits,  and  other  reasons  such  as  further  erosion 
of  that  baseline  of  2  billion  board  feet  because  of  modifying  the 
draft  plan,  the  probable  sale  quantity  is  about  1  billion  board  feet, 
maybe  1.1  billion  if  we  were  to  be  optimistic. 

In  the  meantime,  mills  have  closed  and  people  continue  to  be  put 
on  the  unemployment  rolls  and,  as  you  know,  the  demand  for  the 
forest  products  is  continually  increasing. 

How  will  the  administration  move  the  few  timber  sales  promised 
under  the  President's  option  9  plan  to  the  mills? 

Chief  Thomas.  As  soon  as  we  have  a  final  record  of  decision,  we 
are  in  a  sprint  position  to  start  to  work  to  clear  as  many  timber 
sales  as  we  can  clear.  Our  priorities  are  set  for  where  we  would 
apply  ourselves  first  to  watershed  assessment,  and  we're  set  to 
know  what  sales  are  cleared  that  we  can  go  ahead  and  proceed 
with  under  the  negotiations  with  the  court  and  with  the  plaintiffs 
in  the  lawsuits.  So  we're  ready  to  move  quickly  once  we  have  a 
final  record  of  decision.  Well,  I  guess  we  have  to  have  a  record  of 
decision  and  then  we  have  to  have  a  judge  that  says  that  that's 
good. 

Senator  Hatfield.  All  right.  Let's  take  a  hypothetical  situation, 
and  that  would  be  that  Judge  Dwyer  would  lift  all  the  injunctions 
at  the  end  of  this  month.  How  much  volume  would  be  offered  under 
that  circumstance  in  fiscal  year  1994  and  fiscal  year  1995? 

Chief  Thomas.  Senator,  if  you  don't  mind,  I'll  ask  Gray  Reyn- 
olds— that's  the  Deputy  for  National  Forest  Systems — to  respond. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Well,  let  me  just  say  that  until  we've  had  a 
chance  to  look  at  the  record  of  decision  we're  not  sure. 

Senator  Hatfield.  I  understand,  but  I'm  suggesting  a  hypo- 
thetical situation  where  he  lifted  all  the  injunctions. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  If  all  of  the  things  were  lifted  where  we  could 
proceed  based  on  what  we  know  today,  we  expect  that  in  northern 
spotted  owl  on  the  west  side  in  region  6  in  1994  we're  looking  at 
a  range  of  200  to  250  million  board  feet,  and  in  1995  on  the  west 
side  for  the  owl  forest  we  would  be  talking  about  325  to  375  million 
board  feet. 

Senator  Hatfield.  Let  me  summarize  if  I  understand.  In  other 
words,  we  would  have  less  than  1  billion  board  feet,  in  2  years  com- 
bined, if  all  the  injunctions  were  lifted  under  this  hypothetical  sce- 
nario? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Based  on  what  we  know  relative  to  the  record  of 
decision  and  the  need  to  clear.  They  didn't  change  any  of  the  cir- 
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cumstances,  and  we  need  to  take  each  of  these  sales  through  the 
process. 

Senator  Hatfield.  So  in  all  likelihood  it  might  be  lower  than 
those  figures  you  just  cited? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  It  could. 

Senator  Hatfield.  As  a  point  of  reference,  in  July  we  were  told 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  others  involved  in  this  that  we 
could  expect  2  billion  board  feet  in  calendar  1994. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Well  that  would  be  in  conjecture  of  something 
you  were  told  last  July  and  what  has  happened  since  then  in  final- 
izing that 

Senator  Hatfield.  I  understand.  I'm  talking  about  a  point  of  ref- 
erence as  contrast. 

Chief  Thomas.  Senator,  could  I  jump  in  here? 

Senator  Hatfield.  Yes. 

Chief  Thomas.  If  we're  going  to  go  into  numbers,  these  things 
can  get  very  confusing.  I  think  the  number  that  you're  referring  to 
included  the  east  side  timber  volume  as  well,  and  Mr.  Reynolds 
just  gave  you  the  owl  forest  alone.  He  can  give  you  the  numbers 
for  the  entire  east  and  west  side  which  are  different. 

Senator  Hatfield.  That  may  be  true,  and  will  check  my  informa- 
tion. But  when  we  were  with  the  Secretary  as  a  group  of  western 
Senators,  it  was  certainly  very  clear  that  we  were  talking  about  the 
problem  of  timber  supply  in  region  6. 

Chief  Thomas.  Yes,  sir;  but  the  numbers  he  gave  you  did  not  in- 
clude the  east  side  volume. 

Senator  Hatfield.  Let  me  ask  you  this.  How  much  timber  is  cur- 
rently in  the  pipeline,  how  much  volume  did  you  have  prepared  at 
the  beginning  of  1994,  and  how  much  volume  do  you  expect  to  have 
prepared  for  1995? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  If  I  could  add  the  rest  of  that,  on  the  east  side 
the  nonspotted  owl  forests  in  region  6  we're  looking  at  250  to  350 
million  in  1994  and  the  same  level  in  1995. 

Senator  Hatfield.  Did  you  carry  over  the  1994  volume  for  your 
1995  figure? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Yes. 

Senator  Hatfield.  There  is  a  carryover. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  So  what  the  total  would  be  then  for  region  6,  so 
I  can  just  clarify  that  number,  and  it  is  an  estimate,  is  between  450 
and  600  million  board  feet  in  1994  and  575  to  725  million  in  1995, 
and  then  there  still  is  the  BLM  output  that  I'm  not  including  those 
numbers. 

Senator  Hatfield.  Yes;  I  understand.  So  then  how  much,  if  any, 
of  that  500  million  in  1995  is  carried  over  from  1994? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  I  don't  know  how  to  carry  that  over.  It  depends 
on  which  volumes  can  be  cleared  and  sold  in  1994.  Certainly  all  the 
volume  that  started  that  isn't  sold  in  1994  will  carry  over  into 
1995.  The  key  question  for  us  is  to  get  the  record  of  decision  final- 
ized. 

Senator  Hatfield.  How  much  on-the-shelf  volume  would  have  to 
be  reworked  to  meet  the  endangered  species  management  require- 
ments? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Most  of  it. 
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Senator  Hatfield.  One  last  point:  When  do  you  estimate,  Chief, 
that  the  Northwest  can  return  to  what  we  would  call  a  stable  flow 
of  timber  supply  from  the  Northwest  forests? 

Chief  Thomas.  I  believe  our  estimate  is  that  by  about  1997  we 
would  have  the  pipelines  in  action  and  we  would  come  into  a  more 
stable  position,  but  it  will  take  us  until  1997  to  stabilize.  Our  pipe- 
lines are  empty. 

Senator  Hatfield.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  you  for  your  patience. 
I  do  have  several  other  questions  I  would  like  to  submit  to  the 
Chief  for  the  record  on  other  issues. 

Senator  Reid.  We  will  now  hear  from  Senator  Burns. 

MONTANA  timber 

Senator  Burns.  Thank  you. 

I  want  to  preface  this  with  we've  had  two  mill  closings  in  my 
State,  and  we  can  sit  here  and  talk  about  different  policies  and 
things,  but  that's  not  going  to  alleviate  the  position  we  fmd  our- 
selves in  with  the  annual  cut  in  the  timber. 

In  1989  we  cut  541  million  board  feet  in  the  State  of  Montana. 
In  1994  we  cut  272  million  board  feet. 

Senator  Reid.  What  was  that  first  figure,  Conrad? 

Senator  BURNS.  541  million  board  feet  in  1989,  we're  down  to  272 
million  board  feet  and  it's  going  lower.  Well  you  know  that. 

Now  I  want  to  congratulate  the  Forest  Service  because  I  think 
basically  they've  done  a  good  job,  and  here  are  some  facts  I  think 
everybody  should  look  at. 

The  Nation's  forest  land  area  is  still  about  two-thirds  the  size 
that  it  was  in  the  year  1600,  and  more  trees  are  growing  in  na- 
tional forests  today  than  at  any  time  since  1900.  In  1900  forest 
growth  rates  nationally  were  a  fraction  of  the  harvest  today.  The 
annual  forest  growth  among  all  owners,  that's  private  and  public, 
exceeds  the  harvest  by  33  percent.  On  public  lands  it  exceeds  it  by 
55  percent. 

So  the  Pacific  coast  national  forests  hold  about  twice  as  much 
timber  as  all  other  national  forests  combined.  So  I'm  saying  that 
we  have  done  some  things  right  and  we  continue  to  do  those  things 
right.  But  yet  we  have  a  switching  of  dollars,  and  I've  got  a  ques- 
tion regarding  that  to  this  situation  in  the  Northwest. 

FIRE  POTENTIAL 

We  have  a  situation  in  Montana,  and  I  don't  know  what  you  can 
do  about  it,  and  I'm  not  real  sure  that  there  is  anybody  that  has 
anything  to  do  about  it,  but  I  want  to  refer  basically  to  the  Yaak. 

In  1988  we  went  through  the  worst  fire  season  we've  ever  had 
in  the  State  of  Montana.  Yellowstone  National  Park  burned.  We 
had  fires  that  came  out  of  the  bob  and  onto  private  lands,  and  we 
like  to  never  got  any  reimbursement  for  those  because  the  policy 
was  let  it  burn. 

And  up  in  the  Yaak  we've  got  probably  health-wise  the  worst  sit- 
uation we  can  possibly  have,  Chief  Thomas,  on  diseased  and  dam- 
aged trees,  and  we  cannot  take  them  to  be  used.  The  biomass  that's 
on  the  ground  is  terrific.  We're  going  into  a  dry  season,  and  it's  a 
catastrophe  that  is  waiting  to  happen.  And  I  don't  know  how  to  ap- 
proach this  or  whether  it  has  been  into  your  consideration  or  how 
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you're  going  to  deal  with  fires  this  year  because  I  just  think  it's  on 
the  verge  of  happening. 

Have  you  give  any  thought  to  that  in  how  we  can  reduce  some 
of  that  danger,  particularly  in  the  Yaak? 

FOREST  HEALTH 

Chief  Thomas.  I  can't  answer  particularly  in  the  Yaak.  I'm  not 
that  up  to  speed  on  exactly  that  piece  of  ground,  but  the  situation 
you  describe  is  widespread  throughout  the  intermountain  West  up 
to  the  crest  of  the  Cascades.  There  are  very  similar  conditions. 
Long-time  fire  protection  stops  periodic  lesser  bums,  and  it  seemed 
like  the  right  tning  to  do  at  the  time.  Now  we  have  insect  and  dis- 
ease problems,  and  we  have,  as  you  very  clearly  put  it,  some  very 
heavy  fuel  loadings. 

I  don't  think  there  is  very  much  that  we  can  do.  The  problem  is 
massive.  I  don't  think  there  is  very  much  we  can  do  to  address  the 
total  problem  over  a  short  period  of  time,  and  we're  losing  some  of 
our  options.  Wood  with  a  market  value  that  we  might  salvage  is 
deteriorating. 

We're  moving  as  aggressively  as  we  can  under  the  situations  that 
we  face  with  that  salvage,  but  that's  the  best  chance  that  we  have 
to  address  it.  The  amount  of  money  required  to  address  it  aggres- 
sively across  that  entire  region  is  very  large  and  time  is  short. 

NOXIOUS  WEEDS 

Senator  Burns.  Actually,  you  know,  we've  got  more  disease. 
We're  losing  more  trees  to  disease  right  now  in  the  State  of  Mon- 
tana than  we're  cutting,  and  I  happen  to  think  that  this  does  not 
bode  well  for  an  organization  that  I  hold  in  high  regard.  I  just  be- 
lieve that  we  can  do  a  better  job  in  managing  those  forests  than 
we're  doing  under  those  kinds  of  conditions  in  not  taking  those  dis- 
eased trees  and  not  trying  to  address  those  questions. 

I  can  specifically  say  you've  taken  and  shifted  money  out  of  weed 
control.  Now  weeds,  I  will  tell  you,  is  not  a  sexy  issue  inside  this 
13  square  miles  of  logic  free  environment,  but  I'm  telling  you  weeds 
are  if  you're  ranching  next  or  downstream  from  a  national  forest. 

I  can  show  you  figures,  Chief,  where  you  spent  $1,500  an  acre 
in  weed  control  and  they  continue  to  absorb  more  and  more  acres. 
You  can't  slow  them  down  because  application  time  was  wrong. 
The  wrong  application  was  made  and  the  wrong  chemicals  were 
made  and  the  wrong  principle,  and  yet  we  have  farmers  and  ranch- 
ers out  there  that  will  tell  you  that  when  you  do  it  you  can  control 
it. 

Now  you're  taking  money  away  from  that  particular  area,  and  I 
will  tell  it's  up  in  the  Judith  basin  country,  and  I'm  afraid  we've 
got  a  problem  up  there  that  is  almost  insolvable  as  far  as  those 
controls. 

Is  this  administration  willing  to  change  some  dollars  into  the 
health  of  our  forests? 

Chief  Thomas.  I  think  we're  shifting  dollars  into  forest  health. 
We  have  limited  budgets  and  we  have  to  shift  to  the  highest  prior- 
ity items  and,  unfortunately,  we  can't  get  an  overall  agreement 
from  the  world  over  what  those  highest  priorities  are.  But  as  we 
come  on  with  court  rulings,  and  as  we  come  on  with  having  to  re- 
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spond  to  very  rapidly  changing  scenarios  in  forest  health  and  oth- 
erwise we're  shifting  dollars.  But  overall  there  are  no  extra  dollars 
to  shift.  Any  time  we  have  to  take  on  a  new  problem,  we  have  to 
let  go  of  something  else  that  we've  been  doing. 

BUDGET  SHIFTS 

Senator  Burns.  Well  you  shifted  from  the  Bolle  Center  in  Mis- 
soula and  that  went  to  Washington  and  Oregon  out  there  with  that 
problem,  and  I'm  saying  to  the  people  in  Montana  that  we've  got 
a  problem,  too,  if  we  want  forest  health  and  the  ability  to  grow 
trees  and  the  ability  to  harvest  trees. 

Also  in  this  budget  you're  shifting  dollars  away  from  your  timber 
harvest  programs  into  areas  where  if  you  say  you  want  to  shift 
some  over  into  recreation,  I  want  to  know  how  many  dollars  you 
received  from  recreationists  in  the  national  forest  because  you're  all 
the  time  putting  up  below-cost  timber  sales,  so-called  below-cost 
timber  sales  which  we  know  right  now  there  is  no  such  thing  as 
high  as  stumpage  is.  I  would  say  that  there  are  none,  that  is  if  you 
want  to  put  the  figures  applied  to  those  areas  specifically  for  har- 
vest. Now  you  can  shift  a  lot  of  costs  over  there  to  that  and  make 
it  look  below  cost,  but  it  really  is  not. 

I've  got  some  written  questions  I  want  you  to  reply  to,  if  you 
would,  please,  sir,  to  the  committee  and  to  me  if  you  possibly  can 
because  there  is  some  shifting  of  dollars  here,  and  it's  shifting 
away  from  an  area  where  I  think  we're  dealing  with  a  renewable 
resource.  We're  talking  about  a  renewable  resource  and  we're  also 
talking  about  resource  recovery  and  conservation  as  I  define  con- 
servation and  as  the  world  defines  conservation,  and  that's  a  wise 
use  of  a  renewable  resource. 

REGIONAL  FUNDING 

Chief  Thomas.  Senator,  if  I  could  address  this  question  of  shift- 
ing funds  across  regions.  Montana  is  largely  in  region  1,  and  be- 
tween 1993  and  1994  the  percent  change  for  that  region  is  up  3.6 
percent.  For  the  1995  tentative  region  1  is  up  from  1993  to  1995 
by  18  percent.  Region  6  where  the  President's  plan  goes  to  work 
between  1993  and  1994  went  down  9.4  percent,  and  it  is  antici- 
pated in  the  1995  tentative  to  go  down  5.8  percent  compared  to 
1993.  So  those  figures  sort  of  speak  for  themselves. 

Senator  Burns.  Well  I  know,  but  it's  where  you  spend  it. 

Chief  Thomas.  Within  the  region. 

Senator  Burns.  Yes;  and  there  is  still  some  shifting  going  on, 
and  there  is  going  to  continue  to  be. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  it. 

Senator  Reid.  Thank  you.  Senator  Bums. 

Senator  Gorton,  you're  recognized  for 

Senator  Gorton.  Senator  Murray  was  here  before  I  was. 

Senator  Reid.  Where  is  she? 

Senator  Gorton.  Right  there. 

Senator  Murray.  I'm  hiding. 

Senator  Reid.  Well  I'll  be  darned. 

Senator  Burns.  With  a  red  suit. 

Senator  Murray.  I  tried. 
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Senator  Reid.  You're  the  first  Democrat  we've  had  in  weeks  here. 
[Laughter.] 

RULING  ON  FEMAT  TEAM 

Senator  Murray.  I  wore  my  red  suit  so  you  could  see  me. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chief  Thomas,  the  day  before  yesterday  a  Federal  judge  ruled 
the  FEMAT  team  violated  the  Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act. 
What  are  the  implications  of  that  decision  on  the  administration's 
ability  to  complete  the  ROD  and  implement  the  plan? 

Chief  Thomas.  Senator,  I  haven't  read  the  judge's  decision,  but 
as  reported  to  me  this  morning,  the  judge  ruled  that  there  was 
noncompliance  with  FACA,  but  declined,  at  least  at  this  point,  to 
grant  the  requested  injunctive  relief  So  we're  not  clear  what  that 
means.  If  there  is  no  injunctive  relief,  I  assume  we  proceed  on 
track.  If  there  is,  then  I  don't  know. 

Senator  Murray.  When  will  that  be  determined? 

Chief  Thomas.  I  don't  know.  I  know  very  little.  That's  all  I've 
heard.  We  talked  to  our  lawyers  this  morning  that  he  had  ruled 
that  there  was  violation  of  the  Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act.  I 
think  he  did  raise  some  constitutional  questions  about  whether  the 
President  could  ask  for  information  wherever  he  wanted  it  or  not 
and  a  number  of  other  things.  I  spend  more  time  talking  to  lawyers 
than  I  would  like  and  I  came  away  relatively  confused.  I  think  I 
would  like  to  read  what  the  judge  said  myself. 

Senator  Reid.  Don't  forget  the  judge  is  a  lawyer,  too.  [Laughter.] 

Chief  Thomas.  All  right,  but  he  is  the  judge. 

WATERSHED  RESTORATION 

Senator  MURRAY.  Under  the  proposed  management  plan  the  re- 
gion is  moving  toward  a  forest  planning  based  on  watershed  man- 
agement. In  other  words,  you're  going  to  determine  the  biological 
condition  of  each  watershed  in  Federal  ownership  and  plan  man- 
agement decisions  according  to  what  they  can  sustain. 

How  long  is  it  going  to  take  to  complete  region  wide  watershed 
analysis  and,  thereafter,  to  reach  a  timber  sale  level  called  for 
under  alternative  9? 

Chief  Thomas.  I  don't  know  how  long  it  will  take  overall,  but 
that's  probably  not  the  more  germane  question  to  the  timber  sale 
program  because  we  will  target  the  watersheds  where  we  intend  to 
go  first.  So  it's  a  matter  if  we  can  keep  our  assessments  running 
ahead.  We  anticipate  that  we  would  be  at  sustainable  operation  by 
1997. 

Senator  Murray.  And  that's  the  1.1  billion  that  was  talked 
about. 

Chief  Thomas.  No,  ma'am.  We  anticipate  not  counting  the  Bu- 
reau of  Land  Management  by  1997  for  the  owl  forest,  and  that  is 
the  west  side  national  forest  land  in  regions  5  and  6,  and  we  would 
be  operating  at  about  810  million. 

Senator  Murray.  In  1997? 

Chief  Thomas.  1997,  yes.  That's  our  best  guess  at  the  moment. 
A  lot  of  this  you  can  run  it  through  your  head  and  you  can  run  it 
through  your  computers,  but  we're  really  going  to  have  to  get  on 
the  ground  and  really  start  to  try  to  deal  with  this  stuff  in  an  oper- 
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ational  manner  before  we  understand  it  thoroughly.  There  are  a  lot 
of  very  different  things  here  than  we've  tried  to  do  in  the  past. 

Senator  Murray.  Do  you  have  any  idea  how  long  it's  going  to 
take  to  complete  the  regionwide  watershed  analysis? 

Chief  Thomas.  Well  I  would  assume  by  1997.  Again  it's  not  the 
importance  of  how  long  it  takes.  The  answer  is  I  don't  know,  but 
by  1997  we  will  be  tracking  on  our  watershed  analysis  to  where  we 
believe  we  can  come  up  to  the  anticipated  timber  sales  volumes. 

Senator  Murray.  Last  year  I  worked  with  Senator  Hatfield  to 
ensure  a  sizable  allotment  for  watershed  restoration,  and  I  believe 
the  committee  provided  $20  million  for  that.  Restoration  has  not  di- 
minished in  need.  Why  does  your  budget  cut  this  amount  by  $3 
million  to  just  $17  million? 

Chief  Thomas.  Because  I  think  we're  shifting  to  try  to  make  sure 
that  we  do  our  mandatory  actions  that  would  support  the  timber 
sale  program. 

I  answered  a  question  that  I  think  I  should  have  expanded  on 
earlier  about  budgeting.  We  have  to  take  on  our  highest  priority 
items,  and  those  will  shift  over  time  and  give  us  some  leeway  as 
time  goes  by  toward  1997.  But  basically  we  have  shifted  to  the 
point  to  carry  out  our  mandatory  actions  to  be  able  to  come  back 
on  line  with  the  anticipated  timber  program  as  quickly  as  possible. 

Senator  Murray.  Several  weeks  ago  Congressman  Norm  Dicks 
and  I  held  the  watershed  conference  in  Tacoma  and  more  than  850 
people  attended,  and  it  was  really  agreed  that  watershed  manage- 
ment and  restoration  are  the  best  way  to  ensure  biological  values 
are  protected  throughout  our  landscape.  I  think  there  was  a  tre- 
mendous amount  of  support  for  this,  and  I  hope  to  work  with  the 
chairman  and  the  Agency  to  see  if  we  can  increase  that  amount  so 
we  can  follow  up  on  our  commitment  in  the  region  on  that. 

One  other  question.  You  established  the  east  side  ecosystem  as- 
sessment effort,  and  I  really  commend  you  frankly  on  that  initia- 
tive. We  need  to  learn  from  the  mistakes  we've  made  on  the  west 
side  and  move  forward.  What  do  you  anticipate  this  process  will 
produce  during  fiscal  year  1995  and  what  funds  will  be  necessary 
to  follow  through? 

Chief  Thomas.  I'll  ask  Gray  Reynolds,  the  Deputy  for  the  Na- 
tional Forest  System  to  respond  to  that. 

watershed  restoration 

Mr.  Reynolds.  This  gets  a  little  difficult,  and  I'll  try  to  make  it 
very  clear.  The  east  side  effort  right  now,  there  is  a  scientific  as- 
sessment being  done  that  includes  the  interior  Columbia  basin, 
which  includes  eastern  Washington,  Oregon,  and  Idaho  and  a  small 
portion  of  Montana  and  Wyoming.  We  expect  that  that  assessment 
will  be  completed  in  June  of  this  year. 

Also,  there  are  going  to  be  technical  papers  that  will  be  com- 
pleted relative  to  the  social  and  economic  aspects  of  these  issues, 
and  then  that  information  will  be  looked  at  in  eastern  Washington 
and  Oregon  and  a  determination  made  as  to  what  adjustments 
should  be  made  on  those  forest  plans  on  the  east  side  relative  to 
the  overall  assessments  that  have  been  looked  at. 

On  the  Idaho  side  there  is  a  draft  EA  that  will  be  published 
probably  this  Friday  with  public  comment  for  45  days.  The  Pacfish 
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standards  will  be  interim  standards.  At  the  end  of  the  45  days  the 
Forest  Service  will  then  look  at  the  public  comments  from  the  State 
and  interested  groups  and  determine  what  kind  of  amendments 
should  be  made  to  the  forest  plans  in  Idaho. 

The  whole  attempt  is  to  try  to  get  a  broad-ranging  consistent  ap- 
proach to  habitat  management  for  the  anadromous  fishery  areas. 
The  cost  of  that  project,  I  don't  have  that  figure  right  in  front  of 
me.  Just  a  minute. 

The  regions  have  been  putting  those  costs  together  and  appar- 
ently we  have  not  gotten  final  estimated  costs  for  the  actions  that 
are  going  to  be  taken  in  Idaho,  Washington,  and  Oregon. 

Senator  MURRAY.  Do  you  know  when  that  will  occur? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  They  are  working  on  those  requests  at  this  point 
in  time.  For  1994  we're  going  to  have  to  shift  some  dollars  in  order 
to  cover  those  costs.  The  1995  costs  will  come  in  at  the  same  time 
and  we  will  then  program  those  needs. 

Chief  Thomas.  Senator,  could  I  backtrack  one  question.  My  staff 
and  I  would  like  to  tell  you  I  remembered  this,  but  they  handed 
it  to  me.  We  will  do  one-third  of  the  watershed  assessments  per 
year,  and  we  anticipate  by  1996  we'll  have  a  complete  watershed 
assessment  package. 

And  part  of  it  is  in  terms  of  the  watershed  restoration  very  simi- 
lar to  tne  timber  program.  We  can't  institute  watershed  restoration 
activities  until  we  finish  the  assessment  in  that  watershed.  So 
that's  part  of  the  reason  that  it's  being  staged  out. 

Senator  Murray.  All  right.  So  one-third  per  year,  and  by  1996 
you  will  have  the  watershed  analysis  completed? 

Chief  Thomas.  That's  what  we  anticipate,  keeping  in  mind  that 
we  have  yet  to  do  one.  What  we  find  out  on  the  ground  may  be  dif- 
ferent. 

Senator  Murray.  I  understand  that  as  well.  That's  why  the  tim- 
ber levels  aren't  up  until  1996  because  you  have  to  go  through  that 
process  first? 

PIPELINE 

Chief  Thomas.  That's  part  of  it.  One  other  reason  the  levels  are 
not  up  is  because  it  takes  about  3  years  if  we  encounter  no  dif- 
ficulty from  the  time  we  institute  operations  until  we  sell  the  sale. 
We're  trying  to  accelerate  that  now.  What  we  call  a  pipeline  has 
to  be  flowing  along  and  those  are  essentially  depleted,  and  it  will 
take  us  that  long  to  come  up  to  levej. 

Senator  Murray.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  two  other  questions,  one 
on  the  Skagit  River  and  one  on  Mount  St.  Helens  National  Volcanic 
Monument  that  I  would  like  to  submit  for  the  record  and  have  re- 
sponded to  later. 

Senator  Reid.  Chief,  we  would  ask  you  to  get  answers  to  Senator 
Murray's  questions  back  to  not  only  the  committee  but  also  directly 
to  her,  and  also  for  those  other  Senators  that  ask  questions  sepa- 
rate and  apart  from  their  oral  questions  here  today. 

Chief  Thomas.  Yes,  sir;  I  understand,  and  that  will  be  done. 

SPOTTED  OWL 

Senator  Reid.  We're  going  to  get  to  Senator  Gorton,  but  I  have 
just  one  question. 
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Senator  Hatfield,  Senator  Gorton,  and  Senator  Murray  under- 
stand very  well  the  spotted  owl  on  the  east  side  and  the  west  side 
and  the  PAC  and  all  that  stufi".  In  layman's  terms  tell  us  what  is 
going  on  with  the  spotted  owl  and  timber  sales. 

Chief  Thomas.  First,  the  issue  has  moved  so  far  behind  spotted 
owls  that  it's  probably  no  longer  the  germane  point. 

Senator  Reid.  Even  though  that  when  I  go  home  that's  what  I 
hear. 

Chief  Thomas.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Reid.  That  the  cost  of  lumber  is  so  high  because  of  the 
spotted  owl.  Is  that  true? 

Chief  Thomas.  Well  you  can  either  lay  it  on  the  spotted  owl  or 
you  can  lay  it  on  the  larger-scale  question,  which  is  the  old  growth 
ecosystem.  As  you  recall  the  Endangered  Species  Act  says  the  pur- 
pose of  the  act  is  to  protect  the  systems  upon  which  threatened 
species  depend. 

As  this  has  evolved  over  the  last  5  years  we're  now  talking  of 
over  1,000  species  and  not  just  the  spotted  owl.  That  makes  good 
press,  but  the  issue  has  moved  far  beyond  that,  and  particularly 
with  the  addition  of  the  anadromous  fish  listings  that  are  coming 
on  line. 

Senator  Reid.  So  it's  fair  to  say  that  the  spotted  owl  may  have 
been  the  cause  of  the  original  attention  focused  on  that,  but  now, 
as  you've  indicated,  it  has  moved  on  and  there  are  other  species 
that  are  involved  in  the  review;  is  that  right? 

Chief  Thomas.  That's  correct. 

Senator  Reid.  Senator  Gorton. 

GRIZZLY  BEARS 

Senator  Gorton.  The  Forest  Service  has  been  working  with  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  the  Park  Service  and  a  number  of 
others  for  a  considerable  period  of  time  on  grizzly  bears,  a  recovery 
plan  or  a  restoration  plan  in  the  north  Cascades  and  perhaps  up 
into  Canada. 

My  staff  was  briefed  a  few  weeks  ago  by  members  of  the  recovery 
team,  and  I  understand  and  want  to  be  corrected  if  my  understand- 
ing is  wrong,  that  the  area  is  some  10,000  square  miles  in  the 
north  Cascades  and  on  into  Canada  and  that  the  plan  is  to  increase 
the  number  of  bears  from  about  10  or  so  at  the  present  time  to 
maybe  200  to  400  over  the  period  of  several  decades,  but  that  this 
is  a  goal. 

I  have  a  number  of  concerns  and  I'll  try  to  put  them  all  into  one 
question  to  you,  if  I  may. 

First,  I  would  like  your  reflections  on  why  it  is  that  the  people 
who  are  most  immediately  affected,  those  who  live  close  to  the  na- 
tional forests  or  the  national  parks  up  there  have  had  their  views 
almost  completely  ignored  during  the  course  of  this  process  and, 
second,  I  would  like  your  comments  on  the  degree  to  which  both 
commercial  and  recreational  activities  will  be  either  entirely  wiped 
out  or  severely  limited  by  the  reintroduction  of  those  grizzly  bears. 

Senator  Reid  referred  to  the  spotted  owl  and  to  the  expansion  be- 
yond the  spotted  owl  and  to  all  of  the  disputes  and  debate  over  the 
forests  in  the  Pacific  Northwest,  but  through  all  of  this,  and  this 
is  included  in  some  of  your  appropriations,  has  been  the  proposition 
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that  people  who  could  no  longer  make  their  living  in  the  woods  in 
harvesting  or  in  the  mills  in  processing  that  timber  would  find 
some  of  their  salvation  in  tourism,  and  it  does  seem  to  many  people 
at  least  that  tourism  and  grizzly  bears  are  incompatible  and  that 
there  is  going  to  be  far  less  tourism  in  the  future  than  there  was 
in  the  past  after  you've  reintroduced  grizzly  bears. 

So  isn't  this  a  proposal  which  with  the  left  hand  you've  knocked 
them  cold  on  cutting  off  their  living  in  the  woods  out  of  harvesting 
activities  and  with  the  right  hand  you're  going  to  turn  10,000  miles 
back  over  to  grizzly  bears  which  isn't  going  to  be  much  use  to  tour- 
ists. 

Can  you  comment  just  generally  on  the  proposition  as  to  how 
much  human  activity  will  be  limited  in  any  grizzly  bear  recovery 
area  and  why  it  is  that  the  views  of  the  people  in  the  area  have 
been  almost  totally  ignored. 

Chief  Thomas.  Not  to  pass  the  buck,  but  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  is  the  lead  agency  on  recovery  plans  for  threatened  species. 
We  have  participated  and,  of  course,  it's  our  policy  to  come  into  line 
with  the  recovery  plans  that  are  put  forward. 

We  have  some  places  in  the  world  where  we  have  grizzly  bears 
that  have  some  of  the  highest  recreational  use  in  the  country.  Yel- 
lowstone is  the  nucleus  of  the  grizzly  bear  population  in  the  United 
States  and  is  a  very  heavily  visited  area. 

I'm  not  familiar  with  the  recovery  planning  that  is  going  on  for 
grizzly  bears  in  the  north  Cascades,  and  I  would  try  to  get  the  an- 
swers for  you,  but  I  personally  don't  have  that  information. 

Mr.  Reynolds  says  he  understands  it  better. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Recovery  in  the  north  Cascades  for  grizzly  bear 
has  been  dealt  with  as  part  of  that  Interim  Agency  Grizzly  Bear 
Recovery  Committee  that  was  formed  to  deal  with  recovery  in  the 
northern  Rocky  Mountains  and  in  Yellowstone  Park. 

There  have  been  public  meetings  in  the  State  of  Washington.  I 
think  they've  been  led  by  State  fish  and  game  people  that  deal  with 
the  questions  for  public  involvement  relative  to  recovery  of  the  griz- 
zly bear.  There  are  grizzlies  on  the  Canadian  side  of  the  line,  and 
the  numbers  that  you  just  spoke  about  is  a  lot  larger  number  than 
I  had  ever  heard  in  any  of  the  meetings  I  attended. 

Senator  Gorton.  If  I'm  wrong  I  would  love  to  be  corrected. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  We'll  go  back  and  respond  to  those  numbers  be- 
cause I  don't  have  them,  but  there  has  been  State  and  public  in- 
volvement in  Washington  as  it  relates  to  the  recovery.  That  recov- 
ery plan  has  not  been  finalized  yet.  It's  in  a  draft  state  right  now. 

[The  information  follows:] 

North  Cascades  Grizzly  Bear 

A  Draft  Recovery  Plan  chapter  for  the  North  Cascades  grizzly  bear  recovery  effort 
has  been  prepared  for  the  Interagency  Grizzly  Bear  Committee,  led  by  the  Washing- 
ton Department  of  Wildlife.  The  USDA  Forest  Service  is  a  member  of  this  Commit- 
tee. In  this  draft  plan,  9,565  square  miles  of  habitat  are  proposed  for  management 
for  grizzly  bear  recovery.  As  in  the  Yellowstone  and  Northern  Continental  Divide 
recovery  areas,  many  multiple  use  activities  can  and  will  take  place  in  the  North 
Cascades  Recovery  Area,  including  recreation  and  timber  management.  Careful 
planning  and  adherence  to  guidelines  included  as  part  of  the  recovery  plan  will  as- 
sure this  use  is  compatible. 
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TIMBER 


Senator  GORTON.  Thank  you.  I  would  now  like  to  go  back  to  the 
timber  sale  question  and  some  of  the  materials  which  Senator  Hat- 
field spoke  to,  and  I  guess  Mr.  Reynolds  answered  many  of  those 
questions.  So  either  of  you  can  deal  with  them. 

Correct  me  if  I'm  in  error,  but  as  I  totaled  up  the  figures  you 
gave,  you  hoped  that  if  you  got  a  prompt  release  of  all  of  the  in- 
junctions in  the  Dwyer  litigation  that  there  would  be  harvest  on 
the  west  side  of  between  200  and  250  million  board  feet  in  this  fis- 
cal year,  to  which  you  would  add  another  250  or  350  million  board 
feet  on  the  east  side,  for  a  total  of  450  to  600  million  board  feet 
in  fiscal  year  1994,  and  in  1995  the  combined  figures  would  be  575 
to  725  million  board  feet. 

I  believe  that  Mr.  Thomas  said  that  you  would  get  to  normal, 
and  I  think  that  may  have  been  the  word  that  Senator  Hatfield 
used,  roughly  by  fiscal  year  1997.  Normal  by  the  figures  I  have 
here  would  mean  a  total  of  roughly  7.7  billion  board  feet  for  the 
next  decade  with  1.1  billion  board  feet  per  year  after  those  first  3 
years.  Now  are  those  statistics  correct  for  me  to  start  with? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  That's  the  best  information  that  we  have  at  this 
point  in  time. 

Senator  Gorton.  And  that  compares  with  the  President  and  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior's  estimate  or  hope  as  of  last  July  when 
they  announced  the  results  of  their  timber  summit  of  2  billion 
board  feet  in  the  first  year  and  an  average  of  1.2  billion  board  feet 
for  a  10-year  period.  Is  that  correct,  and  is  that  what  was  an- 
nounced last  July? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  I  don't  know  who  made  that  announcement.  I've 
heard  those  numbers,  but  I  don't  know.  The  Forest  Service,  to  my 
knowledge,  has  been  very  careful  in  talking  about  numbers  because 
we  don't  know  until  we  see  that  record  of  decision  exactly  what  all 
the  costs  and  expectations  are  going  to  be. 

Senator  GORTON.  The  third  question,  and  perhaps  this  is  more 
for  you,  Mr.  Thomas.  Now  that  1.1  billion  board  feet  per  year,  as- 
suming that's  the  normal  after  1997,  is  somewhat  less  than  25  per- 
cent of  the  average  harvest  during  each  of  the  years  of  the  1980's, 
is  that  not  correct? 

Chief  Thomas.  Certainly  that's  about  correct  of  that  period.  I 
don't  remember  our  analysis  exactly,  but  that's  good  enough  for 
conversational  purposes. 

Senator  Gorton.  And,  finally,  even  these  lower  numbers  that 
we've  been  talking  about  here  rest  on  the  premise,  do  they  not, 
first  that  Judge  Dwyer  will  lift  all  of  his  injunctions  fairly  promptly 
and,  second,  that  you  will  not  be  interfered  with  by  other  litigation 
with  respect  to  this  issue  or  particular  timber  sales? 

Chief  Thomas.  I  think  the  assumption  is  in  the  numbers  we're 
giving  you  is  that  the  judge  lifts  his  injunction  and  that  we  can 
proceed  to  do  what's  outlined  there.  If  we  run  into  difficulties  with 
appeals  that  we  lose  and  decisions  that  we  lose  and  court  cases 
that  we  lose,  it  could  throw  it  off  track,  yes,  sir. 

Senator  Gorton.  I  personally  would  prefer  that  we  enrich  more 
harvesters  and  fewer  lawyers  myself,  but  I  suspect  that  you  may     • 
find  yourself  in  that  connection  as  well. 
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I  just  wanted  to  summarize.  Normal  is  going  to  be  roughly  25 
percent  and  maybe  a  little  less  than  what  it  was  in  the  1980's,  and 
we're  going  to  reach  normal  only  if  we  are  free  from  litigation,  a 
consummation  devoutly  to  be  wished. 

Dr.  Thomas,  do  you  feel  that  that  is  an  ideal  solution  from  the 
point  of  view  of  baJance  between  the  environment  and  permanent 
harvest  levels  in  the  abstract,  or  is  this  something  that  is  just  the 
best  you  can  do  given  the  nature  of  the  statutes  under  which  you 
have  to  operate  at  the  present  time?  If  you  had  your  druthers  and 
were  just  doing  all  this  by  regulation  with  no  statutes,  would  1.1 
billion  board  feet  a  year  be  your  goal? 

Chief  Thomas.  A  good  question,  and  one  which  I  will  slide  away 
from  as  hypothetical.  In  the  sense  that  as  Chief  of  the  Forest  Serv- 
ice and  with  my  regional  foresters,  et  cetera,  we  have  balances  de- 
fined as  being  first  in  compliance  with  the  law,  and  evidently  we've 
had  difficulty  in  coming  into  compliance,  if  this  is  indeed  compli- 
ance. Of  course,  one  doesn't  know  exactly  what  the  finest  line  is. 
You  know,  we  could  have  tried  another  option  on  the  judge  I  sup- 
pose and  found  out  if  that  was  compliance.  But  I  think  this  was 
the  best  estimate  of  the  people  that  made  the  decision  of  what 
would  be  required  to  be  in  compliance,  and  almost  by  definition 
that's  one  limit  of  balance. 

Senator  Gorton.  Would  you  not  prefer  to  assure  that  you  were 
free  of  all  of  this  litigation  either  to  recommend  the  level  at  which 
you  find  yourself  now  or  the  President's  original  proposals  and  ask 
Congress  to  ratify  them  to  put  them  into  statute  in  such  a  fashion 
that  you  would  not  have  to  face  continuing  litigation? 

Chief  Thomas.  That  might  be  my- personal  preference,  but  it  real- 
ly is  not  germane  to  my  job.  We're  going  to  have  to  carry  it  out 
under  the  existing  law  and  we  intend  to  do  that. 

Senator  Gorton.  Well,  thank  you.  That's  an  honest  answer  in 
both  fashions. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  a  couple  of  questions  about  an  inter- 
national forest  proposal  and  about  weeds.  I  don't  know  whether  my 
question  on  weeds  is  the  same  as  Senator  Bums  or  not,  but  if  they 
will  answer  these  questions  in  writing,  I  would  be  most  appre- 
ciative. 

Chief  Thomas.  We  will  be  happy  to  do  that. 

Senator  Reid.  Thank  you,  Senator  Gorton. 

Senator  Gorton.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Reid.  Senator  Cochran. 

MISSISSIPPI  ICE  STORM 

Senator  Cochran.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Let  me  join  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  welcoming  our  witnesses  and 
thanking  them  for  their  patience  and  cooperation  with  the  commit- 
tee to  explain  the  President's  budget  request  that  has  been  submit- 
ted for  the  next  fiscal  year. 

There  are  a  few  items  that  I  want  to  raise  at  this  hearing,  and 
there  are  other  questions  I  will  just  submit  to  you  for  the  hearing 
record. 

The  first  thing  I  want  to  touch  on  is  the  fact  that  in  north  Mis- 
sissippi we  had  a  very  severe  ice  storm  recently,  one  of  the  most 


504 

severe  that  has  ever  struck  our  State  with  tremendous  damage 
done  to  forest  lands,  both  pubhc  and  private. 

In  that  connection  I'm  advised  that  on  the  national  forests  alone 
over  160,000  acres  were  damaged  and  this  is  estimated  to  affect 
about  12.5  million  board  feet  of  timber.  Of  that  amount  it's  esti- 
mated that  only  about  7  million  board  feet  will  be  salvageable,  but 
that's  still  a  lot  of  salvaged  timber  for  our  part  of  the  country. 

My  question  is:  Is  there  money  in  this  budget  request  that  you 
can  use  to  prepare  for  and  accomplish  a  salvage  operation  that  will 
help  deal  with  that  problem,  or  do  we  need  to  add  funds  at  any  ap- 
propriate line  in  this  bill  to  guarantee  that  you  can  do  what  you 
need  to  do  to  help  salvage  the  timber  and  protect  the  forest  re- 
sources in  our  State? 

SALVAGE 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Senator,  we  have  salvage  dollars  in  the  1994  pro- 
gram, our  current  appropriation.  Region  8,  working  with  the  State 
forester  in  Mississippi,  is  looking  at  their  dollar  needs.  They 
haven't  come  back  to  us  and  asked  for  additional  authorization  at 
this  point  in  time,  but  we  have  salvage  dollars  to  meet  their  needs 
we  think. 

Senator  Cochran.  Well,  I  hope  that  you  will  stay  in  touch  with 
the  committee  and  committee  staff  and  me  personally  if  you  see  the 
need  developing  that  you  cannot  accommodate  with  this  budget  re- 
quest. I  want  to  know  about  it  because  I  don't  want  to  get  halfway 
through  the  next  year  and  we  still  have  timber  lying  around  or  we 
have  big  problems  down  there  and  they  say  we  don't  have  the 
funds  and  we  can't  get  transfer  authority  or  some  such  thing  as 
that.  I  want  to  try  to  be  helpful  to  the  Forest  Service  in  dealing 
with  this  problem.  That's  the  whole  point. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Thank  you,  Senator,  and  we  will.  We  do  have 
contracts  out  now  to  clear  the  roads  and  to  begin  moving  that  sal- 
vage material,  and  if  there  is  a  problem  we  will  deal  with  it  in  the 
Washington  office  and  keep  you  advised. 

LANDOWNER  ASSISTANCE 

Senator  Cochran.  Let  me  ask  you  about  the  private  landowner 
assistance  programs  that  might  be  available.  I  understand  in  talk- 
ing with  some  administration  officials  already  that  there  are  some 
assistance  programs  available  for  cost  sharing  and  for  replenishing 
stands  of  privately  owned  timber  under  circumstances  of  this  kind. 
Can  you  tell  us  what  those  programs  are  and  whether  there  are 
funds  in  this  budget  that  would  help  support  the  benefits  to  private 
landowners  under  those  programs? 

If  you  can,  you  identify  yourself  for  the  record  so  we'll  know  if 
someone  other  than  a  regular  panel  member  wants  to  answer. 

Mr.  Rains.  I'm  Michael  Rains  and  I  am  representing  State  and 
private  forestry.  We  have  two  basic  programs:  The  Forestry  Incen- 
tive Program  and  the  Stewardship  Incentives  Program.  Some  of 
those  funds  can  be  used  for  salvage,  but  primarily  they  are  used 
for  management  planning  and  timber  stand  improvement  and  re- 
forestation. We  could  redirect  some  of  the  funds  in  FIP  and  stew- 
ardship incentives  for  this  work,  but  basically  there  are  no  funds 
in  the  1995  appropriation  for  that. 
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Senator  Cochran.  How  much  money  do  you  think  would  be 
needed  to  take  care  of  the  demand  for  benefits  under  that  program 
that  might  come  from  our  State? 

Mr.  Rains.  Senator,  I  really  don't  know  the  answer  to  that  ques- 
tion, but  if  you  will  allow  us,  we'll  get  some  information  from  our 
southern  region  and  provide  that  for  the  record. 

Senator  CoCHRAN.  That  would  be  very  helpful,  and  we  would  ap- 
preciate that  very  much. 

We  are  trying  to  qualify  landowners  in  our  State  for  the  same 
kinds  of  benefits  that  were  made  available  in  other  disaster  areas, 
such  as  the  Midwest  flood  plain,  the  California  earthquake  situa- 
tion, the  Florida  Hurricane  Andrew  disaster,  and  there  are  other 
models  where  assistance  was  made  available. 

Can  you  tell  us  about  experiences  in  those  areas  that  affected 
timber  landowners  or  those  who  would  be  in  similar  circumstances 
as  Mississippi  private  landowners? 

Mr.  Rains.  Basically  there  are  three  types  of  money:  FEMA, 
when  they  declared  a  disaster,  we  were  able  to  use  that  for  most 
of  the  work;  for  planning  we  used  the  stewardship  incentives 
money;  and  in  terms  of  reforestation,  timber  stand  improvement 
and  in  looking  at  different  tree  species  we  have  the  Forestry  Incen- 
tives Program. 

So  again  we  have  the  FIP  and  we  have  the  SIP  available,  at  least 
some  of  that,  but  we'll  have  to  look  in  terms  of  the  net  increase  in 
each  because  this  is  far  beyond  what  we  expected. 

Senator  Cochran.  Well  it  would  be  helpful,  and  I  would  appre- 
ciate your  giving  us  that  information  for  the  hearing  record,  and 
we  will  try  to  work  with  you  to  try  to  make  sure  we  have  adequate 
funds  available  to  help  those  people  who  need  help. 

Mr.  Rains.  We  would  be  pleased  to  do  that.  Thank  you. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Reforesting  Stands 

The  Forest  Service  cooperates  with  the  Agriculture  StabiHzation  Conservation 
Service  (ASCS)  in  administering  several  cost-share  programs  which  might  assist  in 
reforesting  stands  which  were  destroyed.  These  are  the  Forest  Incentives  program 
(FIP),  the  Agricultural  Conservation  Program  (ACP)  and  the  Stewardship/Tree 
Planting  program,  which  is  administered  by  the  Forest  Service.  In  addition,  the 
Tree  Assistance  Program  (TAP),  administered  by  ASCS,  is  designed  to  reforest  areas 
after  similar  disasters.  The  Urban  and  Community  Forestry  program  could  provide 
some  technical  assistance  in  replacing  damaged  trees  in  an  urban  environment. 

The  damage  estimates  far  exceed  the  funding  capacity  of  the  programs.  Initial  es- 
timates for  Mississippi  are  for  $27  million  for  urban  forests  and  about  $4  million 
for  rural  forests  in  the  State. 

TIMBER 

Senator  Cochran.  One  concern  I  have  is  the  proposed  timber 
sale  level  for  fiscal  year  1995.  We  continue  to  have  decreases  in 
sales.  We  heard  conversations  with  those  from  the  Pacific  North- 
west and  that  increases  in  sale  levels  are  necessary  from  other  re- 
gions to  provide  a  stable  timber  supply  at  reasonable  prices. 

So  it's  troubling  when  I  look  at  this  sheet  that  comes  along  with 
the  budget  request  that  you  submitted  to  us  and  I  see  that  in  the 
southern  region  for  next  year  the  proposal  is  that  the  volume  of- 
fered would  be  756  million  board  feet,  and  that  represents  a  112 
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million  board  feet  reduction  from  the  latest  fiscal  year  1994  esti- 
mate. 

Would  these  reductions  jeopardize  the  future  timber  supplies  of 
not  only  our  region  but  the  Nation  and,  if  so,  why  is  that  reduction 
contemplated  in  the  amount  of  timber  volume  that  will  be  offered? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  That's  based  on  the  best  information  that  we  had 
available  when  this  budget  was  put  together.  As  I  mentioned,  we're 
looking  at  the  Pacific  Northwest  and  the  finalization  of  the  ROD. 
So  we  are  trying  to  look  at  the  national  situation  as  well  as  the 
expectations  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  when  we  deal  with  the  alloca- 
tions for  timber  volumes  to  each  of  the  regions. 

We  think  that  the  756  million  is  an  achievable  figure  and  it  is 
not  going  to  damage  the  capability  of  the  southern  region  to 
produce  wood  fiber,  but  we  recognize  on  a  budget  that  is  limited 
there  are  certain  limits  that  we're  working  with,  sir. 

FIRE  PROTECTION 

Senator  Cochran.  Well,  I  know  there  are  increases  in  the  budget 
for  things  like  international  forestry  programs,  a  40-something  per- 
cent increase  in  that,  and  there  are  increases  in  a  lot  of  other  areas 
for  ecosystem  management  and  the  like. 

If  we  come  to  things  like  fire  protection  assistance,  which  I  no- 
ticed in  our  State  has  been  completely  zeroed  out,  there  are  no 
funds  requested  for  our  State  for  that  kind  of  assistance.  They  say 
technical  assistance  may  be  available,  but  there  is  no  money  for 
that.  So  I  don't  know  whether  that  has  been  decided  by  the  admin- 
istration just  not  to  be  a  need  that  has  national  interest  or  national 
significance  or  what  the  reason  for  it  is. 

But  I  bring  it  up  to  point  out  that  we  do  have  a  lot  of  legitimate 
interest  within  the  forests  of  our  State,  and  when  fires  break  out 
or  we  have  problems  like  that  it  would  be  good  to  know  that  there 
are  some  funds  available  to  provide  assistance.  But  if  there  aren't 
any,  we  need  to  know  that,  too,  I  guess,  and  that's  why  I'm  glad 
I  read  it  so  we  can,  I  guess,  help  take  care  of  our  own  needs  down 
there. 

CAMP  SHELBY 

One  thing  that  is  of  interest  right  now  as  well  in  our  State  is  an 
effort  to  get  a  permit  to  operate  military  equipment  and  to  conduct 
training  exercises  within  an  area  near  Camp  Shelby,  MS,  and 
that's  in  the  De  Soto  National  Forest.  For  some  time  now  there  has 
been  underway  a  study  and  a  permit  application  effort,  and  what 
I  hope  doesn't  happen  is  that  this  thing  gets  studied  and  studied 
and  studied  and  one  agency  holds  it  for  a  long  time  and  then  some- 
body else  holds  it  and  we  go  along  and  all  of  the  sudden  we  never 
get  an  answer,  or  the  answer  comes  so  late  that  the  war  is  over 
or  we  give  up  and  close  the  base. 

What  is  the  outlook,  if  you  have  that  information,  for  granting 
a  permit  for  National  Guard  training  and  Reserve  training  at  the 
Camp  Shelby  facility  within  the  De  Soto  National  Forest? 

Chief  Thomas.  Senator,  I've  been  briefed  on  that,  and  to  be 
truthful  I  cannot  recall,  but  I  will  have  it  on  your  desk  within  a 
day  or  two. 
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Senator  Cochran.  That  would  be  good  to  have  an  update  on 
that,  and  also  if  it's  necessary  for  us  to  write  into  the  law  in  cases 
like  this  that  national  security  interests  ought  to  be  considered  in 
a  permit  application  process.  We  may  need  to  write  that  in  the  law. 

I  know  that  every  other  interest  is  being  examined  with  great 
scrutiny,  and  I'm  not  criticizing  it  for  that  reason,  but  every  pos- 
sible threatened  habitat  or  endangered  specie  or  anything  else  that 
has  been  brought  up,  we've  had  delays  for  the  examination  of  these 
interests,  and  every  possible  impact  has  been  examined. 

But  I'm  not  sure  the  national  security  interests  or  the  country's 
interests  in  having  adequately  trained  persons  in  the  military  on 
a  facility  that  has  long  been  established  as  a  military  training  cen- 
ter has  been  taken  into  account  in  the  process.  I  don't  remember 
somebody  saying,  hey,  wait  a  minute,  we  need  some  extra  time  to 
determine  the  exact  impact  on  our  national  security.  It  may  be  that 
that's  a  part  of  the  process,  but  I  surely  haven't  heard  it  talked 
about  and  every  other  interest  has  been  talked  about  and  talked 
about  and  talked  about. 

I  wonder,  do  you  know  whether  the  permit  process  requires  the 
Service  to  consider  things  like  national  security? 

Chief  Thomas.  The  listing  process  does  not.  It  has  to  be  fully 
built  on  biology  and  biology  alone.  The  recovery  plan  then  does  con- 
sider those  things.  However,  I  did  quite  an  examination  of  this 
once  in  my  previous  life.  To  pretend  that  all  of  these  things  don't 
come  to  bear  both  in  the  listing  decision  and  the  reaction  is  to  ig- 
nore reality.  I  would  not  be  surprised  if  that  was  one  of  the  cases 
if  it  did  not  have  national  security  implications  would  have  been 
decided  quite  a  long  time  ago  and  probably  in  a  restrictive  fashion. 
So  they  do  come  into  consideration.  But  again  I  would  have  to  look 
up  the  record  on  this  one.  I  just  don't  know  the  specifics. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Camp  Shelby 

Camp  Shelby  is  the  largest  National  Guard  training  installation  in  the  United 
States.  The  camp  occupies  approximately  134,000  acres  of  land  in  south  central  Mis- 
sissippi, of  which  116,639  acres  are  part  of  the  De  Soto  National  Forest.  The  Forest 
Service  allows  the  military  to  use  this  land  under  the  terms  of  a  Special  Use  Au- 
thorization. The  Mississippi  National  Guard  currently  uses  32,000  acres  of  national 
forest  lands  for  low-impact  infantry  training  and  84,000  acres  for  maneuvers,  which 
include  16,000  acres  designated  for  intensive  tank  training.  The  current  Special  Use 
Authorization  is  now  up  for  renewal,  and  the  Army  wishes  to  increase  the  level  of 
their  operations  under  a  new  permit. 

The  Department  of  the  Army  and  the  Forest  Service  jointly  agreed  to  prepare  an 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  the  entire  Camp  Shelby  operation  in- 
cluding a  proposed  expansion  of  the  tank  training  area.  The  Department  of  the 
Army,  as  the  lead  agency  (with  the  Corps  of  Engineers  in  charge  of  assembling  the 
data  and  preparation  of  the  document),  and  the  Forest  Service,  as  a  cooperating 
agency,  are  proceeding  with  the  EIS  addressing  the  long  term  reissuance  of  the  per- 
mitted authorization  for  the  Camp  Shelby  operations.  In  the  interim,  the  Forest 
Service  will  continue  to  extend  the  current  authorization  so  the  Army's  use  of  Camp 
Shelby  will  not  be  interrupted. 

A  draft  EIS  was  released  by  the  Army  in  1991  for  public  review.  The  analysis  did 
consider  national  security  interests;  that  was  the  reason  the  proposed  expansion 
was  initiated.  We  do  not  believe  it  is  necessary  to  write  consideration  of  national 
security  interests  in  a  new  law.  The  National  Guard's  preferred  alternative  allowed 
for  expansion  of  tank  maneuvering  in  the  32,000  acre  portion  of  the  special  use  area 
that  is  relatively  undeveloped.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  received  337  responses  from 
agencies,  interest  groups  and  individuals,  with  over  2,000  issues  being  raised.  Since 
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that  time  they  have  been  evaluating  these  comments,  as  well  as  additional  data,  be- 
fore pubUshing  the  Final  EIS  (FEIS). 

The  permitted  area  is  home  to  the  gopher  tortoise,  a  threatened  species.  Since  the 
draft  EIS  comment  period  closed,  the  National  Guard  has  decided  to  reconfigure 
their  proposed  expanded  training  areas  to  avoid  gopher  tortoise  habitat.  These 
changes  required  additional  analysis  by  the  Corps  before  the  FEIS  can  be  released. 

While  earlier  Army  schedules  had  indicated  a  possible  late  August  1992  release 
date  for  the  FEIS,  their  latest  estimate  is  that  it  will  be  July  1994,  before  this  docu- 
ment is  completed  and  released  to  the  public.  The  FEIS  will  form  the  basis  for  the 
decision  on  reissuing  the  Special  Use  Authorization  for  Camp  Shelby's  training  ac- 
tivities on  national  forest  land  by  the  Forest  Supervisor,  National  Forests  in  Mis- 
sissippi, who  will  issue  a  Record  of  Decision  30  days  after  the  date  the  FEIS  is  is- 
sued. If  an  administrative  appeal  of  the  decision  is  received,  implementation  of  the 
Special  Use  Authorization  may  be  delayed. 

GENERAL  COMMENTS 

Senator  Reid.  Senator  Cochran,  are  you  about  to  wrap  up?  We 
were  going  on  10  minutes  and  you've  been  about  15  now. 

Senator  Cochran.  Oh,  well  I  wasn't  here  when  you  announced 
that.  I  would  be  glad  to  suspend  my  questions 

Senator  Reid.  People  have  been  going  over  to  vote  all  day. 

Senator  CoCHRAN  [continuing].  And  defer  to  my  good  friend  from 
Vermont.  I  didn't  see  Pat  come  back  into  the  hearing  room. 

Senator  Leahy.  It  just  got  so  exciting  hearing  your  questions  I 
wanted  to  come  back. 

Did  you  have  more? 

Senator  Cochran.  I  do  have  more,  but  I'm  happy  to  yield  to  you. 

Senator  Leahy.  Thank  you. 

I  understand.  Chief,  you're  coming  up  to  Vermont  in  June  to  dis- 
cuss ecosystem  management  with  the  State  foresters.  We  are  going 
to  work  very  hard  to  get  the  snow  off  the  ground  before  June. 

Chief  Thomas.  I  would  appreciate  that. 

MANCHESTER  RANGER  DISTRICT 

Senator  Leahy.  You  could  say  we've  had  a  little  bit  more  than 
usual  this  year.  I  think  we  had  another  10  or  12  inches  of  snow 
yesterday  in  a  couple  of  parts.  In  fact,  it  was  yesterday  morning 
in  one  area  where  they  were  expecting  2  inches  and  they  got  12, 
and  it  was  so  bad  the  schools  opened  one-half  hour  late.  [Laughter.] 

I  was  just  trying  to  see  how  many  people  were  from  the  Wash- 
ington area  for  the  reaction  to  that.  [Laughter.] 

But  Vermont  is  beautiful.  That,  incidentally,  is  a  true  story  and 
that's  what  happened,  the  schools  did  open  one-half  hour  late. 
There  was  a  lot  of  controversy  about  that,  and  the  school  commis- 
sioners may  lose  their  jobs  now.  It  is  pretty,  and  I  plan  to  be  up 
there  when  you  are  in  June.  I  want  you  to  get  a  chance  to  see  it, 
and  I  do  hope  that  it  will  be  nice  for  you. 

In  talking  about  Vermont  and  at  the  risk  of  sounding  a  bit  paro- 
chial, something  that  never  happens  on  this  committee,  I  want  to 
talk  to  you  a  little  about  the  Manchester  district  ranger  acquisition 
down  in  the  southern  part  of  my  State. 

Let  me  read  a  few  lines  from  a  letter  I  got  a  couple  of  weeks  ago. 
Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  the  actual  letter. 

The  man  writes  and  says: 

I'm  writing  this  letter  to  request  your  support  in  the  sale  of  my  mother's  property 
to  the  United  States  for  use  by  the  Forest  Service.  I  built  this  office  on  my  family's 
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homestead  at  the  request  of  the  Forest  Service  in  1975,  and  I  believe  I've  been  a 
good  landlord  to  the  Government  over  the  last  18  years. 

My  mother  is  now  102  years  old  and  I  am  78.  I  feel  a  need  to  organize  my  estate 
both  for  my  mother  acting  as  her  power  of  attorney  and  for  myself 

We  in  Vermont  don't  like  to  jump  into  things  too  soon,  but  we 
also  tend  not  to  put  them  off.  So  for  this  man  at  78  and  his  mother 
at  102,  they  do  have  an  interest  in  organizing  this. 

He  goes  on  to  say: 

I  believe  the  Forest  Service  must  reduce  their  fixed  costs.  I  know  that  the  Forest 
Service  budgets  are  not  keeping  up  with  the  rate  of  new  land  acquisitions  and  I 
know  they  need  help.  I  believe  that  ownership  of  the  office  at  Manchester  will  help 
reduce  fixed  costs  and  will  allow  the  Forest  Service  to  get  needed  dollars  to  the 
ground. 

Senator  Reid.  That  will  be  in  order. 

Senator  Leahy.  They've  been  trying  to  sell  their  facilities,  the 
family  has  for  several  years.  The  Forest  Service  obviously  can't  act 
on  this  without  money.  This  area,  incidentally,  is  in  a  highly  visible 
location.  It's  in  the  heart  of  the  Manchester  district  region.  It  backs 
up  against  forest  land  and  a  stream  and  it  has  State  and  local  ap- 
proval. It's  built  according  to  Forest  Service  specification.  In  fact, 
any  other  affordable  site  would  put  you  down  in  a  shopping  mall 
or  on  a  back  street. 

I  think  that  they've  extended  a  great  opportunity  to  the  people 
of  Vermont.  We  could  be  impressed  by  the  longevity  of  those  who 
are  talking  about  it,  but  actuarial  tables  are  actuarial  tables  and 
I'm  hoping  that  we  might  be  able  to  do  this  acquisition  sometime 
in  the  next  fiscal  year. 

Did  you  want  to  comment? 

Chief  Thomas.  Well  I  think  you  did  a  marvelous  job  there.  We're 
in  that  facility  and  we  like  it.  The  owner  wants  to  sell  it,  and  if 
we  don't  buy  it  now  given  actuarial  tables,  maybe  the  heirs  won't. 
We  would  like  to  stay  in  the  location  and  we're  willing  to  purchase 
it.  It's  one  of  our  high  priorities  for  region  9  and  we  have  zero  dol- 
lars in  the  budget  for  it. 

LAND  STEWARDSHIP  CONTRACTS 

Senator  Leahy.  Well  let's  work  together,  and  I  will  work  with 
you  on  that.  I  know  a  number  of  times  when  you've  wanted  to  pur- 
chase things  it  has  been  difficult  because  there  have  been  all  kinds 
of  problems  with  contentious  owners  and  so  on,  and  this  one  seems 
sort  of  a  gimme  if  we  can  get  the  money. 

I  understand  some  time,  and  I  believe  this  week.  Senator  DeCon- 
cini  is  going  to  introduce  a  bill  to  continue  the  1-year  authorization 
for  the  stewardship  end  result  contracts.  It  is  a  management  tool 
the  Forest  Service  has  been  testing  in  the  intermountain  west  on 
a  demonstration  basis. 

I  want  to  get  a  better  idea  if  we  might  be  able  to  use  it  in  the 
East,  and  I've  asked  them  to  include  the  Green  Mountain  National 
Forest  in  the  bill.  If  we  had  such  stewardship  contracts  we  could 
get  a  good  logging  company  to  stay  in  business  and  provide  jobs  to 
local  communities. 

If  we're  able  to  do  that,  I  would  hope  that  you  might  work  with 
us  to  help  develop  the  concept  in  Vermont  and  see  if  it  works. 
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Chief  Thomas.  I  would  like  to  get  Mr.  Reynolds  to  respond  to 
that. 

Senator  Leahy.  Sure. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Yes;  we  have  worked  with  this  on  five  national 
forests  in  the  West,  and  one  of  them  was  in  the  region  that  I  came 
from  on  the  Dixie  National  Forest. 

Senator  Leahy.  So  you're  familiar  with  it. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Yes;  and  the  Forest  Service  is  putting  together  a 
report  that  we  hope  to  have  completed  very  soon  and  will  share 
with  the  Appropriations  Committee.  While  there  are  obviously 
some  real  strengths  to  the  programs,  we've  also  noted  some  of  the 
problems,  and  we  intend  to  share  that  report  and  work  with  the 
committee. 

Senator  Leahy.  I  think  if  it's  workable  and  doable  in  the  eastern 
forests  I  think  it  would  be  a  very,  very  good  management  tool  and 
I  would  like  to  try  it  out  in  the  Vermont  area. 

Also  in  that  regard,  Chief,  I'm  going  to  submit  a  couple  of  ques- 
tions for  the  record  about  some  of  the  standing  backlog  of  offers  on 
the  Green  Mountain  National  Forest  to  see  what  we  might  do 
about  both  designating  the  money  over  a  given  period  of  time,  a 
predictable  period  of  time  to  work  on  them,  and  what  we  might  be 
able  to  do  to  help  you  get  that  money. 

We  are  looking  forward  to  you  coming  up  to  Vermont  and  every- 
body I've  talked  to  about  it  is  pretty  excited. 

Chief  Thomas.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Leahy.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Reid.  Thank  you  for  your  patience. 

Senator  Leahy.  I  serve  on  a  number  of  different  subcommittees 
in  appropriations,  and  in  many  ways  this  is  the  one  that  I  enjoy 
the  most  because  we  deal  with  those  things  that  get  the  closest  to 
the  land,  but  also  a  lot  of  the  things  we  do  here,  and  I  include  each 
of  the  members  who  are  here  now,  are  things  that  determine  what 
our  children  and  our  grandchildren  might  be  able  to  enjoy  in  this 
country.  So  I  think  I  get  as  much  of  a  sense  of  satisfaction  out  of 
this  as  I  do  out  of  some  of  the  things  we  do  in  the  Agriculture  Com- 
mittee also  in  forestry  matters. 

So  thank  you. 

Senator  Reid.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Stevens,  you're  recognized  for  10  minutes. 

timber 

Senator  Stevens.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  You're  kind. 

What  goes  around  will  come  around.  Chief.  [Laughter.] 

If  you  look  at  your  Forest  Service  budget  request  history  table 
for  1995  it  says  that  the  Department  requested  for  timber  sales  ad- 
ministration and  management  $242,503,000.  The  Department's  re- 
quest to  0MB  was  $194,886,000,  and  the  request  to  Congress  is 
$173,744,000. 

The  interesting  thing.  Chief,  is  if  you  look  at  the  timber  target, 
the  timber  target  for  1995  is  greater  than  the  target  that  the  De- 
partment outlined.  As  you  presented  it  to  0MB  you  had  a  4.2  to 
4.6  level,  1  billion  board  feet.  This  says  it's  going  to  be  1.4  billion 
board  feet  and  you're  saying  you're  going  to  really  increase  sales 
preparation  by  200  million  board  feet. 
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Now  can  you  do  that?  Can  you  actually  increase  sales  prepara- 
tion, and  really  it's  about  $70  million  less  money?  It's  almost,  well 
it  is  about  a  40-percent  drop  in  funding. 

Chief  Thomas.  Senator,  I  think  I  had  better  look  further  into 
your  question  so  I  can  be  specific  as  to  my  answer.  I  think  part  of 
the  situation  is  that  with  a  lot  of  changes  in  the  Northwest  and 
elsewhere,  and  in  initially  dealing  with  a  lot  of  salvage.  We,  also 
have  a  more  up-front  cost  for  watershed  assessments  that  will  lead 
us  to  where  we  want  to  go  in  the  longer  term.  I'm  not  certain  of 
my  answer. 

Senator  Stevens.  Well,  I  would  be  delighted  if  we've  got  some 
way  to  prepare  more  timber  for  less  money.  I  mean  that's  what  it 
implies.  If  we've  got  that,  I  think  that  would  be  very  interesting  to 
know  because  it  might  make  a  difference  up  our  way. 

Chief  Thomas.  Senator,  I've  been  given  the  answer  so  I  can  ap- 
pear to  be  reasonably  well  informed. 

One  is  that  I  was  correct,  that  there  are  up-front  costs  in  water- 
shed assessment  and  some  other  actions  that  will  spread  out,  plus 
we're  shifting  a  considerable  amount  to  salvage  in  the  shorter 
term.  So  I  think  those  things  add  up  to  contribute,  but  I'll  get  you 
a  more  complete  answer. 

ALASKA  CONCERNS 

Senator  Stevens.  I  would  like  to  submit  some  questions  so  I 
don't  prolong  this  by  just  asking  you  a  series  of  questions.  I  think 
when  you  see  my  questions  you'll  see  why  I  want  the  information. 
I  want  to  determine  whether  it's  going  to  be  my  task  to  try  and 
get  Congress  to  delay  the  implementation  of  Pacfish  in  Alaska  for 
another  year.  I  don't  want  to  have  to  do  that  frankly.  I  would  rath- 
er find  some  way  to  work  this  out  so  that  the  Tongass  Timber  Re- 
form Act  and  our  State  law,  plus  whatever  else  you  want  to  do  on 
specific  streams  can  be  worked  out.  I  think  that  could  be  done. 

But  what  bothers  me  most  about  what  I'm  reviewing  now  is  if 
you  go  back  to  what  I  said  when  I  first  started,  10  percent  of  the 
Tongass  is  subject  to  harvest  over  the  long  run,  but  we  can't  deter- 
mine where  you're  doing  the  studies  now  under  the  existing  law. 

If  you're  doing  the  studies  in  ?ireas  that  are  set  aside,  no  timber 
areas,  recreation  areas  and  wilderness,  that  has  no  impact  on  what 
we're  looking  at.  We  hope  that  you're  doing  those  studies,  and  you 
call  them  watershed  analyses,  in  the  areas  that  there  is  a  potential 
for  timber  preparation. 

Chief  Thomas.  Senator,  we're  putting  our  watershed  analysis 
right  in  front  of  the  timber  sales.  That's  where  our  highest  priority 
is  and  that's  where  we're  shifting  our  dollars. 

Senator  Stevens.  Well,  are  we  going  to  be  able  to  know  by  the 
time  we  come  down  to  writing  a  bill  again  this  year  whether  you 
agree  or  disagree  with  what's  going  on  in  the  Tongass  as  far  as 
stream  protection  on  buffer  zones  in  the  areas  that  may  be  subject 
to  timber  preparation  over  this  100-year  period? 

Chief  Thomas.  I  think  we're  supposed  to  have  our  report  from 
the  region  on  April  1,  and  I'll  know  more  then.  I  will  assure  you 
that  as  soon  as  I  know  I'll  let  you  know. 
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Mr.  Unger.  I  should  amplify  that.  That  will  be  an  interim  report. 
We  had  planned  to  have  the  final  report  at  the  end  of  the  year,  but 
it  should  give  some  good  indications. 

Senator  Stevens.  Well,  maybe  you  and  I  could  work  out  a  little 
stream  research  sometime  in  June  and  just  go  up  and  take  a  look 
at  some  of  those  streams  and  see  if  they  have  any  salmon  in  them. 

Chief  Thomas.  Well,  it  could  be.  I  promised  that  I  would  be  back 
to  Alaska  in  the  sense  that  I  think  it's  very  clear  that  the  spotlight 
is  now  turning  to  Alaska  and  the  intermountain  west  and  I  need 
to  know  a  lot  more  about  Alaska.  June  sounds  like  a  good  time.  I 
can  tell  you  that  March  is  not  the  world's  best  time. 

Senator  Stevens.  Well,  I've  caught  salmon  in  the  southeastern 
Alaska  on  Christmas  Day  and  New  Year's  Day.  So  I  can  assure  you 
can  catch  them  sometime  if  you  want  to  try  long  enough.  But  about 
June  would  be  an  awful  good  time  for  us  to  get  together  and  agree 
on  the  science  of  marine  research,  and  I  think  that  might  be  a  good 
proposal. 

I  do  look  forward  to  working  with  you  on  it,  and  I  would  ask  that 
we  put  in  the  record  my  request  for  responses. 

Senator  Cochran.  Without  objection,  it's  so  ordered.  [Laughter.] 

Senator  Stevens.  Thank  you.  There's  a  revolution  around  here 
every  day.  [Laughter.] 

MISSISSIPPI  NATIONAL  FORESTS 

Senator  Cochran.  Without  objection,  I'll  proceed  to  ask  some  ad- 
ditional questions. 

Dr.  Thomas,  I  want  to  compliment  the  forestry  people  who  are 
stationed  in  Mississippi.  I  had  the  good  fortune  of  having  some 
time  to  travel  through  the  national  forest  of  Mississippi  with  Ken 
Johnson  last  year.  We  went  through  the  Bienville  Forest  and  ob- 
served some  wildlife  habitat  protection  efforts  that  were  underway 
there,  wild  turkey  population  development  projects,  and  we  went 
up  into  the  Delta  National  Forest  and  had  a  good  tour  of  that  activ- 
ity there. 

We  also  appreciate  last  year  the  allocation  of  funds  for  the  repair 
and  restoration  of  a  trail  in  the  Tombigbee  National  Forest  which 
we  are  happy  to  report  is  in  good  shape  now  and  being  enjoyed  by 
the  residents  of  our  State. 

franklin  county 

One  other  area  where  we're  working  on  a  project  that  is  of  great 
interest  to  me  and  the  people  of  Mississippi  is  in  the  Homochitto 
National  Forest  down  in  southwest  Mississippi,  specifically  in 
Franklin  County  not  far  from  Natchez.  They're  working  on  a 
project  to  build  a  lake  within  the  Homochitto  National  Forest. 
Some  studies  have  been  done,  and  we've  been  working  on  this  now 
for  I  want  to  say  14  or  16  years.  Before  I  came  to  the  Senate  I  was 
a  Member  of  the  House  and  I  represented  that  part  of  the  State 
and  we  began  work  on  it  then.  So  that  was  before  1979. 

We're  at  a  point  now  where  the  State  legislature  in  this  recent 
session  passed  legislation  authorizing  the  payment  for  road  con- 
struction and  some  other  activities  that  would  help  make  this  a  re- 
ality. I  would  hope  that  you  could  ask  your  staff  to  try  their  best 
to  help  support  this  program  and  this  project  down  there. 
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I  think  that  your  local  foresters  are  supportive.  They've  certainly 
been  very  helpful  in  allocating  time  and  attention  to  our  requests 
for  meetings  and  understanding  the  policies  of  the  Forest  Service 
in  this  connection.  I  just  hope  that  we  can  make  that  reality,  and 
anything  you  can  do  to  be  helpful  from  the  Washington  level  of  the 
Forest  Service  would  be  appreciated. 

Do  you  know  of  any  reason  why  that  can't  get  done  one  of  these 
days? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  No;  I  think  there  has  been  a  lot  of  work  put  into 
it.  To  my  knowledge,  at  this  time  there  aren't  any  dollars  in  the 
1995  budget.  The  total  project  design  hasn't  come  to  bear  yet,  but 
we  are  working  with  the  State.  We  recognize  the  importance  to  the 
rural  economy,  and  we'll  certainly  stay  with  this  project. 

Senator  CoCHRAN.  Well,  that  would  certainly  be  appreciated,  and 
again  I  want  to  thank  you  for  the  cooperation  that  we've  received 
so  far.  Although  the  project  hasn't  been  completed,  and  as  a  matter 
of  fact  construction  hasn't  begun,  and  it's  my  hope  that  it  will  some 
day  soon  and  that  if  we  need  to  put  some  extra  money  in  this  bill 
this  year  for  the  next  step  in  the  process  I  would  like  for  you  to 
tell  me  how  much  we  need  and  for  what  purpose  the  funds  would 
be  needed. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Since  the  State  has  passed  legislation  in  the 
amount  of  $1,500,000  to  construct  an  access  road  at  Franklin 
County,  the  next  step  would  be  to  complete  the  survey  and  desigii 
of  the  facility.  The  estimated  cost  to  complete  the  design  work  is 
$950,000.  Because  of  other  high  priority  reconstruction  projects  in 
the  State  of  Mississippi,  funding  to  complete  this  project  is  not  in 
the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request. 

RESEARCH  WORK  UNITS 

Senator  CoCHRAN.  Well,  if  I'm  not  mistaken,  the  word  from  the 
State  legislature  today  was  that  that  legislation  has  been  passed. 
So  I  want  to  make  sure  that  we  don't  miss  a  cycle  here,  and  if  that 
has  been  done,  I  want  to  know  what  the  next  step  from  this  end 
is  so  that  we  can  keep  that  on  schedule  and  move  along  toward 
construction  of  that  project. 

Just  a  couple  of  other  questions. 

One  has  to  do  with  the  Mississippi  State  University  Forestry  Re- 
search Program,  specifically  the  elimination  in  this  budget  request 
of  funds  for  the  growth  and  yield  of  loblolly  and  long-leaf  pine.  This 
is  research  that  is  done  at  Mississippi  State  University,  and  it  has 
been  in  a  facility  built  for  the  purpose  of  accommodating  this  kind 
of  research.  There  are  other  USDA  personnel  in  this  facility. 

This  was  a  building  constructed  with  State  money  and  Federal 
money.  It  was  a  project  that  was  worked  on  long  and  hard  by  a 
lot  of  people,  and  I  looked  at  this  budget  request  this  morning  and 
I  can't  believe  what  I  see,  and  that  is  that  an  entire  program  has 
been  zeroed  out  that  has  been  conducted  at  this  facility. 

We  are  asking  why,  and  it's  that  there  are  some  plans  to  transfer 
all  the  people  to  another  State,  and  I  don't  want  that  to  happen. 
I  want  you  to  explain  to  me  why  that  is  a  good  idea.  If  there  is 
some  language  that  we  need  to  put  in  this  bill  or  in  other  ways 
deal  with  that,  I  want  you  to  know  of  my  strong  interest  in  dealing 


514 

with  that,  and  if  there  is  an  explanation  of  why  you  want  to  termi- 
nate that  program,  I  need  to  know  about  it. 

Chief  Thomas.  Senator  Cochran,  I'm  going  to  ask  Dr.  Jerry 
Sesco,  the  Deputy  Chief  for  Research  to  answer  your  question. 

Dr.  Sesco.  Senator  Cochran,  that  work  will  not  be  terminated  in 
the  South.  The  growth  and  yield  work  will  continue  on  loblolly  pine 
and  long-leaf  pine.  You  are  correct  in  that  we  are  planning  to  move 
the  loblolly  pine  modeling  work  to  Pineville,  LA,  where  we  already 
have  some  of  that  work  going  on,  and  we  will  move  the  long-leaf 
pine  modeling  work  to  Auburn,  AL.  So  that's  the  reason  for  the  ter- 
mination of  that  unit. 

Our  project  leader  there  retired.  Dr.  Farrah  retired  a  couple  of 
years  ago,  and  we  just  feel  that  in  terms  of  efficiency  and  effective- 
ness that  we  can  carry  out  that  work  better  on  the  modeling  of 
long-leaf  pine  and  loblolly  by  moving  a  couple  of  scientists  to  those 
locations. 

Senator  Cochran.  I  would  encourage  you  to  look  for  things  that 
can  be  done  there  in  place  of  that.  If  you  have  any  in  mind  or  can 
think  up  something  for  us  to  consider,  I  would  appreciate  your  let- 
ting us  know  about  it. 

This  facility  has  just  been  completed.  I  remember  going  through 
it  over  the  last  few  years  as  it  was  under  construction,  and  it  just 
seems  to  me  that  we  have  an  investment  there  of  some  significant 
value  to  the  Forest  Service  and  I  hope  we  don't  look  up  in  your 
transfer  and  other  things  from  that  facility  if  there  is  no  good  rea- 
son for  it. 

Dr.  Sesco.  As  you  know.  Senator,  last  year  you  asked  me  about 
the  International  Center  for  Remote  Sensing.  This  is  still  a  concept 
or  proposal,  if  you  will,  that  we're  thinking  about  for  the  Starkville 
location  because  we  have  world-class  people  there  in  the  remote 
sensing  research  area.  We  just  don't  have  enough  critical  mass 
there  yet  to  basically  create  an  international  center.  So  that  is  an 
area  of  possible  growth  for  us  at  Starkville. 

Senator  CoCHRAN.  I'm  very  disappointed  in  that  decision.  Maybe 
I  knew  about  it  before,  but  it  came  to  my  attention  as  a  surprise 
when  I  was  looking  at  the  budget  request  this  morning. 

There  has  been  some  interest  in  our  State  in  recent  years  about 
increased  funding  for  the  Stoneville  Research  Lab  over  in  the  delta 
to  strengthen  the  hardwoods  and  wetlands  research  program  there. 
I  would  like  for  the  record  for  you  to  give  me  information  if  you 
can  about  your  capability  to  accommodate  increased  funding  at  the 
Stoneville  Research  Lab  for  these  purposes  and  what  research  you 
think  could  be  done  that  is  needed  and  would  be  appropriate  at  the 
Stoneville  Lab. 

Dr.  Sesco.  We  will  provide  that  information.  Senator. 

Senator  Cochran.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  your  patience. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Bottomland  Hardwood  Forested  Wetlands 

Current  research  on  the  structure  and  functions  of  bottomland  hardwood  forested 
wetlands  could  be  expanded  to  include  more  sites  and  more  intensive  work  at  each 
site.  Each  study  site  would  contain  at  least  1,000  acres  and  may  cover  up  to  15,000 
acres.  Common  field  data  collection  would  include:  physical  functions  related  to  hy- 
drologic  characteristics;  chemical  functions  related  to  nutrient  retention  and  trans- 
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formation;  water  quality;  biological  functions;  plant  and  animal  diversity  and  popu- 
lation dynamics;  and  wildlife  and  fisheries  habitat. 

This  research,  in  partnership  with  the  Southeastern  Station's  wetland  research 
unit  at  Charleston,  SC,  several  federal  agencies  (National  Biological  Survey,  Soil 
Conservation  Service,  Corps  of  Engineers,  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  U.S. 
Geological  Survey,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service)  and  Mississippi  State  University,  and 
other  universities,  was  proposed  for  up  to  10  sites.  Funding  has  been  available  for 
2  sites  in  the  station.  Each  additional  site  implemented  would  cost  about  an  addi- 
tional $100,000  per  year.  It  was  recommended  that  a  minimum  of  5  sites  are  nec- 
essary to  insure  sound  research  results. 

If  additional  funds  were  available,  the  Stoneville  Laboratory  could  expand  partici- 
pation in  a  partnership  with  several  federal  agencies  and  Mississippi  State  Univer- 
sity on  studies  of  how  to  restore  bottomland  hardwood  forests  to  full  functioning 
wetlands  on  former  agricultural  land. 

In  order  to  meet  national  goals  of  no  net-loss  of  wetlands  and  restoration  of  10 
million  wetland  acres  by  the  year  2010,  we  need  better  guidelines  for  management 
of  natural  forested  wetlands  and  proven  techniques  for  restoring  degraded  wetlands. 
Widespread  confusion  over  the  effects  of  forest  management,  including  logging,  on 
forested  wetlands  is  threatening  managers  with  more  restrictive  regulations.  Little 
is  known,  however,  about  the  long  term  effects  on  wetland  functions.  This  research 
would  provide  the  quantitative  understanding  of  what  constitutes  "normal"  levels  of 
functions  in  these  dynamic  systems  so  that  ecologically  sensitive  management  can 
be  prescribed.  In  addition,  specific  restoration  practices  would  be  developed  that 
could  restore  degraded  areas  to  fully  functioning  wetlands  in  the  shortest  time. 

BELOW  COST  TIMBER  SALES 

Senator  Reid.  Thank  you,  Senator  Cochran. 

Chief,  we  finally  wore  them  out  and  now  it's  just  you  and  me. 
[Laughter.] 

We  have  a  number  of  questions  that  the  committee  is  going  to 
submit  to  you  in  writing.  We  do  have  some  questions,  however,  we 
feel  it's  important,  even  though  you've  been  here  for  several  hours, 
some  questions  that  we  feel  we  should  cover  orally  and  we'll  do 
that  now. 

The  economics  of  the  timber  program  on  the  national  forests  has 
been  an  issue  for  many  years,  as  you  know.  Some  argue  that  unless 
revenues  exceed  costs,  we  shouldn't  have  a  timber  program.  This 
logic  overlooks  that  our  national  forests  are  managed  by  law  to 
achieve  multiple  objectives  and  not  just  to  maximize  profits. 

Chief,  what  do  you  see  as  the  policy  direction  of  the  Forest  Serv- 
ice with  respect  to  below-cost  sales? 

Chief  Thomas.  Well,  we  have  .instructions  I  believe  from  Con- 
gress to  move  away  from  below-cost  sales.  My  personal  view  of  it 
is  that  we  need  to  think  of  those  sales  as  above  or  below  benefit. 

For  example,  a  classic  example  is  the  forest  health  situation  that 
we  discussed  earlier  whereby  we  may  need  a  fuel  reduction  oper- 
ation for  general  ecosystem  benefit.  If  it  costs  us  100  units  of 
money  to  do  the  job  and  we  get  back  50  units  in  salvage,  is  that 
below  cost?  I  think  it  could  be  argued  in  some  cases  that  it's  above 
benefit. 

So  my  philosophy  at  least  is  that  that  should  come  into  consider- 
ation. However,  it  should  not  be  a  flim-flam  job.  We  need  to  be  very 
careful  to  lay  it  out  exactly.  If  we  use  this  benefit  related  to  cost, 
we  need  to  lay  out  very  exactly  and  precisely  what  we  anticipate 
those  benefits  to  be. 


516 

LAKE  TAHOE  FIRE  PROTECTION 

Senator  Reid.  This  isn't  directly  in  point,  but  since  1981  we've 
spent  over  $90  million  on  the  purchase  of  environmentally  sensitive 
lands  within  the  Tahoe  basin,  Lake  Tahoe  in  Nevada  and  Califor- 
nia. Although  we've  acquired  many  new  acres  from  the  National 
Forest  System,  we've  had  an  accumulating  drought  over  the  past 
decade  that  has  set  the  stage  for  the  possibility  of  a  devastating 
fire. 

Some  time  ago  I  took  a  ride  with  your  forest  supervisor  to  look 
at  the  potential  for  a  devastating  fire  in  the  basin  and  it's  really 
quite  frightening,  especially  with  the  accumulation  of  people  and  if 
something  like  this  happened  on  a  weekend  where  there  were  so 
many  tourists. 

The  threat  of  wild  fire  in  your  management  unit  again  I  say  is 
very  high  and,  as  you're  aware,  not  only,  as  I  had  mentioned,  are 
there  a  lot  of  people  there  in  certain  periods,  but  some  very  expen- 
sive property. 

Additionally,  I've  been  informed  by  local  fire  officials  in  the 
Tahoe  area  that  there  has  been  a  lack  of  funding  for  presuppres- 
sion  fuels  management.  You  know,  you  can  see  from  the  road  tree 
after  tree,  thousands  of  trees  that  are  down  and,  as  we  talked 
about  earlier  here  today,  if  you  don't  get  them  up  soon,  they're  of 
no  benefit  for  wood  for  building,  but  then  we  have  to  move  them 
for  fire  hazard  purposes. 

So  what,  if  anything,  has  the  Forest  Service  done  in  regard  to 
planning  for  the  Tahoe  basin  and  its  fire  problems? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  As  you  know.  Senator,  last  summer  the  Toiyabe 
National  Forest  sold  about  9.5  million  board  feet  of  salvage  timber 
to  try  to  begin  to  deal  with  that  particular  problem.  We  face  the 
same  problems  though  in  trying  to  move  any  kind  of  material. 

Senator  Reid.  Approximately  10  million  board  feet  I  think  you 
said,  didn't  you? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Yes. 

Senator  Reid.  If  you  had  the  authority  to  do  so  and  the  money 
to  do  so,  what  would  have  been  the  proper  amount  to  remove 
though? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  There  is  an  awful  lot  of  dead  material  out  there. 

Senator  Reid.  It's  certainly  a  lot  more  than  that. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Oh,  yes.  I  was  just  using  that  as  an  example  that 
last  year  the  forest  began  to  aggressively  deal  with  salvage.  The 
challenge  though  is  we  have  to  go  through  the  same  kind  of  legal 
hurdles,  the  NEPA  requirements,  to  move  the  salvage,  and  there 
are  many  that  don't  want  to  see  that  happen. 

I  think  this  is  the  value  of  the  ecosystem  approach.  We're  begin- 
ning to  develop,  on  large  areas  of  land,  the  scientific  reports  that 
show  that  the  national  forests  at  least  have  a  lot  more  woody  mate- 
rial and  is  within  the  historic  range  of  variability  for  these  dif- 
ferent ecosystems.  I  think  that  poses  a  major  opportunity  for  the 
Forest  Service,  working  with  the  general  public  in  local  areas,  to 
begin  to  understand  the  role  of  management  in  our  forests. 
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FORESTLANDS 

Senator  Reid.  Earlier  today  Senator  Bums  read  some  figures 
from  some  article  that  he  had  there  about  we  have  more  forests 
now  than  we  used  to.  That's  a  little  different  than  what  I've  heard. 

Chief  Thomas.  Well,  that's  a  true  statement,  but  it's  not  the 
whole  story.  For  example,  essentially  New  England  is  now  forested, 
when  in  1840  it  was  essentially  all  farmland.  So  we  picked  up  a 
lot  of  forest  in  that  direction,  and  I  think  that's  the  primary  place 
that  we've  gained. 

More  trees  growing  or  more  volume  growing  is  true.  However, 
that  doesn't  seem  to  be  the  crux  of  the  argument.  The  crux  of  the 
argument  has  a  tendency  now  to  settle  around  the  benefit  of  cer- 
tain species  of  old  growth  ecosystems  and  wood  volume  ain't  wood 
volume  ain't  wood  volume.  Trees  that  are  very  large  and  very  tall 
and  very  beautiful  are  different  than  1,000  trees  that  are  small  and 
probably  equally  beautiful,  but  it  depends  on  the  eye  of  the  be- 
holder. 

But  while  that  is  a  true  statement,  it's  not  the  entire  story. 
Where  it  is  and  what  it  is  makes  a  lot  of  difference. 

CLEARCUTTING 

Senator  Reid.  On  Monday  night  C-SPAN  devoted  iy2  hours  to 
the  Interior  appropriations  bill,  this  bill  that  we're  now  talking 
about,  at  least  part  of  it.  For  about  an  hour  of  that  I  appeared  with 
Chairman  Yates  and  Mr.  Regula  from  the  House,  and  we  had  a 
number  of  call-in  questions.  But  surprisingly  if  you  went  on  a  per- 
centage basis  we  had  a  significant  number  on  clearcutting.  We 
didn't  get  any  on  grazing  and  we  didn't  get  any  on  mining,  some 
of  the  issues  we  thought  would  be  very  controversial.  We  got  them 
on  clearcutting. 

How  do  the  costs  of  clearcutting  compare  to  selective  harvesting? 

Chief  Thomas.  It's  usually  more  efficient  to  clearcut  than  do  se- 
lective harvesting  in  the  sense  that  doing  a  good  selective  harvest 
where  you  have  a  residual  stand  that  is  healthy  and  not  barked  up 
or  skinned  up  requires  a  lot  of  skill  and  a  lot  more  intensive  work. 

Senator  Reid.  So  it's  a  lot  cheaper  to  clearcut? 

Chief  Thomas.  For  the  same  amount  of  wood  volume,  yes. 

Senator  Reid.  It  makes  commonsense  that  that's  the  case. 

How  do  you  propose  to  address  the  cost  implications  of  ecosystem 
management  when  we  talk  about  clearcutting  and  the  selective 
harvesting? 

Chief  Thomas.  I  think  as  we  move  further  away  from  clearcut- 
ting there  are  a  lot  of  efficiencies  in  even  age  management  in  the 
pure  ecological  sense.  However,  there  are  some  consequential  costs 
in  the  ecological  sense.  As  we  move  away  from  clearcutting  I  would 
expect  that  our  efficiency  in  terms  of  growing  wood  would  decline. 

TIMBER  ACCOUNTING  SYSTEM 

Senator  Reid.  What  changes  will  be  made  to  the  timber  account- 
ing system  to  reflect  the  costs  of  ecosystem  management? 

Chief  Thomas.  The  changes  will  be  that  it  will  come  out  in  how 
much  it  costs  us  per  unit  of  wood  to  get  it  up  for  sale  and  how 
much  it  costs  us  to  grow  it  back. 
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Senator  Reid.  Does  that  mean  we  will  have  less  cut? 

Chief  Thomas.  Probably,  yes,  meaning  that  off  the  national  for- 
ests we  will  have  less  cut.  If  you  look  at  the  reflected  figures  from 
1993  to  1995,  there  is  a  move  from  about  6.9  billion  board  feet  to 
about  4.38  billion  board  feet. 

Senator  Reid.  And  prior  to  that,  prior  to  1980  wasn't  it  about  12? 

Chief  Thomas.  That's  correct.  Obviously  the  unit  costs  are  going 
to  increase. 

ADMINISTRATIVE  COSTS 

Senator  Reid.  We've  had  a  number  of  amendments  on  the  floor 
recently  to  cut  administrative  costs  and  this  is  contrary  to  straight 
cuts.  These  administrative  costs  include  travel,  contractual  serv- 
ices, and  things  of  that  nature.  How  would  these  impact  upon  the 
work  you're  able  to  do? 

Chief  Thomas.  It  depends  on  whether  what  we  have  to  do 
changes,  and  part  of  the  reinvention  effort  is  a  decrease  in  the 
things  that  we  have  to  do  in  bureaucratic  and  overhead  processes. 
We  hope  we  can  reduce  that  and,  if  we  can,  we  can  make  those  re- 
ductions without  much  affect  on  what  we  do.  If  we  cannot,  first  we 
have  to  follow  the  rules  and  get  all  the  work  done  according  to 
those  rules,  and  it  will  reduce  our  ability  to  get  the  job  done  in 
total. 

BACKLOG 

Senator  Reid.  In  a  forest  in  Nevada,  and  I'm  sure  it's  that  way 
around  the  country^  we  have  a  tremendous  backlog  of  maintenance 
and  repairs.  With  the  heavy  growth  we  have  in  the  Las  Vegas  area 
we  need  additional  toilet  facilities  for  some  of  the  camping  areas 
and  we  need  parking  facilities  for  camping  areas. 

I  see  your  budget  proposes  a  decrease  of  over  $37  million  for 
recreation  facilities  construction.  Due  to  the  fact  that  the  Forest 
Service  has  more  recreation  visits  than  any  other  Federal  land 
agency  how  are  we  going  to  respond  to  these  demands  with  a  re- 
duced funding  level? 

Chief  Thomas.  We  essentially  cannot  respond  to  the  demand.  If 
we  have  increasing  demand  and  decreasing  budget  levels  we  can- 
not respond  to  that  demand  and  we  would  expect  to  see  things 
slowly  deteriorate  and  we  would  not  be  able  to  catch  up  with  that 
demand.  * 

I  think  the  question  is:  Given  a  constrained  budget,  which  I  feel 
is  quite  rational  given  the  financial  situation  of  the  country,  with 
X  amount  of  dollars  we  have  to  allocate  them  as  is  deemed  more 
efficient. 

Senator  Reid.  We  have  cuts  in  construction  and  maintenance.  Do 
you  have  an  estimate  as  to  the  repair  and  rehabilitation  backlog 
already  in  the  system? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Yes,  Senator.  In  recreation  facilities  the  current 
situation  is  that  there  is  $759  million  in  backlog;  trail  maintenance 
and  reconstruction  $272  million;  FA&O  maintenance  $94  million; 
FA&O  construction  $369  million;  and  research  facilities  $208  mil- 
lion. 
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Senator  Reid.  Does  the  estimate  include  everything  in  the  sys- 
tem including  things  that  might  in  reality  be  beyond  repair  because 
we've  waited  too  long? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  I  would  have  to  go  back  and  check  that.  I  believe 
it's  an3rthing  that  we  feel  that,  within  the  next  few  years,  if  repairs 
are  started,  we  could  rehabilitate.  We  have  been  taking  those 
things  that  have  gone  to  the  point  where  they  can't  be  rehabed  at 
any  reasonable  cost  or  meet  safety  or  health  needs,  off  the  system. 

Senator  Reid.  Has  the  Forest  Service  considered  a  strategy  for 
evaluation  of  its  physical  infrastructure  that  would  examine  the 
feasibility  of  focusing  resources  on  primary  sites  so  that  they  can 
be  well  maintained  and  fully  staffed  and  either  closing  or  changing 
the  way  you  manage  the  other  sites? 

Mr.  Unger.  I  think  that  Mr.  Reynolds  just  said  something  along 
that  line,  that  we  do  have  to,  in  some  cases,  close  sites  because 
they  are  beyond  a  useful  life  and  cannot  be  repaired  and  rehabili- 
tated. 

Senator  Reid,  Also  I  don't  know  how  else  we're  going  to  get  a 
message  to  the  public  that  these  resources  are  used  a  lot  and  we 
just  can't  take  them  for  granted,  and  we  can't  keep  facilities  open 
that  are  in  disrepair  and  perhaps  even  unsafe.  Is  that  right? 

Mr.  Unger.  That's  right,  and  that's  why  we  have,  in  some  in- 
stances, had  to  close  such  facilities. 

Chief  Thomas.  Senator,  as  an  old  Forest  Service  hand  we  have 
this  incredible  dedication  to  try  to  do  the  best  we  can  under  all  cir- 
cumstances, and  I  think  maybe  sometimes  we  just  hang  on  too  long 
because  we're  trying  to  do  more  or  maintain  what  we're  doing  as 
things  go  the  other  way.  But,  you're  right  and  there  is  not  a  doubt 
about  it,  and  we're  going  to  have  to  discipline  ourselves  to  let  go. 

ADMINISTRATIVE  COSTS 

Senator  Reid.  These  administrative  costs,  that  gets  down  to 
where  it  includes  I  would  think  the  ability  to  maintain  properties, 
supplies,  pencils,  papers,  glasses,  toilet  paper,  those  kinds  of 
things;  isn't  that  right? 

Chief  Thomas.  That's  part  of  it,  yes,  sir. 

Senator  Reid.  And  that's  the  new  fad  back  here  is  we're  cutting 
administrative  costs.  We've  had  several  amendments  in  the  last 
few  days.  But  what  does  that  mean  to  you  when  we  cut  administra- 
tive costs? 

Chief  Thomas.  Well,  there  is  an  effort  and  it's  governmentwide, 
but  as  it  focuses  on  the  Forest  Service  we  have  been  asked  and  we 
have  been  designated  as  a  reinvention  or  a  test  agency.  What  we're 
asking  is  how  many  things  can  we  cut  out  of  administrative  costs 
that  just  don't  make  one  heck  of  a  lot  of  sense,  and  what  are  the 
things  we  can  do  considerably  more  efficiently?  I  think  we're  going 
to  bring  you  or  somebody  a  rather  considerable  list  of  what  those 
things  are. 

Over  time  when  somebody  messes  up  we  get  some  more  regula- 
tions instead  of  responding  to  that  issue,  and  our  manual  had 
grown  and  grown.  We  hope  within  1  year  that  that  manual  will  be 
50  percent  of  the  size  that  it  is  now,  and  we  hope  that  the  Congress 
and  the  administration  will  cut  us  some  more  flexibility  of  how  we 
might  do  things  in  a  more  rational  and  cost-efficient  manner.  We 
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think  there  are  a  number  of  those  things,  and  I  would  be  glad  to 
discuss  them  with  you  if  we  get  the  chance. 

Senator  Reid.  Well,  I  think  that  this  is  certainly  a  step  in  the 
right  direction  because  we  need  to  be  able  to  prioritize  and  these 
across-the-board  cuts  make  it  extremely  difficult  to  do  that. 

Would  you  identify  yourself  for  the  record,  please? 

Mr.  Beasley.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman.  I'm  Lamar  Beasley,  Deputy 
Chief  for  Administration, 

It's  going  to  take  a  combination  of  things,  many  of  which  are  un- 
derway already.  I  would  refer  to  the  "National  Performance  Re- 
view" that  deals  with  some  systems  that  we  can  streamline  and 
how  we  can  do  our  work  differently.  The  Department  of  Agriculture 
also  has  underway  an  organizational  streamlining  effort. 

I  think  it  is  more  important  to  focus  on  what  we,  in  the  Forest 
Service,  do.  We  can  size  up  the  amount  of  work  that  we  do  in  ad- 
ministration, and  conclude  that  there  are  some  things  that  we  can 
cut  out.  I  maintain  that  there  is  not  much  that  we  can  cut  out,  but 
there  is  a  whole  lot  that  we  can  do  differently.  What  we  have  to 
look  toward  now  is  how  do  we  do  the  administrative  work  in  the 
future  differently  than  in  the  past;  we  have  some  pilot  efforts  un- 
derway in  doing  that  in  different  geographical  parts  of  the  country. 

For  example,  we  have  one  effort  in  four  national  forests  in  south- 
ern California  looking  at  how  we  bring  together  a  different  way  of 
doing  the  business  part  of  our  work.  The  forests  estimate  that  they 
can  save  about  30  percent  in  full-time  equivalents  of  staff,  and 
somewhere  between  $1  and  $2  million,  realizing  those  savings  in 
the  first  year.  That's  not  a  model  that  we  would  necessarily  want 
to  apply  nationwide,  but  it  shows  our  commitment  to  exploring 
ways  of  doing  our  business  differently  in  the  future  and  I  think  we 
can  make  progress. 

Senator  Reid.  Give  us  a  time  line  on  that.  You're  going  to  have 
this  book  50  percent  smaller  when? 

Mr.  Beasley.  I  don't  have  the  Executive  order  in  front  of  me,  but 
I  think  it's  a  3-year  time  period  to  reduce  the  manual. 

You  know,  we've  done  a  significant  amount  of  that  in  the  past. 
About  6  or  7  years  ago  we  did  that  on  our  own  initiative  within 
the  Forest  Service.  So  we  have  made  great  gains  in  reducing  our 
internal  manual,  but  we  will  also  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the 
Executive  order. 

ADDITIONAL  COMMITTEE  QUESTIONS 

Senator  Reid.  Mr.  Beasley,  Chief,  and  rest  of  the  individuals  you 
brought  with  you,  we  appreciate  very  much  your  appearance  here 
today. 

I  have  additional  questions,  as  do  other  members.  They  have 
submitted  them  already  or,  if  not,  they  will  shortly. 

[The  following  questions  were  not  asked  at  the  hearing,  but  were 
submitted  to  the  Forest  Service  for  response  subsequent  to  the 
hearing:] 
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ADDITIONAL  COMMITTEE  QUESTIONS 

PROPOSED  BUDGET  RESTRUCTURING 
Late  last  year,  the  Forest  Service  revealed  its  proposed  budget  restructuring. 

001 .  Ouestion:   What  progress  is  being  made  in  reaching  agreement  on  the 
performance  or  accomplishment  measures  to  be  used  in  helping  to  evaluate 
the  budget? 

Answer :    As  a  pilot  for  the  Government  Performance  and  Results  Act 
(GPRA) ,  the  Forest  Service  has  completed  a  draft  Annual  Performajnce  Plan 
for  FY  1994.   This  plan  contains  budget -based  programmatic  goals  and  a 
series  of  performance  indicators  that  provide  a  basis  for  evaluating 
movement  towards  achieving  these  outcome -oriented  goals.   The  Agency  has 
begun  a  comprehensive  evaluation  of  the  performauice  indicators  identified 
in  this  performance  plan  as  well  as  those  previously  developed  and  tested 
as  part  of  the  All  Resources  Reporting  effort.   The  Agency  goal  is  to 
identify  a  corporate  set  of  performance  measures  for  use  in  various 
plans,  processes  and  reports.   These  measures  are  expected  to  be  utilized 
for  FY  1995. 

002.  Question:   What  do  you  see  as  the  major  downside  of  staying  with  the 
status  quo? 

Answer :   The  major  downside  of  staying  with  the  current  budget  structure 
is  the  perpetuation  of  a  system  that  does  not  work  on  the  ground,  works 
against  reasonable  accountability  and  provides  no  flexibility  to  adapt  to 
changed  conditions.   It  would  also  seriously  inhibit  an  integrated 
approach  to  implementation  of  ecosystem  management.   Maintaining  the 
status  quo  would  also  perpetuate  current  accounting  and  reporting 
inefficiencies  and  inaccuracies,  continue  the  focus  on  inputs  (i.e., 
expenditures)  rather  than  outcomes  (i.e.,  accomplishments),  and  increase 
rather  than  decrease  the  need  for  greater  reprograuraning  authority  at  the 
Agency  level . 

One  of  the  major  concerns  of  the  Committee,  and  others,  in  evaluating  the 
proposed  budget  restructuring  is  to  be  certain  that  we  will  still  be  able  to 
understand  what  is  happening  with  the  dollars  appropriated  each  year  -  -  eind 
that  funds  don't  get  moved  around  during  the  course  of  the  year. 

003.  Ouestion:   How  do  you  propose  to  address  these  concerns?  What  will  be 
the  controlling  factors  as  funds  are  allocated  to  the  field  units? 

Answer:   The  Forest  Service  recognizes  the  need  to  be  fully  accountable 
for  its  perf ormemce .   However,  the  current  system  is  widely  viewed  as 
unworlcable  .in  am  increasingly  complex  mauiagement  situation  that  requires 
an  interdisciplinary  approach.   The  complexity  of  the  current  budget 
structure  and  the  cumbersome  reprogramming  procedures  place  the  Agency, 
Administration,  Congress  and  the  ..public  in  a  no-win  situation. 
Performance  is  focused  on  the  ability  to  make  accounts  balance  and  not  on 
actual  progreun  accomplishments.   The  tendency  to  "charge  as  funded" 
rather  than  "charge  as  worked"  becomes  more  prevalent  towards  the  end  of 
each  fiscal  year  as  the  need  to  balance  out  the  myriad  accounts  becomes 
increasingly  important.   This  results  in  inaccurate  financial  information 
amd,  most  importaintly,  the  unsubstantiated  belief  that  the  Agency  is 
being  accountaible .   We  intend  to  describe  what  we  intend  to  accomplish 
better  than  we  do  now.   We  also  plan  to  document,  monitor  amd  report  on 
funds  reprograunmed .   We  strongly  believe  that  the  Congress  and  the  public 
will  have  more  reliable  information  than  they  now  have. 

In  one  paragraph  of  the  budget  (p.  3-9),  it  states  that  the  proposal  will 
"reduce  the  number  of  expanded  budget  line  items  to  be  reported  in  the 
accounting  system",  but  in  the  next  sentence  it  states  that  "accounting  data 
presently  part  of  the  EBLI's  will  be  available." 

004.  Ouestion:   This  appears  to  be  saying  two  contradictory  things  --  which 
will  it  be? 
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Answer :    We  do  not  view  these  statements  as  contradictory.   Much  greater 
detail  in  the  Agency's  accounting  data  has  always  been  available  through 
the  activity  code  structure.   While  the  Agency  is  asking  for  more 
flexibility  in  how  funds  are  spent  so  as  to  better  implement  ecosystem 
management,  reduce  the  need  to  precisely  balance  out  numerous  accounts  at 
myriad  accounting  units,  auid  respond  to  changing  resource  conditions,  we 
are  also  saying  that  planning  and  reporting  to  a  more  detailed  level  can, 
should,  and  will  continue.   The  information  Congress  and  the  public  needs 
to  see  on  how  we  propose  to  spend  funds  received  (through  the  Explanatory 
Notes)  as  well  as  how  we  actually  spend  them  (through  All  Resources 
Reporting  and  the  CFO  Annual  Report)  will  be  availcOole,  at  a  minimum,  to 
the  current  level  of  detail. 

One  criticism  of  the  current  budget  is  its  cumbersome  nature. 

005.  Question:   Congress  completed  action  on  the  FY  1994  Interior  bill  in 
early  November.   Have  the  allocations  of  these  funds  been  made  to  the 
forests  and  districts  yet? 

Answer :    The  Washington  Office  of  the  Forest  Service  completed  the  FY 
1994  allocation  to  regions,  research  stations,  the  Northeastern  Area  and 
other  appropriate  units  on  January  12,  1994,  with  the  release  of  the 
Agency's  FY  1994  Final  Program  Budget  Management  Information  (PBMI) .   As 
part  of  the  review  and  decision  process,  a  meeting  was  held  to  discuss 
allocations  with  regional  foresters.   Each  unit  began  the  process  of 
disaggregating  this  final  budget  advice  to  its  subunits  upon  receipt  of 
the  document.   To  the  best  of  our  knowledge,  the  FY  1994  budget  has  been 
allocated  to  the  forest  level  of  the  organization  in  all  regions.   The 
enormous  amount  of  work  associated  with  implementation  of  the  President's 
Draft  Forest  Plan  slowed  the  allocation  process  in  the  Pacific  Northwest 
(Region  6) . 

006.  Question:   What  steps  are  being  taken  by  the  Administration  (within  the 
agency.  Department,  and  0MB)  to  streamline  some  of  its  internal 
procedures  even  if  the  budget  line  items  remain  the  seutie? 

Answer :   The  Agency  is  continuing  to  work  on  a  number  of  improvements  to 
processes,  systems,  and  reports  associated  with  the  budget  system.   For 
example,  efforts  are  underway  to  improve  the  process  and  information 
linkages  between  forest  plans  and  budget  formulation;  to  develop,  test 
and  refine  performance  measures;  to  improve  the  quality  of  finemcial  and 
performance  information;  and  to  reduce  the  complexity  of  the  Agency's 
internal  activity  code  structure.   In  addition,  we  have  implemented  a 
streamlined  apportionment  process  by  going  from  quarterly  to  annually, 
auid  from  individual  fund  to  a  consolidated  fund  format.   These  actions 
will  help  but  it  will  not  substitute  for  the  need  to  simplify  the  basic 
structure,  provide  for  integrated  funding,  amd  provide  the  albility  to 
adjust  for  changed  conditions. 

007.  Question:   Why  is  it  that  the  agency  can  identify  that  it  may  have  the 
right  amount  of  funding  for  a  project  in  total,  but  the  wrong  mix  of 
dollars  in  the  various  budget  categories  --  but  can't  produce  a 
reprograunming  for  the  Committee  to  consider? 

Answer :    The  identification  of  total  funding  needs  for  projects  within 
prograuns  occurs  at  all  levels  of  the  organization  over  an  extended  period 
of  time  prior  to  the  fiscal  year  when  execution  needs  occur.  Currently, 
funding  for  resource  support  (e.g.,  timber)  is  proposed  and  appropriated 
by  the  Congress  each  year  in  the  expanded  budget  line  item  (EBLI)  of  the 
resource  program  providing  the  support  rather  than  in  the  EBLI  of  the 
progreun  whose  project  needs  the  support.   Consequently,  not  enough 
support  may  get  appropriated  in  one  or  more  EBLI's,  while  more  than  is 
needed  is  appropriated  in  other  EBLI's. 

The  differences  between  funding  needs  and  appropriations  received  at  the 
project  level  are  generally  not  known  at  the  field  level  until  well  into 
the  fiscal  year.   This  is  due  to  delays  in  receiving  Congressional 
appropriations  and  the  time  it  takes  to  get  funds  allocated  to  the  lowest 
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organizational  levels  in  the  Agency.   When  field  units  become  aware  of 
the  discrepancies  between  project  needs  and  availcible  funds  within  the 
numerous  accounts  they  have  to  manage,  an  internal  reallocation  of  funds 
(i.e.,  between  districts  on  a  forest,  between  forests  within  a  region, 
and  between  regions)  needs  to  occur  before  a  reprogramming  request  can  be 
made  to  Congress.   On- the-ground  situations  also  continue  to  change. 
Contracts  are  not  bid  at  the  anticipated  rate  and  a  myriad  of  other 
changes  occur.   There  are  literally  thousands  of  changes  that  are 
necessary  aind  they  are  not  all  capaible  of  being  identified  at  the  same 
time.   This  takes  time  and  makes  it  difficult  to  implement  some  projects 
without  violating  basic  financial  management  principles  (e.g., 
charged-as-worked) ,  particularly  later  in  the  fiscal  year.   Fewer 
accounts  and  greater  authority  to  reprogram  within  the  Agency  would 
alleviate  these  problems. 

008.  Question:   What  would  be  your  response  if  the  Committees  were  to  choose 
to  approach  this  issue  of  budget  restructuring  incrementally  to  see  how 
it  works  at  first  --  perhaps  by  agreeing  to  the  ecosystem  line, 
redefining  the  "benefitting  function"  concept,  and  collapsing  a  few  of 
the  line  items,  but  not  all  of  them?   Do  you  think  it  makes  some  sense  to 
see  how  this  would  work  and  whether  the  agency  can  better  follow  the 
reprogramming  guidelines  under  this  contruct? 

Answer:   An  incremental  approach  to  budget  restructuring  could  result  in 
many  of  the  benefits  we  believe  would  occur  if  the  entire  proposal  was 
approved.   Creation  of  an  Ecosystem  Planning,  Inventory  and  Monitoring 
budget  line  item  for  the  National  Forest  System  would  provide  a  common 
funding  source  for  a  more  comprehensive  implementation  of  ecosystem 
managment  within  the  Agency.   Consolidation  of  some  existing  line  items 
would  provide  greater  flexibility  to  respond  to  changed  resource 
conditions  cind  simplify  some  of  our  accounting.   While  consolidation  of 
some  specific  accounts  would  probably  provide  greater  benefits  than  the 
consolidation  of  others,  any  consolidation  would  be  a  step  in  the  right 
direction.   Redefining  the  "benefiting  function"  concept  would  provide 
for  better  resource  integration  and  assist  in  the  implementation  of 
ecosyste'm  management.   If  this  was  coupled  with  reprograunming  authority 
that  could  be  delegated  to  the  forests,  even  if  only  on  a  pilot  basis, 
this  would  go  a  long  way  towards  having  a  system  that  will  work  on  the 
ground . 

One  part  of  the  budget  proposal  is  to  establish  an   ecosystem  management, 
inventory,  planning  and  monitoring  line. 

009.  Question:   Is  it  accurate  to  assume  that  this  new  line  will  finally  begin 
to  help  us  get  a  handle  on  what  the  true  costs  of  forest  planning  are 
above  the  project  level? 

Answer:   Our  intent  is  to  establish  codes  within  the  accounting  system  to 
monitor  expenditures  associated  with  the  activities  defined  by  this 
budget  line  item.   One  of  these  activities  is  forest  land  management 
planning.   There  are,  however,  a  number  of  other  activities  that  need  to 
be  funded  out  of  this  budget  line  item.   Creation  of  the  BLI  without 
sufficient  funding  to  cover  all  activities  will  put  us  in  the  same 
situation  we  are  in  now.   Without  adequate  funding,  activities  such  as 
forest  planning,  eco-regional  assessments,  integrated  resource 
inventories  cind  monitoring  would  have  to  be  multi-financed  from  a  variety 
of  sources  if  deemed  important  enough  to  undertake.   This  creates 
managment  and  accounting  problems,  and  the  potential  for  the  inaccurate 
financial  information  you  alluded  to. 

PACIFIC  NORTHWEST  FOREST  PLAN 

010.  Question:   What  is  the  current  status  of  the  plan?   When  is  it  expected 
that  the  judge  will  rule? 

Answer:   The  Final  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FSEIS) 
was  released  on  February  25th.   The  Record  of  Decision  (ROD)  was  signed 
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on  April  13th.   Following  the  signing  of  the  ROD  it,  along  with  the  FSEIS 
was  presented  to  Judge  Dwyer  by  the  Department  of  Justice  requesting  the 
injunction  be  lifted.   As  to  when  Judge  Dwyer  will  rule  is  unknown  at 
this  time. 

Oil.   Question:   If  Judge  Dwyer  accepts  the  plain  and  lifts  the  injunctions  that 
have  been  in  place  for  several  years  now,  what  is  the  next  step  for  the 
Forest  Service? 

Answer:   The  Record  of  Decision  is  effective  on  May  20,  although  we  can 
not  auction  or  award  timber  sales  in  suitable  Northern  Spotted  Owl  areas 
until  Judge  Dwyer  lifts  the  injunction.   The  Community  Assistance  portion 
of  the  President's  Plan  has  been  actively  implemented.   In  the  last  five 
months,  the  Community  Economic  Revitalization  Teams  have  already  funded 
nearly  $9  million  in  projects.  This  has  included  the  cities  of  Forks  and 
Centralia,  the  counties  of  Clallam,  Jefferson  zmd  Kitsap  and  the  Lummi 
and  Quinault  tribes  in  Washington  State;  and  the  cities  of  Scio, 
Springfield,  auid  Oakridge  and  Douglas  County  in  Oregon. 

012.  Question.   Are  there  timber  sales  prepared  which  are  consistent  with  the 
draft  plan  and  which  would  be  "ready  to  go"  if  the  injunctions  are 
lifted?   How  much  volume  is  associated  with  these  sales? 

Answer .   There  is  about  31  MMBF  in  the  24  sales  released  from  the 
injunction  by  Judge  Dwyer  on  March  24.   All  but  two  of  these  sales  have 
been  awarded.   We  expect  all  24  to  be  awarded  by  May  20th.   These  sales 
were  moved  forward  as  the  result  of  an  agreement  reached  last  October 
between  the  Administration  and  twelve  environmental  groups  involved  in 
the  spotted  owl  litigation  against  the  government.   The  sales  are  all 
consistent  with  the  President's  preferred  forest  management  plan,  and  had 
been  held  up  by  the  injunction  barring  new  sales  in  northern  spotted  owl 
habitat.   There  is  about  50  MMBF  of  additional  timber  volume  in  30  other 
sales  that  are  part  of  the  sales  identified  in  last  October's  agreement, 
but  which  are  not  "ready  to  go"  immediately.   We  expect  that  some  of  this 
volume  could  be  offered  by  the  end  of  FY  1994  if  the  injunction  were 
lifted  soon  enough. 

013 .  Question .   How  much  timber  would  be  able  to  be  prepared  in  the  region 
during  the  summer  season? 

Answer .   If  the  current  injunction  were  lifted  prior  to  this  summer,  some 
additional  volume  might  be  able  to  be  offered  by  the  end  of  September, 
above  what  is  currently  planned.   However,  there  are  too  many 
uncertainties  at  this  time  to  make  an  accurate  estimate  of  either  this 
additional  offer  volume  or  of  additional  volume  that  might  be  in  the  sale 
preparation  pipeline  by  the  end  of  this  fiscal  year.   For  example,  we  do 
not  yet  know  all  the  consultation  requirements,  the  analysis  required  for 
watershed  assessments,  and  all  the  needs  for  the  adaptive  mamagement  area 
plans.   Also,  with  the  requirements  of  the  new  appeal  regulations  we 
could  expect  anywhere  from  120  to  180  days  additional  time,  after  the 
environmental  analysis  is  completed  and  released  for  comment,  before 
sales  could  be  offered.   There  also  remains  uncertainty  about  when  Judge 
Dwyer  will  make  a  decision  on  our  final  plain. 

014 .  Question:   How  much  timber  do  you  envision  offering  for  sale  in  Region  6 

(Oregon  and  Washington)  in  FY  1994?   In  FY  1995? 

Answer:   The  total  offer  for  all  of  Region  6  is  estimated  to  be  between 
450  to  600  MMBF  in  FY  1994  and  575  to  725  MMBF  in  FY  1995.   We  plan  on 
working  on  a  greater  volume  than  this  as  provided  for  in  the  President's 
Budget,  but  this  is  all  that  we  expect  to  be  completed  through  FY  1995. 

015.  Question:   How  much  of  the  prepared  on-the-shelf  volume  and  in  the 
pipeline  in  Region  6  would  need  to  be  reworked  to  meet  new  endangered 
species  or  ecosystem  requirements? 

Answer :   This  is  unknown  at  this  time.   Until  currently  ongoing 
consultation  on  listed  species  other  than  the  spotted  owl  is  completed  we 
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will  not  know  what  the  requirements  are  to  obtain  a  non- jeopardy 
opinion.   We  also  have  not  been  granted  an  incidental  take  (a  permit 
issued  from  F&WLS  for  removal  of  habitat)  for  our  overall  conservation 
strategy  for  the  owl  (Alternative  9  in  the  FSEIS) ,  so  there  still  remains 
some  uncertainty  aUjout  whether  all  projects  consistent  with  the  strategy 
will  pass  consultation. 

The  FY  1995  budget  includes  an  estimated  $97  million  in  support  of  the 
President's  proposed  plan  for  the  Pacific  Northwest  Forests. 

016.  Question:   What  are  the  major  components  of  these  proposed  expenditures? 
Is  this  amount  what  you  believe  is  necessary  to  do  the  job  in  FY  1995? 

Answer:   For  FYs  1994  and  1995,  we  prioritized  our  available  dollars  to 
accomplish  the  work  associated  with  the  Mandatory  Actions  (watershed 
assessment,  timber  sales  program,  adaptive  mcmagement  areas  and 
monitoring) .   By  completing  these  actions,  at  the  end  of  FY  1995, 
two- thirds  of  the  watershed  assessment  work  will  be  completed.   The  FY 
1995  President's  Budget  also  includes  $33.0  million  to  fund  High  Priority 
Actions  (Rural  Community  Assistance  and  Ecosystem  Restoration  "Jobs  in 
the  Woods")  called  for  in  the  interagency  Memorandum  of  Understanding  for 
Economic  Adjustment  and  Community  Assistance.   Subsecjuent  to  the 
development  of  the  President's  Budget  on  April  13,  1994  the  Record  of 
Decision  was  signed.   This  resulted  in  a  reduction  in  timber  volume  eind 
increased  funding  of  $5.9  million  above  the  President's  Budget  of  $97.0. 
This  will  the  funding  level  for  the  President's  Plan  for  the  Pacific 
Northwest  to  $102.9  million. 

017.  Question:   If  more  is  needed,  where  do  you  propose  other  reductions  in 
the  Forest  Service  budget  in  order  to  stay  within  the  budget  caps? 

Answer :   We  do  not  anticipate  a  need  to  increase  the  funding  for  the 
President's  Plan.   We  have  identified  the  most  important  components  of 
the  President's  Forest  Plan  for  FYs  1994  and  1995.   Any  substantial 
increase  in  funding  of  the  plan  would  need  to  be  taken  from  other 
regions . 

018.  Question:   How  does  the  funding  proposed  for  F.Y  1995  compare  to  the 
amounts  available  in  FY  1994? 

Answer :   Final  funding  in  FY  1994  to  implement  the  President's  Forest 
Plan  is  $95.8  million.   The  FY  1995  President's  Budget  has  $97.0  million 
identified,  however,  with  the  signing  of  the  ROD  on  .^ril  13,  1994  this 
has  been  increased  to  $102.9  million. 

Information  provided  to  the  Committee  indicates  that  approximately  $34.8 
million  was  "re-directed"  for  forest  plan  activities  in  FY  1994. 

019.  Question:   From  where  were  these  funds  "re-directed"? 

Answer:   The  $34.8  million  was  derived  from  a  shift  in  priorities  from 
the  base  progreun  of  the  owl  forests  in  Regions  5  emd  6  and  the  Pacific 
Northwest  amd  Pacific  Southwest  Research  Experiment  Stations  to  implement 
the  plan.   The  forest  plan  redefined  the  work  to  be  done  in  many  cases. 

020.  Question:   How  did  the  Agency  decide  which  program  areas  would  be 
"contributors"  to  this  re -direction? 

Answer :   Our  effort  was  to  implement  the  plan  within  Regions  5  &  6  owl 
forests  to  the  maximum  extent  feasible  within  various  contraints .   Funds 
were  not  redirected  from  other  regions  because  any  substantial 
redirection  to  increase  the  funding  for  the  President's  Plan  would  have 
adverse  effects  to  our  over-all  programs. 

021.  Question:   Are  additional  re-directions  anticipated  in  FY  1995? 

Answer:   No,  we  are  not  anticipating  the  need  to  re-direct  additional 
funds  for  FY  1995.   With  the  signing  of  the  ROD  on  i^ril  13,  1994  we  are 
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proposing  to  increase  the  funding  from  the  $97.0  million  in  the 
President's  Budget  to  $102.9  million. 

The  budget  indicates  (p.  1-3)  that  approximately  $7.3  million  of  the  funds 
proposed  in  FY  1995  will  be  used  for  10  adaptive  management  areas. 

022.  Question;   What  are  the  10  areas  and  what  is  their  purpose?   What  makes 
the  management  of  these  areas  different  from  other  national  forests? 

Answer:   With  the  signing  of  the  Record  of  Decision  on  April  13,  1994  a 
reduction  of  timber  volume  has  occurred  which  resulted  in  am  increase  to 
$11.6  million  available  for  Adaptive  Management  Areas.   The  10  Adaptive 
Management  Areas  are : 

1.  Applegate  Adaptive  Management  Area,  Oregon. 

2.  Blue  River  Adaptive  Management  Area,  Oregon. 

3.  Cispus  Adaptive  Management  Area,  Washington. 

4.  Finney  Adaptive  Management  Area,  Washington. 

5.  Goosenest  Adaptive  Management  Area,  California. 

6.  Hayfork  Adaptive  Management  Area,  California. 

7.  Little  River  Adaptive  Management  Area,  Oregon. 

8.  Northern  Oregon  Range  Adaptive  Meuiagement  Area,  Oregon. 

9.  Olympic  Adaptive  Management  Area,  Washington. 

10.     Snoqualmie  Pass  Adaptive  Management  Area,  Washington. 

Adaptive  Management  Areas  are  landscape  units,  ranging  from  about  84,000 
to  nearly  400,000  acres  of  federal  lands,  designed  to  encourage  the 
development  and  testing  of  technical  and  social  approaches  to  achieving 
desired  ecological,  economic,  and  other  social  objectives.   The  over 
arching  objective  for  Adaptive  Management  Areas  is  to  learn  how  to  do 
ecosystem  management  in  terms  of  both  technical  and  social  challenges, 
and  in  a  manner  consistent  with  applicable  laws.   We  are  hoping  that 
localized,  idiosyncratic  approaches  that  may  achieve  the  conservation 
objectives  of  the  President's  Plan  can  be  pursued.  These  approaches  rely 
on  the  experience  and  ingenuity  of  resource  msmagers  amd  communities 
rather  than  traditionally  derived  and  tightly  prescriptive  approaches 
that  are  generally  applied  in  management  of  foreets. 

Establishment  of  Adaptive  Management  Areas  is  not  intended  to  discourage 
the  development  of  innovative  social  and  technical  approaches  to  forest 
resource  issues  in  other  locales.   These  are  intended  to  provide  a 
geographic  focus  for  innovation  and  experimentation  with  the  intent  that 
such  experience  will  be  widely  shared.   We  are  expecting  to  use  these 
areas  to  explore  alternative  ways  of  doing  business  internally,  with  each 
other,  and  with  other  organizations,  local  and  state  government,  cind 
private  landowners.   In  effect,  the  areas  should  be  used  to  "learn  to 
manage"  as  well  as  "manage  to  learn." 

023.  Question :   How  will  funds  be  used?   Why  are  more  funds  needed  for  these 
areas  than  for  ecosystem-oriented  management  in  ciny  of  the  other  national 
forests? 

Answer :   The  primary  reason  funding  for  the  Adaptive  Management  Areas  is 
higher  than  for  national  forests  is  due  to  what  they  are  desicfned  to 
accomplish;   development  and  testing  of  technical  and  social  approaches 
that  achieve  desired  ecological,  economic,  and  other  social  objectives. 
We  are  expecting  to  use  these  areas  to  explore  alternative  ways  of  doing 
business  internally,  with  each  other,  and  with  other  organizations,  local 
and  state  government,  and  private  landowners  at  a  landscape  level  of 
management.   We  are  expecting  innovative  approaches  to  management  be 
tested  and  developed  in  these  areas  that  then  can  be  applied  to  the 
national  forests.   This  effort  will  be  more  costly  than  traditional 
management  of  a  national  forest  on  an  acre  for  acre  basis. 

024.  Question:   Will  special  regulatory  permits  be  necessary  to  engage  in 
particular  types  of  management  activities?   If  so,  who  will  be 
responsible  for  issuing  them? 
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Answer:   Special  regulatory  permits  will  not  be  necessary  to  engage  in 
experimental  activities  in  the  Adaptive  Management  Areas.   However,  all 
activities  must  comply  with  existing  laws  such  as  the  Endangered  Species 
Act,  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act,  the  National  Forest 
Management  Act,  the  Federal  Lands  Policy  Mcinagement  Act,  the  Federal 
Advisory  Committee  Act,  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act,  the  Clean 
Water  Act,  the  Clean  Air  Act,  and  treaty  rights.   Management  and 
regulatory  agencies  are  to  work  together  to  determine  ways  to  expedite 
management  while  ensuring  compliance,  to  improve  cooperation  through 
planning  and  on- the -ground  consultation,  and  to  avoid  confrontation. 

Each  area  will  have  a  plan  that  uses  an  individual,  interagency  approach 
to  planning  in  its  development.   The  plan  should  address  or  provide: 

A  shared  vision  of  the  Adaptive  Management  area,  (e.g.,  the  kind  of 
knowledge  the  participants  hope  to  gain) .   Learning  should  include 
social  and  political  knowledge,  not  just  biological  and  physical 
information . 

The  budget  recommends  $4.5  million  for  old  growth  diversification  projects,  a 
decrease  of  nearly  $2  million  from  the  FY  1994  level.   In  describing  the 
proposed  allocation  of  the  funds,  the  Forest  Service  has  indicated  that  $3 
million  of  the  total  will  be  allocated  as  directed  in  FY  1994  between  Oregon, 
Washington,  and  Northern  California. 

025.  Question:   How  will  the  remaining  $1.5  million  requested  in  the  budget  be 
used?  What  will  be  the  distribution  among  the  states? 

Answer :   The  balance  of  the  allocation  will  also  be  distributed  between 
Oregon,  Washington,  and  Northern  California.   The  distribution  will  be 
40%  each  to  Washington  and  Oregon,  and  20V  to  northern  California. 

026.  Question:   What  types  of  projects  are  being  funded  with  these  funds? 

Answer:   The  funds  are  being  used  to  expand  the  opportunities  for 
timber -dependent  communities  in  Washington,  Oregon,  and  Northern 
California  to  diversify  local  economies  and  encourage  value-added  wood 
products  manufacturing.   Through  use  of  these  funds,  the  State  of 
Washington  has  established  a  revolving  loan  program  to  make  direct  grants 
to  forest  products  firms  introducing  or  improving  value-added 
manuf actoring  processes  in  their  existing  operations.   In  Oregon,  these 
funds  have  assisted  with  the  conversion  of  old-growth  processing  capacity 
to  more  diverse  wood  products  processing. 

Examples  of  projects  include:   In  Washington,  a  loan  for  $250,000  was 
approved  for  Timberline  Forest  Products,  Inc.,  in  Snohomish  County  for  a 
SI. 6  million  expansion  of  its  door  component  and  cutstock  operation.   The 
project  will  double  the  company's  production  capabilities  and  increase 
employment  from  about  70  to  120  positions.   In  Oregon,  a  $100,000  gramt 
to  Snow  Mountain  Pine,  Inc.,  was  matched  with  $3.3  million  of  state  and 
private  sector  money  to  allow  expansion  of  the  company  into  a  cut  stock 
operation  for  the  production  of  high  value  wood  product  parts.   The 
company  anticipates  hiring  64  additonal  people  as  a  result  of  this 
expansion. 

027.  Question:    How  are  the  activities  funded  in  this  budget  category 
different  from  those  funded  in  the  economic  recovery  or  PNW  community 
assistance  line- items? 

Answer:   These  activities  have  a  narrower  focus  in  that  they  are  tied  to 
diversifying  local  economies  auid  encouraging  value-added  wood  products 
manufacturing  in  timber -dependent  communities.   The  Old  Growth 
Diversification  funds  pass  to  the  affected  state  for  distribution.   In 
the  case  of  the  Economic  Recovery  and  the  PNW  Community  Assistance  funds, 
the  Forest  Service  works  more  directly  with  the  affected  communities. 
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028.  Question:   If  these  line-items  were  combined  into  one,  what  would  be  the 
effect?   Are  there  different  authorizations  guiding  how  you  administer 
the  funds  for  each  program? 

Answer :   The  proposed  budget  for  the  Forest  Service  combines  these  line 
items  under  the  Economic  Action  Programs  expanded  budget  line  item  under 
the  Cooperative  Forestry  budget  line  item.   The  effect  will  be  that 
programs  and  projects  that  focus  on  strengthening  local  and  regional 
economies  through  diversification  and  helping  communities  capitalize  on 
their  natural  resource  based  potential  cind  assets  will  logically  be 
located  under  one  line  item.   This  will  allow  us  to  be  more  responsive  to 
changing  needs  for  technical  and  financial  assistance  at  the  local  and 
regional  levels. 

There  are  different  authorizations  for  administration  of  each  of  these 
program  areas,  and  there  are  differences  in  the  work  that  cam  be  done 
under  those  different  authorities.   For  example.  Old  Growth 
Diversification  does  not  make  provisions  for  the  Agency  to  provide  direct 
technical  assistance  to  affected  communities.   Another  exaunple  is  that  in 
order  for  a  community  to  be  eligible  to  receive  Economic  Recovery  funds 
they  must  be  located  within  100  miles  from  National  Forest  Systems  lands. 

ORGANIZATIONAL  STRUCTURE 

The  decline  in  the  timber  program  has  contributed  to  a  pressing  need  to  achieve 
some  reductions  in  the  size  of  the  Forest  Service  workforce. 

029.  Question:   How  does  the  current  size  of  the  Forest  Service  (in  terms  of 
staffing)  compare  to  two  years  ago?   Specifically,  what  has  happened  with 
the  timber  program,  including  support  from  engineering? 

Answer :   Permanent  employment  in  the  Forest  Service  has  declined  in  size 
from  35,358  (9-30-92)  to  33,899  (as  of  i^ril  11,  1994) --a  reduction  of 
1,459  positions.   We  do  not  know  how  many  employees  directly  worked  in 
the  timber  program,  but  from  February  1992,  through  March  28,  1994,  the 
number  of  Foresters  in  permanent  positions  declined  by  407,  forestry 
technicams  by  357,  civil  engineers  by  111,  amd  civil  engineering 
technicans  by  212 . 

030.  Question:   What  is  happening  to  the  staffing  levels  in  the  non-commodity 
prograuns- -are  reductions  occurring  there  commensurate  with  decreases  in 
the  timber  support  prograun?   Please  quantify. 

Answer :   Most  of  the  reductions  have  been  related  to  timber  and 
administrative  positions  such  as  personnel  and  procurement.   Headquarters 
staffing  has  been  reduced  at  all  levels  of  the  orgauiization  in  commodity 
and  non-commodity  areas.   Some  prograun  areas,  such  as  Research,  Law 
Enforcement,  State  and  Private  Forestry,  and  Ecosystem  Management,  have 
expanded.   The  USDA-FS  database  does  not  display  employment  by  commodity 
versus  non -commodity.   The  following  table  shows  the  number  of  permanent 
employees  in  selected  occupational  series.   (Note:  the  timber  and 
administrative  positions  show  a  decline  while  occupations  related  to 
ecosystem  management  show  growth.) 

Occupational  Series 2/90 4/92 3/94 

Foresters 

Forestry  Technicans 

Civil  Engineers 

Engineering  Technicans 

Personnel  * 

Procurement  ♦* 

Fishery  Biologists 

Wildlife  Biologists 

Botanists 

Ecologists 

*   Series  201,  203,  212, 
**  Series  llOl  and  1102 


5,283 

5 

341 

4,934 

7,807 

7 

854 

7,497 

1,071 

1 

04  3 

932 

1,795 

1 

683 

1,471 

776 

876 

863 

1,124 

1 

109 

995 

236 

294 

357 

688 

895 

900 

46 

99 

120 

84 

122 

177 

and  221 
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031.  Question :   Are  you  achieving  reductions  through  attrition,  or  will 
reductions  in  force  be  necessary? 

Answer :   The  Forest  Service  does  not  expect  to  implement  a 
reduction- in-force  (RIF)  in  FY  1994  and  FY  1995.   The  Forest  Service 
policy  is  that  RIF  is  a  last  resort.   Under  the  Federal  Workforce 
Restructuring  Act  of  1994,  the  Forest  Service  received  the  authority  to 
offer  voluntary  separation  incentives  to  certain  employees.   This  will 
allow  the  agency  to  reduce  and  streamline  in  a  mere  cost  effective  way. 
As  of  April  14,  1994,  approximately  2,200  employees  have  elected  to 
accept  the  incentive. 

032.  Question:   How  are  the  $58  million  in  organizational  contingency  costs 
that  were  included  in  the  FY  1994  budget  being  expended?   Will  these 
funds  be  sufficient  to  address  the  downsizing  costs,  or  will  program 
dollars  need  to  be  used  to  achieve  the  reductions? 

Answer :   The  $58  million  contingency  fund  will  be  used  to  cover  costs 
associated  with  implementing  the  voluntary  separation  incentive 
activities  allowed  under  the  Federal  Restructuring  Act  of  1S94 .   The 
funds  will  also  be  used  to  cover  out-placement  of  surplus  employees, 
directed  reassignments,  and  retraining  of  employees  where  progrcim  changes 
require  downsizing. 

The  available  funding  is  expected  to  be  sufficient  to  address  downsizing 
needs.   However,  it  will  be  necessary  to  submit  a  reprogramming  request 
to  Congress  to  avoid  negatively  impacting  the  resource  programs.    So 
funds  are  availaUsle  in  the  appropriate  line  items  to  cover  downsizing 
costs . 

The  budget  proposes  an  increase  of  $24  million  for  road  construction,  but  the 
staffing  level  for  the  program  remains  level. 

033.  Question:   What  assumptions  are  made  in  the  FY  1995  budget  with  respect 
to  continued  progress  in  downsizing  the  organization? 

Answer :   The  assumption,  in  the  FY  1995  budget  concerning  downsizing  was 
that  the  ceiling  would  be  reduced  an  additional  606  FTEs .   With  the 
Federal  Workforce  Restructuring  Act  of  1994,  the  Forest  Service  has 
offered  sufficient  voluntary  separation  incentives  to  employees  which 
allows  the  Agency  to  achieve  the  needed  reduction  in  FY  1994.   This  will 
meet  the  requirements  of  Executive  Order  12839  which  mandates  that  each 
Executive  Department  shall  eliminate  not  less  than  4  percent  of  its 
civilian  personnel  positions,  from  September  30,  1992,  to  September  30, 
1995. 

034 .  Question :   what  is  happening  here?  Are  we  to  infer  from  this  that  the 
program  has  had  too  much  staff  for  the  job  at  hand  and  that  a  25  percent 
increase  in  funding  won't  require  any  additional  people? 

Answer:   The  FTE  estimate  for  FY  1995  matches  the  workforce  required  to 
implement  the  $121  million  Forest  Road  Program  proposed  in  FY  1995. 

The  FY  1994  FTE  estimate  does  represent  over-staf f ing .   With  authority 
for  buy  out  we  are  likely  to  have  a  smaller  number  than  previously 
estimated  for  FY  1994.   The  engineering  workforce  has  been  declining  over 
the  past  few  years  but  has  not  matched  the  rapid  decreases  in  road 
construction  funding. 

The  budget  suggest  that  road  construction  staffing  has  decreased  nearly  20 
percent  between  FY  1993  and  the  FY  1994  budget. 

035.  Question:   Is  this  the  case,  or  have  positions  remained,  but  been  filled 
by  other  resources,  such  as  salvage? 

Answer :  The  workforce  doing  road  construction  and  reconstruction  work  and 
being  paid  with  road  construction  funds  is  estimated  to  drop  about  19 
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percent  from  FY  1993  to  FY  1994.   Some  positions  were  funded  from  the 
expanded  salvage  sale  authority  for  timber  pipeline  work.  We  will  have  an 
actual  use  level  at  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year. 

TIbEER 

The  FY  1995  timber  sales  program  assumes  that  cost  increases  will  be  offset  by 
cost  efficiency  savings  and  some  shifts  in  the  regional  distributions  of  the 
total  progreun. 

036.  Question:   Are  there  specific  cost  efficiencies  that  can  be  pointed  to, 
or  are  these  illusory  savings? 

Answer :   The  Timber  Cost  Efficiency  Study,  Final  Report  that  was 
submitted  to  Congress  contains  a  list  of  actions  that  the  Agency  is 
undertaking  to  reduce  costs  and  put  more  efficiency  into  the  prograim. 
Those  action  items  are  contained  on  pp.  65-67  of  that  report  and  in  the 
Regional  Action  Plans.   These  actions  include  changing  organizations, 
changing  budget  structures,  monitoring  unit  costs,  reducing  overhead 
costs,  sharing  skills,  and  changing  processes.   All  these  actions  have 
the  effect  of  increasing  efficiency  and  reducing  the  increases  in  unit 
costs.   There  is  no  way  to  track  or  to  estimate  the  cost  savings  of  each 
"action . " 

037.  Question:   How  will  the  regional  distribution  of  the  program  change? 
Where  are  you  going  to  reduce  in  order  to  fund  more? 

Answer :   Changes  in  the  regional  distribution  are  already  occurring.   As 
outlined  in  the  FY  1994  Appropriations  Act  Conference  Report,  "...  the 
Forest  Service  should  be  attentive  to  the  areas  where  the  greatest 
opportunity  exists  for  sales  to  proceed."   Those  forests  east  of  the 
Mississippi  have  lower  unit  costs  and  are  successful  in  offering  sales. 
Therefore  efforts  are  made  to  fund  their  programs.   Some  of  the  western 
regions  have  already  been  substantially  reduced  because  of  their 
capability  -  they  also  tend  to  be  the  higher  unit  cost  regions.   Even 
though  all  regions  have  had  their  progrcuns  reduced  in  recent  years,  the 
larger  percentage  reductions  have  occurred  in  the  more  costly  regions. 

The  budget  also  states  (p.  8-44)  that  the  FY  1995  funding  level  does  not 
include  the  cost  of  advance  sales  preparation  for  the  timber  sales  pipeline. 

038.  Question:   Does  this  meam  that  all  of  the  FY  1995  funds  will  be  used  for 
preparation  of  FY  1995  sales,  and  that  no  work  will  be  done  for  the 
outyear  sales  program? 

Answer:   The  intent  of  that  statement  in  the  FY  1995  budget  was  to 
indicate  that  funding  for  a  pipeline  initiative  scenario  was  not 
included . 

The  FY  1995  funds  requested  for  timber  sale  preparation  would  be  used  to 
prepare  current  year  as  well  as  out -year  sales,  since  preparation  of  a 
timber  sale  takes  more  than  one  field  season. 

039.  Question:  If  this  is  the  case,  why  aren't  you  proposing  to  renew  the 
pipeline  initiative  using  the  salvage  fund,  as  has  been  used  in  prior 
years? 

Answer :   In  past  years,  language  was  included  to  use  salvage  sale  funds 
to  replace  timber  sale  volume  lost  to  fire  and  other  causes.   This 
language  was  intended  to  restore  outyear  timber  sales  volume,  when  the 
pipeline  was  disrupted.   Given  recent  events  the  total  timber  sale  offer 
program  has  been  reduced  by  over  50%  from  FY  1990.   The  events  causing 
this  reduction  have  also  disrupted  the  timber  pipeline.   However,  efforts 
to  restore  the  pipeline  in  several  regions,  especially  Regions  3,  5  and 
6,  have  not  been  effective  because  of  the  uncertainty  of  court  actions, 
development  of  the  Supplemental  EIS  and  FEMAT  Report,  and  consultation 
with  the  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.   These  regions,  plus  others,  are 
also  in  the  midst  of  downsizing  their  organizations  to  better  match  the 
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current  timber  sale  program  levels.   Finally,  we  understand  that  the 
expanded  salvage  sale  language  would  need  to  be  scored  which  would 
require  this  program  to  compete  with  other  programs  for  scarce  funds.   In 
summary  we  did  not  propose  to  renew  this  initiative  because  of 
uncertainty  in  the  program,  a  workforce  that  exceeds  current  needs,  and 
competition  for  scarce  funds. 

SPENDING  CUTS 

Increasingly,  the  public  and  Members  of  Congress  are  advocating  deeper  cuts  in 
discretionary  spending.   Rather  than  saying  outright  what  they  are  no  longer 
willing  to  fund,  the  proponents  of  these  cuts  instead  propose  reductions  in 
certain  budget  categories,  or  object  classes,  such  as  travel,  transportation, 
contractual  services,  and  the  like.   The  perception  is  that  these  are  all 
administrative  categories  and  that  the  cuts  would  not  affect  program  delivery. 

The  Forest  Service  firefighting  accounts  have  never  been  proposed  for  exemption 
from  these  cuts.   Total  funding  in  these  two  accounts  is  $388  million  in  FY 
1995,  of  which  about  $110  million,  or  28  percent,  is  in  the  "other  services" 
budget  category.   This  object  class  is  usually  included  in  the  proposed 
across-the-board  cuts. 

040.   Question:   In  a  program  like  firefighting,  what  are  the  types  of  expenses 
funded  out  of  the  "other  services"  category? 

Answer:   "Other  services"  fund  emergency  fire  suppression  contracts  such 
as  retardant  aircraft,  contract  helicopters'  and  equipment  such  as 
showers,  caterers,  and  water  tenders  used  in  fire  camps. 

041.  Question:   Do  you  consider  these  types  of  purposes  to  be  administrative 
or  programmatic  in  nature? 

Answer :   These  are  programmatic  in  nature.   All  costs  are  specifically 
incurred  for  wildfire  suppression  activities. 

042.  Question:   How  would  your  firefighting  program  be  affected  if  a  cut  of  10 
percent  were  adopted  in  the  other  services  object  class  and  you  were 
precluded  from  making  up  the  difference  with  transfers  from  other 
accounts? 

Answer :   We  would  reduce  by  10%  the  contractual  commitments  which  would, 
in  turn,  reduce  our  ability  to  suppress  wildfire  effectively  and 
economically  because  critical  aircraft  and  equipment  would  not  be 
available . 

043.  Question:   For  your  actual  firefighting  program  in  FY  1993,  please 
provide  information  regarding  the  distribution,  by  state  of:  acres 
treated,  acres  burned,  presuppression  and  fuels  management  treatment,  and 
suppression  expenditures. 

Answer :   Acres  treated  for  presuppression  and  fuel  mainagement  treatment 
are  the  same,  as  shown  in  the  follbwing  table.   Suppression  expenditures 
are  not  available  by  State.   Suppression  cost  data  by  State,  or  by 
Region,  is  generally  not  a  precise  measure  of  activity  due  to  a  variety 
of  reasons:   fire  crossing  administrative  boundaries,  support  costs 
incurred  by  cooperators,  and  national  resources  mobilized  from  other 
States  (expenditures  for  personnel,  equipment,  etc.  shows  up  against  the 
State  where  these  resources  are  stationed,  not  where  the  fires 
occurred) .   Acres  burned  is  the  most  reliable  indicator  of  fire  activity 
by  State.   Acres  burned  by  wildfires  are  estimated. 
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SUIe 

Acres  Treated  for 

Presuppression  and 

Fuels 

Acres  burned 
by  wildfires 

Alabama 

30,789 

1,996 

Montana 

14,846 

586 

Alaska 

239 

248 

Nebraska 

700 

160 

Arizona 

27,222 

24,700 

Nevada 

113 

1,589 

Arkansas 

11,659 

1,533 

New  Hampshire 

0 

0 

California 

11,550 

13,982 

New  Jersey 

0 

0 

Colorado 

1 3,707 

788 

New  Mexico 

41,215 

112,000 

Connecticut 

0 

0 

New  York 

0 

0 

Delaware 

0 

0 

North  Carolina 

7,386 

1,412 

Florida 

44,355 

3,758 

North  Dakota 

0 

71 

Georgia 

6,914 

1,584 

Ohio 

0 

42 

Hawaii 

0 

0 

Oklahoma 

0 

330 

Idaho 

7,055 

614 

Oregon 

15,951 

2,524 

Illinois 

0 

24 

Pennsylvania 

0 

0 

Indiana 

0 

31 

Rhode  Island 

0 

0 

Iowa 

0 

0 

South  Carolina 

22,520 

643 

Kansas                        , 

0 

41 

South  Dakota 

2,220 

161 

Kentucky                    1 

1,553 

844 

Tennesse 

0 

319 

Louisiana 

25,035 

1,432 

Texas 

25,331 

702 

Maine 

0 

0 

Utah 

3,580 

3,171 

Maryland 

0 

0 

Vermont 

0 

3 

Massachusetts 

0 

0 

Virgina 

973 

382 

Michigan 

235 

112 

Washington 

0 

884 

Minnesota                  j 

1.577 

329 

West  Virgina 

0 

23 

Mississippi                   1 

65,048 

2,683 

Wisconsin 

500 

18 

Missouri 

832 

1,245 

Wyoming 

500 

273 

Total 

247,770 

55,943  i         iTotal 

1         1 

135,835 

125,295 

RECREATION  FACILITIES 

The  budget  proposes  a  decrease  of  $37.1  million  for  recreation  facilities 
construction . 

044.  Question:   Is  the  emphasis  on  facilities  operations  and  maintenance 
rather  than  on  new  facilities  construction? 

Answer:   Yes,  the  emphasis  for  the  recreation  construction  budget  is  on 
the  reconstruction  and  replacement  of  existing  facilities  in 
unsatisfactory  condition  in  order  to  reduce  the  $759  million  backlog  of 
deferred  facility  maintenance. 

045.  Question:   What  is  the  magnitude  of  the  recreation  infrastructure  on  our 
national  forests?   For  example,  how  many  campgrounds,  picnic  areas, 
fishing  areas,  visitor  centers,  or  other  such  facilities  are  out  there? 
In  general,  have  most  of  the  recreation  facility  needs  for  our  national 
forests  been  met? 

Answer :   Forest  Service  owned  recreation  facilities  include  about  4,500 
campgrounds,  1,500  picnic  areas,  1,200  boating  sites,  300  swimming  sites, 
345  interpretive  sites,  and  3,800  other  sites.   These  facilities  have  a 
combined  people-at-one-time  (PAOT)  capacity  of  about  875,000.   The  Forest 
Service  also  provides  recreation  opportunities  through  about  8,000 
special  use  permits  with  a  capacity  of  about  1,000,000  PAOTs . 


Recreation  facility  needs  for  our  national  forests  have  generally  not 
been  met.   As  of  the  end  of  FY  1993,  we  had  a  facility  maintenance  and 
repair  backlog  of  over  $750  million.   Mcuiy  of  these  facility  are  over  40 
years  old  and  are  in  great  need  of  repair.   Additional  funding  is  needed 
to  correct  health  amd  safety  problems,  provide  accessibility  for  persons 
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with  disabilities,  mitigate  further  resource  damage,  restore  water  and 
sewer  systems  and  bring  facilities  up  to  acceptable  standards  to  meet  the 
increasing  demand  for  recreation  on  NFS  leuids . 

PEST  SUPPRESSION 

The  budget  proposes  an  increase  of  $1.5  million  above  the  FY  1994  enacted  level 
for  forest  pest  mamagetnent .   These  funds  are  directed  towards  forest  health 
management  on  Federal  lands.   Reductions  are  proposed  in  cooperative  lands 
management  in  order  to  fund  an  increase  of  $1.1  million  in  prevention  and 
suppression  for  the  Forest  Plan  in  the  Pacific  Northwest.   No  funds  are 
included  for  the  emergency  pest  suppression  fund. 

046.   Question:   Last  year,  when  the  pest  suppression  fund  was  proposed  for 

elimination,  an  increase  was  proposed  for  the  state  and  private  account 
to  offset  the  effect  of  the  proposed  elimination.  Why  is  no  adjustment 
proposed  this  year? 

Answer :   No  adjustment  was  proposed  because  we  expect  that  about  $13.7 
million   from  the  FY  1994  Emergency  Pest  Suppression  fund  will  be  carried 
over.   We  believe  that  these  funds,  along  with  funding  requested  in  the 
President's  Budget,  will  be  very  close  to  anticipated  needs,  based  on  the 
5  year  average . 

04  7.   Question:   If  you  don't  have  enough  money  and  you  exhaust  the  emergency 
pest  suppression  fund,  where  will  you  turn  for  funding? 

Answer:   If  needs  were  to  exceed  the  $12.9  million  in  the  President's 
Budget  and  the  unused  portion  of  $13.7  million  from  the  FY  1994  Emergency 
Pest  Suppression  fund,  we  would  seek  an  emergency  declaration  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  that  would  allow  transfer  of  funds  from  other 
progrsuns  . 

048.  Question:   If  an  emergency  declaration  is  made  by  the  Secretary,  from 
which  programs  would  you  transfer  the  funding? 

Answer:   The  Secretary  would  make  the  final  determination  as  to  which 
USDA  progrcun(s)  would  be  involved  in  the  treuisfer  based  on  the 
circumstances  which  exist  at  the  time.  In  the  past,  land  acquisition  and 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  funds  have  been  used  for  this  purpose. 

049.  Question:   How  do  you  propose  to  repay  these  accounts,  particularly  since 
any  supplemental  would  have  to  be  offset  by  reductions  elsewhere  in  your 
budget? 

Answer :   There  is  no  requirement  to  repay  funds  transferred  under  the 
Secretary's  authority. 

050.  Question:   why  should  the  Congress  go  along  with  this  proposal  when  it 
would  be  left  to  us  to  try  and  find  savings  once  funds  have  been 
appropriated  if  we  needed  to  offset  a  supplemental  to  repay  any  transfer? 
After  all,  we  haven't  yet  been  able  to  repay  all  of  the  KV  funds 
transferred  for  fire  because  of  these  constraints. 

Answer :   If  the  Secretarys  emergency  authority  were  utilized,  there  would 
be  no  requirement  to  reimburse  the  donating  account. 

051.  Question :   What  is  the  current  unobligated  balamce  in  the  emergency  pest 
suppression  account?  What  do  you  expect  it  will  be  at  the  end  of  the 
fiscal  year? 

Answer:   On  March  30,  the  President  signed  an  emergency  declaration 
making  $12.3  million  available  from  the  emergency  pest  suppression 
account.   We  anticipate  the  remaining  balamce  of  $13.7  million  will  be 
carried  over  into  FY95. 
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052.  Question:   What  are  your  anticipated  pest  suppression  requirements  for  FY 
1995?  Are  the  funds  requested  in  FY  1995  sufficient  to  address  expected 
requirements? 

Answer:   It  is  difficult  to  predict  pest  outbreaks  and  suppression  needs 
that  may  arise  during  the  next  year.   The  5  year  cunnual  pest  suppression 
average  is  $28  million.   If  suppression  needs  are  greater  them  availeOale 
funding,  then  the  Secretary  would  need  to  consider  using  an  emergency 
declaration  to  meet  the  shortfall. 

INVESTMENT  SPENDING 

The  FY  1995  budget  proposes  investment  spending  of  $89  million  for  the  Forest 
Service . 

053.  Question:   What  is  the  level  of  investment  spending  provided  for  your 
programs  in  FY  1994? 

Answer:   Investment  initiatives  in  FY  1994  include:   Forests  for  the 
Future  -  funded  at  $0;  Trees  for  the  Future  -  funded  at  $3.4;  Forestry 
Research  Initiative  -  $7.5  million;  and  the  Natural  Resource  Protection 
and  Environmental  Infrastructure  Initiative  (NRPEII)  -  funded  at  $45.9 
million.   The  total  investment  funding  in  FY  1994  is  $56.8  million,  as 
compared  to  $89.0  million  in  the  FY  1995  President's  Budget. 

054.  Question:   Are  watershed  restoration  funds  considered  to  be  investment 
spending  as  well  as  components  of  the  President's  Forest  Plan  for  the 
Pacific  Northwest? 

Answer :   The  President's  Natural  Resource  and  Environmental 
Infrastructure  Initiative  ($79  million  in  total)  is  intended  to  produce 
major  benefits  through  Forest  Service  programs  for  the  American  people. 
As  part  of  that  initiative,  the  $43  million  for  restoration  of  watersheds 
to  a  healthy  condition  is  considered  an  investment.   Qf  those  funds,  $20 
million  are  for  soil  and  water  improvement. 

The  President's  Forest  Plan  contains  $50  thousand  for  direct  watershed 
improvements  and  $19  million  for  watershed  assessments.   Of  the  watershed 
assessment  funds,  $12.8  million  are  for  soil  and  water  operations.   These 
funds  are  not  part  of  the  investment  initiatives. 

The  budget  (p.  8-99)  indicates  that  $20  million  is  provided  as  investment  for 
soil  and  water  resource  improvements,  an  increase  of  $9.7  million,  or  94%  above 
FY  1994.   Yet,  in  total,  the  budget  for  this  line  item  is  only  $50  thousand 
greater  than  the  fiscal  year  1994  appropriation. 

055.  Question:   what  is  going  on  here?   Has  the  Administration  decided  to 
categorize  significant  portions  of  the  base  program  as  "investment"? 

Answer :   The  1994  base  program  for  soil  amd  water  resource  improvements 
was  $13.0  million.   The  President's  Natural  Resource  Protection  and 
Environmental  Infrastructure  Initiative  (NRP&EII)  added  $10.3  million  to 
that  base  level  program.   While  the  total  for  the  watershed  improvement 
line  item  in  the  FY  1995  budget  is  only  $50,000  more  than  FY  1994,  it 
represents  continuation  of  a  significant  prograun  emphasis  over  FY  1993 
and  prior  years . 

056.  Question :   Loolcing  only  at  real  increases  in  dollars  from  FY  1994  to  FY 
1995,  how  much  actual  new  investment  is  there  in  the  Forest  Service 
budget? 

Answer :   The  soil  cmd  water  resource  improvements  line  item  in  FY  1994  is 
$23,177,000  ($10.3  million  is  investment  initiative)  and  in  FY  1995  is 
$23,227,000  ($20  million  is  investment  initiative),  a  difference  of 
+$50,000. 
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FORESTRY  RESEARCH 

The  distribution  of  funding  between  the  "foundation"  research  prograun  and 
"national  problem  area"  research  activities  changes  from  FY  1994  to  1995 . 

057.  Question:   What  is  the  difference  between  "ecosystem  management,"  which 
is  considered  to  be  a  foundation  program,  and  "ecosystem  research  and 
assessment,"  which  is  categorized  as  a  national  problem? 

Answer :   The  "ecosystem  management"  research  referred  to  in  our 
foundation  program  is  part  of  our  on-going,  long  term  central  core  of 
basic  and  applied  research.   In  effect  a  majority  of  our  research  is 
ecosystem  management  oriented.   The  objective  of  a  national  problem  is  to 
focus  on  a  specific  problem  or  issue  of  critical  importance  to  the  nation 
or  a  region.   In  FYs  1993  auid  1994,  we  focused  on  ecosystem  management  as 
a  national  problem  in  order  to  encourage  our  scientists  and  our  outside 
cooperators  to  concentrate  on  determining  auid  initiating  the  research 
needed  to  move  toward  implementing  ecosystem  meinagement  on  federal 
lands.   This  shift  in  focus  has  occurred  and  we  now  have  a  relatively 
large,  long  term  ecosystem  management  research  program  in  place;  thus,  we 
have  moved  that  prograun  under  our  foundation  or  core  research  program. 

A  priority  issue  that  surfaced  when  determining  the  research  needs  for 
implementing  ecosystem  management  was  the  need  to  assess  the  status  of 
various  ecosystems  and  develop  better  methods  to  monitor  them.   This  is 
an  expensive  process  but  is  an  important  step  in  accomplishing  ecosystem 
management.   Thus,  in   order  to  better  focus  on  the  priority  need  and  to 
bring  attention  to  it,  the  Ecosystem  Research  and  Assessment  national 
problem  was  established.   Examples  of  such  studies  already  in  place  that 
would  fall  under  this  national  problem  include  the  Sierra  old  growth 
study  and  issues  related  to  the  President's  Draft  Plan  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest.   Both  of  these  concentrate  on  major  ecosystems.   We  expect 
more  studies  of  this  type  to  be  a  major  need  in  the  future.   Each 
assessment  should  be  relatively  short  term  in  accomplishing  (3-5  years) 
but  the  magnitude  of  the  number  of  ecosystems  to  be  assessed  is  large. 

058.  Question :   Qn  what  grounds  is  tropical  forestry  no  longer  a  national 
issue,  when  the  international  forestry  appropriation  is  proposed  to 
increase  by  4  3  percent? 

Answer:   National  problems  are  used  to  focus  attention  on  important 
issues  and  issues  that  need  to  become  established  in  our  research 
prograun.   Once  established,  they  cam  be  incorporated  into  our  foundation 
program  with  the  assuramce  they  will  continue  to  receive  emphasis  and 
funding.   The  tropical  forestry  program  was  incorporated  in  the 
foundation  effective  with  the  1995  President's  Budget.   The  program  is 
still  being  emphasized,  and   the  Forest  Service  is  developing  a  strategic 
plan  for  tropical  forestry  in  1994  which  will  develop  linkages  between 
the  Forest  Service  prograun  and  other  interested  organizations. 
Organizations  such  as  the  World  Bank,  FAQ,  USAID,  The  Smithsoniaui,  the 
Center  for  International  Forestry  Research,  the  International  Center  for 
Research  in  Agroforestry,  universities  amd  major  non- government 
organizations  are  involved. 

059.  Question:   How  caui  we  be  sure  that  the  changing  research  emphasis  from 
one  category  to  amother  is  not  just  an  attempt  to  mask  what  is  happening 
to  the  base  program? 

Answer:   Natural  resource  research  needs  to  be  both  short-  and 
long-term.   As  mentioned  earlier,  when  key  issues  surface,  we  create  a 
program  to  initiate  and  focus  work  needed.   Our  core  program  is 
multidisciplinary  and  integrated.   We  can  respond  in  mamy  cases  with  some 
of  our  core  research  already  in  place,  because  it  is  pertinent  to  the 
issue.   Much  of  our  research  is  designed  to  contribute  answers  to  many 
different  issues.   Thus,  when  we  "focus"  by  titling  the  research  with  a 
prograun  title,  it  may  appear  to  mask  chamges  in  the  foundation. 
Generally,  the  existing  long  term  foundation  research  is  carried  on,  with 
some  slight  shifts  in  emphasis  or  data  obtained.   New  work  needed  to 
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provide  answers  for  the  priority  issue  is  initiated  through  redirecting 
funding  from  completed  work,  lower  priority  work,  or  increased  funding. 

Last  year.  Congress  approved  $7.5  million  for  large-scale  ecosystem 
demonstration  projects,  with  such  funds  to  be  awarded  competitively  and  to 
involve  projects  using  multiple  partners  to  address  the  variety  of  resource 
issues  facing  the  Forest  Service  around  the  country. 

060.  Question:   Why  isn't  the  same  approach  used  this  year?   Why  are  25 
percent  of  the  funds  earmarked  for  one  region  of  the  country? 

Answer :   The  studies  initiated  with  the  FY  1994  funding  were  3-5  years 
studies.   Thus,  the  majority  of  the  funding  will  be  used  to  continue 
these  studies  in  FY  1995,  and  is  not  available  for  a  new  competitive 
process.   The  existing  cooperators  will  continue  to  work  with  us. 
Twenty-five  percent,  (the  requested  increase  of  $2,500,000)  is 
concentrated  on  one  region  (Pacific  Northwest)  in  FY  1995,  because  the 
research  needed  to  resolve  mamy  of  the  ecosystem  management  issues  in 
that  region  are  high  priority  and  also  critical  to  the  Nation,  and  fit 
the  needs  of  the  President's  Draft  Forest  Plan  for  the  Pacific 
Northwest.   Knowledge  achieved  through  research  in  this  area  will  be 
valuable  in  establishing  new  ecosystem  management  techniques  and  policy 
in  other  Federal  lands  throughout  the  United  States. 

061.  Question:   How  much  of  the  $7.5  million  in  FY  1994  is  being  provided  for 
ecosystem  projects  in  the  Pacific  Northwest? 

Answer:   In  FY  1994,  $800,000  of  the  $7.5  million  is  being  used  for 
developing  an  ecosystem  management  strategy  for  the  Pacific  Northwest. 

062.  Question :   If  the  earmark  is  provided  in  FY  1995,  would  this  be  in 
addition  to  any  base  funds  from  this  initiative  provided  to  the  Pacific 
Northwest  in  FY  1994? 

Answer:   Of  the  $7.5  million  base,  $800,000  is  allocated  for  the  Pacific 
Northwest  plan.   The  requested  increase  of  $2,500,000  will  be  applied 
toward  the  plan,  and  therefore  is  an  addition  to  this  base  funding. 

In  addition  to  the  increase  in  the  ecosystem  initiative  earmarked  for  the 
Forest  Plan,  an  increase  of  $3.6  million  for  unspecified  additional  funding  for 
the  Forest  Plan  is  proposed. 

063.  Question :   How  will  this  additional  $3.6  million  be  used? 

Answer:   The  $3.6  million  will  be  used  to  provide  technology  and 
scientific  expertise  toward  accomplishing  part  of  three  mandatory  actions 
in  the  forest  plan:   watershed  assessments,  adaptive  management  areas, 
and  planning  and  monitoring. 

064.  Question :   What  research  is  being  reduced  elsewhere  in  the  budget  in 
order  to  fund  this  increase? 

Answer:   In  the  FY  1995  President's  Budget,  we  have  reduced  the  progrcuns 
in  forest  protection,  resource  amalysis,  forest  management,  and  forest 
environment  research  to  below  the  base  level  of  funding.   Expanded 
ecosystem  research  will  not  occur  in  the  other  parts  of  the  country. 
Average  forest  inventory  cycles  could  rise  to  eibove  11  years.   Full 
implementation  of  forest  health  monitoring  in  four  additional  states  will 
be  delayed.   Planned  acceleration  of  research  on  new  exotic  pests  will  be 
delayed.   Initiation  of  new  research  on  human  dimensions  of  ecosystem 
management  will  be  delayed  and  research  on  riparian  ecosystems  and 
watershed  functions  will  be  reduced. 

A  table  provided  to  the  Committee  indicates  that  $1.5  million  in  research 
funding  was  redirected  to  the  Forest  Plan  in  FY  1994. 

065.  Question :   Where  did  these  funds  come  from?   Which  research  was  reduced 
in  order  to  accommodate  this  increase? 
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Answer:   These  funds  were  redirected  from  three  Forest  Research  budget 
line  items:   resource  cinalysis  research,  forest  management  research,  euid 
forest  environment  research. 

Hydrology  research  at  Seattle,  WA  was  redirected  to  provide  tools  for 
watershed  analysis.   Research  on  the  following  is  delayed:   research  on 
westwide  TE&S  species  at  Olympia,  WA,  including  work  on  pine  marten  and 
spotted  owl;  research  at  H.J.  Andrews  Experimental  Forest  on  landscape 
ecology  related  to  interaction  of  physical  and  bioligical  processes; 
research  on  Ecosystem  Management  "Decision  Support  Systems;"  completion 
of  a  draft  1993  RPA  timber  assessment;  completion  of  economic  analysis  of 
PACFISH;  and  development  of  more  effective  approaches  for  incorporating 
information  about  public  values,  uses,  and  concerns  into  integrated 
interagency  resource  planning  decision  making. 

066.  Question:   Where  is  this  redirection  reflected  in  the  table  shown  on  page 
3-3  of  the  budget? 

Answer:   In  FY  1994  this  funding  is  reflected  in  the  Eastside  Ecosystem 
Assessment  category. 

The  research  budget  (p.  4-9)  indica  es  that  emphasis  will  be  placed  on 
technical  support  to  improve  global  forest  resource  assessments  and  the 
capability  of  the  U.S.  to  respcnd  to  national  and  international  information 
requests . 

067.  Question:   How  are  these  activities  different  from  what  is  funded  through 
the  International  Forestry  appropriations? 

Answer:   Resource  analysis  research  (RAR)  funds  are  used  for  technical 
staff  and  support  in  the  RAR  Forest  Inventory  and  Analysis  (FIA)  Branch. 
FIA  staff  provides  leadership  for  the  Resources  Planning  Act  Assessement 
(RPA)  regarding  both  national  and  international  forest  resources .   This 
activity  includes  representation  on  key  remote  sensing  and  Geographical 
Information  System  (GIS)  steering  committees  aund  development  of 
international  forest  resource  statistics  for  use  in  United  States'  and 
United  Nations'  forest  resource  assessments.   The  RAR  technical  staff 
specialists  in  the  FIA  Branch,  and  Forest  Service  International  Forestry 
Staff  conduct  these  activities  cooperatively. 

068.  Question:   How  much  money  is  involved  in  these  activities?   Why  aren't 
they  funded  using  international  forestry  dollars. 

Answer :   Both  International  Forestry  and  the  Forest  Inventory  and 
Analysis  Branch  (FIA)  of  RAR  have  unique  roles  in  international  forestry 
assessments.   International  Forestry  provides  grants  to  the  assessment 
activity  to  assist  developing  countries  in  producing  more  accurate 
statistics.   The  FIA  branch  assists  the  United  Nations  FAQ  in  designing 
improved  assessments  and  furnishes  the  input  for  the  United  States.   On 
average,  the  annual  costs  to  International  Forestry  are  $100,000  and  the 
costs  to  RAR  are  approximately  the  same. 

The  FY  1995  budget  proposes  $17  million  for  research  on  "human  and  natural 
resource  interactions".   It  is  stated  (p.  1-7)  that  efforts  will  be  directed  at 
developing  products  using  local  and  under-used  species  using  local  labor 

forces . 

069 .  Question:   Can  you  provide  us  with  some  examples  of  what  type  of  research 
would  be  involved  in  this  effort? 

Answer:   The  research  mentioned  above  pertains  to  the  enhancing 
forest -based  economies  of  rural  America  program  which  now  is  part  of 
human  and  natural  resource  interactions.   Some  general  examples  given  in 
the  budget  request  are:  (1)  using  hardwoods  for  timber  bridge 
construction  and  other  applications  of  wood  in  tramsportation;  (2) 
developing  automated  processing  techniques  that  improve  yield  and  quality 
in  small,  furniture  manufacturing  plants;  (3)  developing  new  uses  that 
add  value  to  under-utilized  species,  such  as  red  alder;  and  (4)  providing 


538 

new  technologies  to  rural  communities  to  create  more  local  jobs.   Some 
success  stories  can  be  cited  to  date,  for  exarnples,  research  provided 
technology  for  timber  bridges  to  support  rural  infrastructure  (about  150 
bridges  have  been  built  in  40  States  using  local  wood) ;  research 
continues  to  improve  the  use  of  red  alder  and  develop  projects  to 
demonstrate  value-added  manufacturing  opportunities.   Ongoing  research  in 
automated  machine  vision  technology  at  the  Northeastern  Forest  Experiment 
Station  produces  training  software,  simulation  of  sawmilling  operations, 
defect  scanning,  and  computer  process  control.   These  technologies  serve 
the  hardwood  secondary  processing  industry,  which  is  a  vital  part  of  the 
economy,  especially  in  rural  areas. 

070.  Question:   Is  this  a  new  program,  or  one  that  has  been  in  place  for  a 
while? 

Answer :   The  Enhancing  Rural  America  program  has  been  in  place  since 
1991. 

071.  Question:   How  will  you  determine  where  to  focus  these  resources  in  FY 
1995? 

Answer :   The  proposed  funding  for  human  and  natural  resource  interaction 
program  for  FY  1995  is  $15,231,000  which  includes  $11,131,000  for 
enhancing  forest -based  economies  in  rural  America.   The  balance  is  the 
human  dimension  part  which  consists  of  existing  recreation  eind  economic 
research.   At  this  funding  level,  we  will  be  continuing  research  at  all 
the  stations  as  permitted  by  funding  in  FY  1994. 

The  FY  1995  budget  includes  a  total  of  nearly  $22  million  in  the  research 
account  for  global  climate  activity.   Separate  from  this  aunount,  $2  million  is 
specified  for  recycling  and  possible  applications  of  recyclable  wood  and  paper 
for  housing  components,  emd  other  activities. 

072.  Question:   Absent  a  global  change  initiative,  is  this  the  highest 
priority  research  in  the  recycling  area? 

Answer:   Yes,  the  proposed  increase  for  recycling  research  in  FY  1995 
would  contribute  to  the  goals  of  the  climate  change  action  plan  by 
permitting  the  acceleration  of  development  of  technologies  that  have  an 
effect  on  carbon  sequestration  through  recycling  of  paper  and  solid  wood 
that  otherwise  would  have  been  incinerated  or  disposed  in  landfills. 
These  benefits  when  added  to  the  contribution  of  this  research  to 
extending  fiber  supplies  and  reducing  the  need  for  landfills,  make  this 
research  very  important  to  the  Americam  people. 

The  development  of  these  technologies  are  high  priority  research  to 
remove  barriers  that  impede  the  rate  of  recycling.   The  Forest  Service 
Research  Recycling  Program  is  expaunding  to  initiate  a  program  in  the 
creation  of  housing  components  from  recycled  materials.   Our  goal  is  to 
provide  technologies  that  will  increase  the  use  of  materials  from 
municipal  solid  wastes  from  5%  today  to  20%  by  the  year  2000. 

073.  Question:  Why  is  this  research  placed  in  the  global  cheuige  category  when 
recycling  and  other  wood  product  uses  is  also  considered  to  be  a  national 
problem  area? 

Answer :   The  proposed  $2  million  increase  for  recycling  research  meets 
the  goals  of  both  the  Recycling  and  Wood  Use  Forest  Research  national 
problem  and  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan,  a  Presidential  initiative. 
Recycling  research  proposed  for  this  increase  will  contribute  to 
increasing  carbon  sequestration  and  reducing  carbon  emission,  a  major 
goal  of  the  President's  initiative.   This  Action  Plain  brings  together  a 
wide  spectrum  of  energy,  transportation,  forestry,  and  other  actions. 
Recycling  is  one  of  the  few  research  items  included  in  the  Action  Plan 
because  it  provides  the  opportunity  for  rapid  implementation,  carbon 
sequestration,  and  benefits  the  economy.   The  proposed  increase  mentioned 
is  not  included  in  the  Forest  Service  Global  Change  national  problem  area 
appropriated  funding. 
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TIMBER  SALVAGE 

In  FY  1995,  the  budget  proposes  expenditures  of  $130.6  million  from  the  salvage 
account,  a  decrease  of  $82.2  million  from  the  FY  1994  estimate. 

074 .  Question :   What  is  the  basis  for  this  reduction  in  the  salvage  account? 

Answer :   In  comparable  terms,  the  FY  1995  request  is  $23.2  million  less 
than  the  FY  1994  estimate.   The  budget  for  FY  1994  included  $25  million 
contingency  for  downsizing,  $26,000,000  for  watershed  assessments  in  the 
Pacific  Northwest,  and  $8,000,000  for  restoration  of  the  pipeline  in 
Alaska.   These  expenditures  were  authorized  by  the  FY  1994  Appropriations 
Act,  but  are  not  proposed  in  FY  1995.   The  reduction  of  $23.2  million  is 
based  on  the  regions  best  estimate  of  their  salvage  sale  fund  needs. 
These  needs  are  developed  from  each  regions  assessment  of  projected 
losses  from  fire,  wind,  insects,  disease  and  other  events. 

075.  Question :   What  is  the  current  unobligated  balance  estimate  for  the 
salvage  account  at  the  end  of  FY  1994? 

Answer :   The  unobligated  balance  for  the  end  of  FY  1993  was  $247  million. 
Anticipated  collections  in  FY  1994  are  $170  million.   Current  authority 
for  FY  1994  is  $212  million.   If  the  collections  meet  expectation,  and 
the  FY  1994  authority  is  not  increased,  the  estimated  unobligated  balance 
at  the  end  of  FY  1994  would  be  $204  million. 

However,  this  is  our  estimate  at  this  time.   Many  salvage  sales  are 
prepared  and  offered  in  the  same  year  and  we  cannot  reasonably  predict 
the  bid  prices,  cind  subsequent  revenues  on  these  sales.   At  the  same 
time,  since  we  are  just  beginning  the  field  season,  the  expenditures  due 
to  unexpected  natural  events  are  unknown  cuid  the  balamces  show  that  funds 
are  available  to  meet  unexpected  needs. 

076.  Question :   Will  there  be  sufficient  balances  in  this  account  in  FY  1995 
to  cover  the  costs  of  continued  progress  on  the  pipeline  and  watershed 
assessment  initiatives? 

Answer :   There  would  be  additional  balances  that  could  fund  watershed 
assessments  or  pipeline.   Estimates  are  difficult  this  early  in  the 
season,  the  regions  are  closely  monitoring  their  collections  and  needs. 
A  request  for  pipeline  from  salvage  was  not  included  in  the  President's 
Budget . 

077.  Question:   To  what  extent  will  the  Agency's  ability  to  respond  to 
unexpected  forest  health  requirements  be  restricted  by  the  cheuige  in  bill 
language  proposed  for  this  account? 

Answer :   The  chamge  in  bill  language  affects  the  Forest  Service's  ability 
to  spend  salvage  sale  funds  on  advanced  sale  preparation  of  timber  sales 
(pipeline)  and   on  the  ability  to  transfer  salvage  sale  funds  between 
administrative  units.   Our  response  to  unexpected  natural  events  may  be 
limited  by  our  in2ibility  to  transfer  salvage  sale  funds  to  Jui 
administrative  unit  needing  additional  salvage  sale  funds  to  address  a 
catastrophic  event.   Otherwise,  the  fund  is  adequate  to  respond  to  any 
anticipated  needs. 

Salvage  staffing  is  proposed  to  decrease  by  648  FTEs  below  the  FY  1994  level. 

078.  Question:   What  will  happen  to  this  program  given  these  reductions? 

Answer :   The  request  for  authority  to  spend  salvage  sale  funds  is  based 
on  the  regions  best  estimate  of  their  salvage  sale  fund  needs.   The 
reduction  in  FTEs  corresponds  to  the  lower  authority  request  and  the  FTEs 
associated  with  the  $26,000,000  for  watershed  assessments  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest  that  are  not  planned  in  FY  1995. 

079 .  Question:   Are  any  of  these  FTEs  proposed  for  transfer  to  other 
programs?   If  so,  where  and  how  much? 
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Answer:   No,  they  are  not  proposed  for  transfer. 

WILD  AND  SCENIC  RIVERS 

One  of  the  stated  objectives  of  the  recreation  program  (p.  8-60)  is  to 
recominend  200  additional  rivers  for  inclusion  in  the  wild  cind  scenic  river 
system  during  the  104th  Congress. 

080.   Question:   What  are  the  200  rivers  the  Forest  Service  intends  to 
recoiranend  for  inclusion  into  the  system? 

Answer :   The  Forest  Service  has  a  list  of  122  rivers  which  are  presently 
recommended  for  Wild  and  Scenic  River  designation.   This  list  is  included 
as  exhibit  1  below.   The  remaining  78  recommended  rivers  will  come  from 
completed  studies  for  these  rivers  -  -  see  exhibit  2 . 

Exhibit  1 

WILD  AND  SCENIC  RIVERS  PROGRAM 

RIVERS  RECOMMENDED  FOR  DESIGNATION 

BY  THE  104TH  CONGRESS 

STATUS  -  BY  STATE 

**  Recommendations  before  Congress 

XX  Studies  Complete  -  Legislative  Proposals  being  transmitted  to  Congress 
+*  Studies  in  Progress  -  Recommendations  Tentative 
(State)  -  Recommended  for  State  Administration,  Sec.  of  Int.  Designation 


Washinaton: 

Wai 

ihin 

qton: 

XX   1  . 

Troublesome 

XX 

41. 

Dungeness 

XX   2  . 

Chewich 

XX 

42. 

Gray  Wolf 

XX   3  . 

Waptus 

XX 

43. 

Americsm 

XX   4  . 

NF  Noo)csac)c  (Fed  & 

State) 

XX 

44. 

Chiwawa 

XX   5 . 

SF  Noo)csac)c 

XX 

45. 

Cle  Elum 

XX   6  . 

Bell 

XX 

46. 

Entiat 

XX   7  . 

Ba)cer 

XX 

47. 

Icicle  Cr 

XX   8  . 

Noisy 

XX 

48. 

Napeequa 

XX   9  . 

Diobsud 

XX 

49. 

Wenatchee 

XX  10. 

Illabot 

XX 

50. 

White  -  Wenatchee 

XX  11  . 

Buclc 

XX 

51. 

Lost 

XX  12  . 

Downey 

XX 

52. 

Tye 

XX  13. 

White  Chuck 

XX 

53. 

White  Salmon  Addition 

XX  14  . 

NF  Sault 

XX 

54  . 

Klickitat  Addition  (State) 

XX  15. 

Boulder  (Fed  &  Stat 

e) 

XX  16. 

SF  Stillagucimish  (Fed  &  State) 

California: 

XX  17. 

NF  S)cykomish  (Fed  i 

State) 

XX  18. 

SF  Skykomish  (Fed  i 

State) 

XX 

55. 

Rubicon 

XX  19  . 

Miller 

XX 

56. 

Deadman  Cr 

XX  20  . 

WF  Miller 

XX 

57. 

San  Joaquin 

XX  21  . 

EF  Miller 

XX 

58. 

Stanislaus 

XX  22. 

Foss 

XX 

59. 

SF  Tuolumne 

XX  23. 

WF  Foss 

XX 

60. 

Kennedy  Cr 

XX  24. 

EF  Foss 

XX 

61. 

MF  San  Joaquin 

XX  25. 

Deception 

XX 

62. 

NF  San  Joaquin 

XX  26. 

NF  Snoqualmie  (Fed 

&  State) 

XX 

63. 

Clark  Fork 

XX  27. 

MF  Snoqualmie  (Fed 

Sc  State) 

XX 

64. 

NF  Mokelumne 

XX  28. 

Taylor 

XX 

65. 

SF  Kern  Addition 

XX  29  . 

Pratt 

XX 

66. 

SF  San  Joaquin 

XX  30. 

White  -  Mt  Baker 

XX 

67. 

NF  Stamislaus 

XX  31. 

Cispus  (Fed  &  State 

) 

XX 

68. 

MF  Stanislaus 

XX  32. 

Lewis 

XX 

69. 

Niagara  Cr 

XX  33. 

Muddy  Fk  Cowlitz 

++ 

70. 

NF  Trinity  Addition 

XX  34  . 

Clear  Fk  Cowlitz 

+  + 

71. 

SF  Trinity  Addition 

XX  35. 

West  Cady 

+  + 

72. 

Beegum  Cr 

XX  36. 

Methow 

+  + 

73. 

Hayfork  Cr 

XX  37. 

Pasayten 

XX 

74. 

Virgin  Cr 

XX  38  . 

Twisp 

XX 

75. 

Mill  Cr 

XX  39. 

Wolf 

XX 

76. 

Deer  Cr 

XX  40. 

Duckabush 

XX 

77. 

Antelope  Cr 
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California: 


Colorado: 


+♦  78.  Wooley  Cr  Addition 
++  79.  NF  Salmon  Addition 

Alaska: 

++  80 .  Virginia 

++  81 .  Dangerous 

+  +  82  .  Chickajnin 

++  83 .  Kadake  Cr 

++  84 .  Santa  Anna  Cr 

++  85 .  Salmon  Bay 

+  .f  86  .  Lisianski 

++  87 .  Aaron 

*+   88.  Glacial 

■•■+    89.    HaBselborg 

♦♦  90.  King  Salmon 

++  91.  Eagle 

++  92.  Semta  Anna  Cr 

++  93 .  Farragut 

++  94 .  Sarkar 

++  95 .  Le  Conte  Glacier 

++  96.  Naha 

++  97.  Katzehin 

++  98.  Kadaehan 

++  99 .  Anan  Cr 

++100.  Petersburg  Cr 

++101.  Blind 

•t-t-102.  Kah  Sheets  Cr 

++103.  Thome 

++104 .  Fall  Dog 

Oregon - Idaho : 

**105.  Hells  Canyon  Snake  Addition 

Idaho: 


**111.  Conejos 

**112.  Encampment 

**113.  Elk 

**114.  Piedra 

**115.  Los  Pinos 

**116.  Dolores 

Tennesae-Horth  Carolina; 

XX117.  Nolichucky 

Florida : 

++118.  Sopchoppy 

West  Virginia: 

**119.  WF  Greenbrier  (State) 
•*120.  EF  Greenbrier  (State) 
**121.  Greenbrier  (State) 

Waahinoton ; 

■f-fi22.  Wallowa  (State) 

Wyoming : 

•*108.  Little  Bighorn 
**109 .  Opper  Snake 

Otah: 

xxllO.  Green  -  Red  Canyon 


**106. 
**107. 


Priest 
liower  Salmon 


Exhibit  2 
NATIONAL  WILD  AND  SCENIC  RIVERS  SYSTEM 
ELIGIBILITY -SUITABILITY  STUDIES 


National  Forest 

REGION  1 

Flathead 


Lolo 


Clearwater 
Nez  Perce 


Gallatin 


Rivers  Scheduled  to  be  Studied 


Big  Cr,  Langford  Cr,  Hallowatt  Cr,  Coal  Cr, 
SF  Coal  Cr,  Cyclone  Cr,  Mathias  Cr,  Red 
Meadow  Cr,  Moose  Cr,  Whale  Cr,  Shorty  Cr, 
Trail  Cr,  Dansiher  Cr,  Youngs  Cr,  White,  Big 
Salmon  Cr,  Spotted  Bear,  Quintonkon  Cr, 
Sullivam  Cr,  Basin  Cr,  Gateway  Cr,  Strawberry 
Cr,  Lake  Cr,  Unnamed  Fk-Lake  Cr,  Clack  Cr, 
Greinite  Cr,  Morrison  Cr,  Schafer  Cr,  Upper 
Swan  River,  Little  Salmon  Cr,  Lower  Swan 
River,  Glacier  Cr,  Lion  Cr,  Little  Bitterroot 

Clark  Fork,  Rock  Cr,  Clearwater,  NF  Blackfoot, 
Rattlesnake  Cr,  SF  Lolo  Cr,  Cache  Cr, 
WF  Fish  Cr,  Morrell  Cr 

Rock  Creek 

(see  Nez  Perce  NF) 

NF  Clearwater,  White  Sands  Cr,  Running  Cr, 
Moose  Cr,  Bear  Cr,  WF  Gedney  Cr,  Three 
Links  Cr 

Yellowstone 
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Helena 

Lewis  &  Clark 
Deer lodge 
Beaverhead 
Bitterroot 
Custer 


Beaver  Cr,  Copper  Cr,  Little  Blackfoot, 

Missouri 
NF  Sun,  SF  Sun 
Rock  Cr  (w/Lolo) 
Wise  River 

Blodget  Cr,  Lost  Horse  Cr,  WF  Bitterroot 
Little  Missouri 


REGIOM  2 

X   Arapaho-Roosev. 
Pike -San  Isabel 
X    B  i  ghom 
X    Routt 


North  St  Vrain,  NF  Cache  la  Poudre 
South  Platte 
Porcupine 
North  Platte 


RKGION  3 

No  studies  plauined. 


REGION   4 
Boise 
Bridger-Teton 

Challis 


Ashley 
National  Forest 


SF  &  NF  Payette 

Green,  Salt,  Greys,  Hoback, 

Gros  Ventre,  Buffalo,  Yellowstone 

Loon,  WF  Ccunas,  Soldier,  Muskeg, 

Rapid,  Warm  Springs,  Marsh,  Yankee  Fork 
EF  Yeinkee  Fork,  Pahsimeroi,  EF  Pahsimeroi 

Rock,  Lake  Fork,  Uinta,  White  Rocks,  Yellowstone 

Rivers  Scheduled  to  be  Studied 


Payette 

Salmon 

Sawtooth 
Targhee 
Toiyabe 
Wasatch -Cache 


Big  Creek,  Monumental  Cr,  Secesh, 

French,  SF  Salmon 
Bear  Valley,  Camas,  Hayden,  Panther, 

Main  Salmon  River 
SF  Payette,  Upper  Salmon,  EF  Salmon 
SF  Snake 

EF  Carson,  E  Walker,  W  Walker 
Stillwater 


REGION  5 
Inyo 


Eldorado 


X   Kleunath 

Los  Padres 


Plumas 

San  Bernardino 

Shasta -Trinity 

Sierra 

Sequoia 

Tahoe 


Lake  Tahoe  BHU 


Convict  Cr,  Laurel  Cr,  McGee  Cr,  SF  Bishop 
Cr,  Cottonwood  Cr,  Upper  Big  Pine  Cr,  Lee 
Vining  Cr,  Mill  Cr,  SF  Mill  Cr,  Walker  Cr, 
Glass  Cr,  Upper  Owens  (Deadman) ,  Lone  Pine 
Cr,  Golden  Trout  Cr,  Cottonwood  Cr2 ,  Upper 
Parker  Cr,  Rock  Cr 

SF  Americam,  Bear,  Caples  Cr,  NF  Consumnes, 
MF  Consumnes,  Beaver  Cr,  Cole  Cr,  Green  Cr, 
Summit  City  Cr 

Wolley  Cr  Addition,  NF  Salmon  Addition 

Piru  Cr,  Little  Sur,  Matilija,  Lopez  Cr, 
Sespe  Cr,  Arroyo  Seco,  Carmel,  Tassajara 
Cr,  Santa  Ynez 

Fall  River 

Deep  Cr,  Lytle  Cr,  Sauita  Ana,  Whitewater, 
San  Jacinto 

Beegun  Cr,  Hayfork  Cr,  Virgin  Cr,  SF  Trinity, 
NF  Trinity 

Forestwide  Study,  Kings 

Lower  Kern,  White,  Tule 

MF  Yuba,  SF  Yuba,  NF  Yuba,  NFofMF  American, 
NFofNF  Americaui,  Truckee,  Upper  Rubicon, 
Alder  Cr,  Big  Granite  Cr,  Canyon  Cr,  Cold 
Cr,  Downie  Cr,  Duncaui  Cr,  Empire  Cr, 
Fordyce  Cr,  Grouse  Cr,  Humbug  Cr, 
Independence  Cr,  Lavezzola  Cr,  Little 
Truckee,  Mack 1 in  Cr,  New  York  Canyon, 
New  York  Ravine,  East  Fork  Cr,  Little 
Granite  Cr,  Oregon  Cr,  Pauley  Cr, 
Perrazo  Cr,  Sagehen  Cr,  Screwauger  Cr 

Upper  and  Lower  Truckee 
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RKGIOK  6 

All  suitability  studies  are  on  hold  until  province  planning. 
Region-wide  completion/refinement  of  eligibility  inventory 
preparatory  to  watershed  analysis.   63+  eligible  rivers. 


REGION  8 

Cherokee 
Daniel  Boone 
NC  Forests 


National  Forest 

Florida 
Caribbean 


Hiawasee,  Tellico* 

Cumberland,  Redrock,  Marsh,  Rock  Cr 
Mills,  Nantahala,  Tellico*,  Cheoah-Sunbird, 
Wilson,  Linville,  French  Broad,  Big  Laurel- 


Rivers  Scheduled  to  be  Studied 
Puncheon,  EF  Pigeon 
New,  Sopchoppy,  Ochlockonee,  Others 
Rio  Espiritu  San,  Rio  Miuneyes,  Rio  La  Mina, 
Rio  Fajardo,  Rio  Icacos,  Rio  Sabana 
George  Washington  Jackson,  St.  Marys,  North,  Others 
Jefferson         8  Rivers 
NFS  in  Texas       8  Rivers 


REGION  9 

X   Cheqpjomegon 

Nicolet 

Hiawatha 

Ottawa 

X    Huron -Manistee 

Allegheny 
X    Shawnee 

X    Monongahela 


EF  Chippewa,  SF  Jump,  SF  Flambeau, 

White 
Pine,  Popple,  Peshtigo,  Brule* 
Carp,  Sturgeon,  Tahquamenon,  Whitefish 
Ontonagon,  Paint,  Presque  Isle,  Sturgeon, 

Brule* 
Little  Manistee,  White 
Mills,  Clarion 
Lusk  Cr,  Bay  Cr,  Big  Cr,  Big  Grand  Pierre, 

Big  Muddy 
Blackwater,  Cheat,  Shavers  Fork,  Dry  Fork 

Cheat,  Shavers  Fork  Cheat,  Glady  Fork  Cheat, 

Cherry  i  SF,  NB  of  SB  Potomac,  SB  Potomac, 

Gauley,  Cranberry 


REGION  10 
Tongass 
Chugach 


Forestwide 
Forestwide 


SUMMARY  TOTALS 


Reqion       No.  of  Rivers 

Region 

1 

64 

Region 

2 

5 

Region 

3 

0 

Region 

4 

43 

Region 

5 

52  + 

Region 

6 

0 

Region 

8 

42  + 

Region 

9 

36 

Region 

10 

++ 

Grand 

Total 

242  +  + 

*  Indicates  river  is  on  more  than  one  Forest. 


081.  Question:   Have  the  necessary  studies  and  suitability  recommendations 
been  completed  for  these  200  rivers? 

Answer :   No,  only  122  of  the  suitability  studies  have  been  completed. 

082.  Question:   What  is  the  current  level  of  funding  (FY  1994  and  FY  1995) 
proposed  for  wild  and  scenic  river  activities?   Please  provide  the  split 
between  study,  planning  (post -designation)  iund  management  activities. 
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Answer :   In  FY  1994,  it  is  estimated  that  $1,980,000  will  be  spent  for 
eligibility  and  suitability  studies,  $1,680,000  for  development  of  river 
management  plans,  and  $3,140,000  for  administration  of  the  97  designated 
rivers  administered  by  the  Forest  Service.   The  total  amount  is 
$6,800,000.   These  funds  are  from  all  budget  line  item  activities 
associated  with  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  program. 

In  FY  1995,  the  estimated  funding  proposed  in  the  Budget  Request  for  the 
wild  and  Scenic  River  program  activities  includes  $2,039,000  for 
eligibility  and  suitaibility  studies,  $1,730,000  for  river  management 
planning  and  associated  studies,  and  $3,234,000  for  administration  of 
designated  rivers.   The  total  proposed  funding  is  $7,003,000. 

083.  Question :   At  the  current  funding  level,  how  many  additional  rivers  will 
have  the  necessary  studies  and  recommendations  completed  in  FY  1994?   How 
many  more  will  be  completed  in  FY  1995? 

Answer :   At  the  current  FY  1994  level,  which  is  approximately  one -third 
of  the  funding  required  to  maintain  the  scheduled  level  of  river  studies, 
an  additional  60  rivers  will  be  completed  in  FY  1994  ^u^d  70  rivers  will 
be  completed  in  FY  1995.   However,  not  all  of  these  rivers  will  be 
eligible  or  recommended  for  Wild  and  Scenic  River  designation. 

084.  Question :   At  the  current  funding  level,  will  the  necessary  steps  be 
completed  in  order  to  meet  the  200  river  objective  by  the  fall  of  1996? 

Answer :   Assuming  that  about  half  of  the  rivers  for  which  studies  are 
completed  in  FYs  1994  and  1995  will  be  recommended  for  designation,  the 
Forest  Service  will  be  very  close  to  meeting  the  200  river  objective. 

085.  Question:   What  will  be  the  costs  associated  with  adding  200  additional 
rivers  to  the  system  (both  planning  and  management) ?  Are  these  funds 
included  in  the  FY  1994  or  FY  1995  budget? 

Answer:   Both  the  development  of  river  management  plans  amd  the 
administration  of  designated  wild  and  scenic  rivers  have  associated  costs 
which  vary  greatly. 

A  general  estimate  for  the  development  of  200  river  management  plans, 
either  as  a  separate  activity  or  as  part  of  the  forest  planning  process, 
is  between  $10-15  million  over  a  3  to  5  year  period  following 
designation. 

The  cost  for  the  administration  of  the  97  currently  designated  Forest 
Service  rivers  is  estimated  at  $9,867,000  for  FY  1995.   Using  this  as  a 
guide  for  a  cost  estimate,  am  additional  200  rivers  (roughly  double  the 
97)  would  cost  an  additional  $20  million  (again,  roughly  double)  per 
year. 

Funding  for  development  of  management  plans  for  additional  rivers  added 
to  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System  during  the  remainder  of  FY  1994  or 
FY  1995  has  not  been  included  in  the  current  budget  estimates. 
Administration  of  these  rivers  is  partially  funded  with  expenditures  from 
other  NFS  management  activities  with  or  without  Wild  and  Scenic  River 
designation. 

086.  Question:   Are  the  rivers  proposed  for  addition  to  the  system  in 
relatively  good  shape,  or  do  you  envision  that  expenditures  for 
restoration  and  improvements  will  be  necessary? 

Answer :   All  of  the  rivers  added  to  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  system 
have  outstanding  resources  and  free  flowing  characteristics.   They  are 
generally  in  good  condition  as  a  requirement  for  being  recommended  for 
designation.   However,  maintenance  and  improvement  of  facilities,  fish 
habitat  improvements,  watershed  and  channel  stabilization  work,  and  other 
activities  may  be  necessary  to  protect  and  manage  the  river  corridors. 
Cooperative  projects  with  the  States,  communities,  and  landowners  in  the 
river  corridors  may  also  incur  additional  Forest  Service  expenditures. 
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NATURAL  RESOURCE  CONSERVATION  EDUCATION  PROGRAM 

The  budget  indicates  (p.  1-8)  that  the  state  eind  private  forestry  program  in  FY 
1995  will  continue  to  support  the  cooperative  natural  resource  conservation 
education  program. 

087.  Question:  Are  any  funds  being  provided  for  this  program  at  present?  If 
so,  where  have  these  funds  come  from  since  Congress  has  never  explicitly 
provided  funds  for  this  program? 

Answer :   Yes,  the  Natural  Resource  Conservation  Education  Program  has 
been  funded  by  benefitting  functions  in  the  past.   For  FY  1995  a  separate 
budget  line  item  has  been  proposed. 

088.  Question:   Why  is  this  new  initiative  a  higher  priority  than  ongoing 
resource  protection  progrsuns  that  are  funded  in  the  budget  below  last 
year's  level,  such  as  cooperative  fire  protection  and  pest  suppression? 

Answer :   The  Natural  Resource  Conservation  Education  Progreun  (NRCEP)  is 
not  a  new  initiative  nor  is  it  of  higher  priority  than  the  protection 
programs.   The  proposed  funding  of  NRCEP  in  1995  is  $1,500,000,  the  same 
as  in  1994  and  $1,000,000  less  than  the  1993  level.   In  previous  years 
NRCEP  had  been  funded  from  a  "benefitting  programs"  concept  --  some  of 
the  funds  coming  from  the  fire  and  pest  management  programs.   In  1995  a 
specific  budget  line  item  is  being  proposed. 

FIRE  PROTECTION 

The  FY  1995  budget  proposes  a  decrease  of  $27.8  million  in  the  fire  protection 
program.   These  funds  are  used  for  presuppression  and  fuels  mainagement 
activities.   Part  of  the  decrease  ($8.5  million)  is  associated  with  the 
transfer  to  consolidate  all  law  enforcement  funding  in  one  line-item. 

089.  Question:   Is  the  10-year  average  reflected  in  your  budget? 

Answer:    Yes,  the  Emergency  Forest  Service  Firefighting  Fund  request  for 
$226  million  is  based  on  a  10 -year -average  for  fire  suppression 
expenditures. 

090.  Question:   Did  you  reduce  presuppression  activities  in  order  to  fund  the 
necessary  level  in  the  suppression  category,  or  have  the  fire  threats 
throughout  the  country  really  lessened? 

Answer:   No,  we  did  not  reduce  presuppression  activities  in  order  to  fund 
the  necessary  level  in  the  suppression  category,  nor  have  the  fire 
threats  throughout  the  country  really  lessened.   In  FY  1993  euid  FY  1994 
we  were  able  to  use  Emergency  Firefighting  Funds  (EFFS)  for  reasons  of 
economic  efficiency  to  increase  the  level  of  protection  to  approximately 
95  percent  of  the  Most  Efficient  Level  (MEL)  and  the  President's  Budget 
provides  for  doing  the  same  in  FY  1995.   Without  the  use  of  EFFS  for  this 
purpose,  suppression  costs,  resource  damages,  and  property  losses  would 
be  signif icamtly  increased. 

091.  Question:  Are  there  higher  costs  associated  with  decreasing  funding  for 
presuppression  activities?  Don't  expenditures  for  these  activities  help 
lessen  the  potential  for  devastating  fire  created  by  drought  cuid/or  pest 
infestation? 

Answer :   Yes.   When  presuppression  funding  is  at  the  Most  Efficient 
Level,  suppression  costs  and  resource  losses  are  minimized.   In  addition, 
we  use  Emergency  Firefighting  Funds  for  "Severity"  conditions  to  lessen 
the  potential  for  devastating  fire  created  by  adverse  weather  conditions, 
drought  and/or  pest  infestation. 

092.  Question :   What  level  of  resources  within  the  emergency  account  was 
expended  for  presuppression  due  to  emergency  conditions  or  economic 
efficiency  reasons  in  FY  1993?   What  are  the  estimates  in  FY  1994  and  FY 
1995? 
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Answer :  FY  1993,  $  58.2  million 
FY  1994,  S  84.8  million 
FY  1995,  $127.8  million 

STEWARDSHIP  IWCENTIVES /TREE -PLANTING 

In  support  of  the  forest  plan,  an  increase  of  $4  million  is  proposed  for  the 
stewardship  program  in  the  state  and  private  forestry  apprc^riation. 

093 .  Question:   On  what  basis  should  the  Coamittee  agree  to  an  increase  for 
one  region  of  the  country  when  all  regions  participate  in  this  progriun? 

Answer :   The  basis  should  be  based  on  unusual  and  severe  need.   For 
exaunple,  the  Pacific  Northwest  has  experienced  a  severe  reduction  in 
timber  harvest  from  Federal  lands  over  the  last  year.   Private  landowners 
can  help  meet  the  increased  demand  for  timber  through  increased  harvest. 
Providing  technical  and  financial  assistance  will  ensure  that  sound 
management  practices  will  be  followed  on  private  lands  as  they  are 
pressured  to  provide  a  greater  share  to  meet  the  demand  for  timber. 

094 .  Question:   What  makes  the  needs  on  state  and  private  lands  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest  greater  than  in  the  South  or  Northeast? 

Answer :   The  Pacific  Northwest  is  currently  experiencing  severe  shifts  in 
regional  timber  production.   While  the  South  and  Northeast  have  ample 
need  for  Federal  assistance  for  forest  management,  currently  no  such 
sudden  and  major  shift  in  available  timber  supply  has  occurred  in  these 
regions. 

095 .  Question:   Are  amy  of  the  earmarks  for  the  tree  planting  programs 
provided  in  the  FY  1994  Interior  Appropriations  Act  continued  in  the  FY 
1995  budget? 

Answer :   No.   Earmarks  provided  for  in  the  FY  1994  Interior 
Appropriations  Act  are  not  continued  in  the  FY  1995  budget. 

096.  Question:   If  not,  how  do  you  justify  providing  this  new  earmark  but  not 
maintaining  those  for  ongoing  programs? 

Answer :   Funding  of  S4  million  is  included  within  the  Stewardship/Tree 
Planting  for  the  Pacific  Northwest  to  support  the  coomitment  and  the 
intent  of  the  Interagency  Memorandum  of  Understanding  for  the  President's 
Draft  Forest  Plan  for  the  Pacific  Northwest  and  northern  California.   The 
Memorandum,  signed  by  the  Secretaries  of  Interior,  Agriculture,  Comnerce, 
Labor,  Housing  &  Urban  Development  amd  others,  states  that  the  Forest 
Service,  through  the  Forest  Stewardship  and  Stewardship/Tree  Plemting 
programs  will  make  available  $4  million  each  year  for  FY  1994 -FY  1996. 

The  budget  (p.  5-27)  indicates  that  these  funds  will  be  used  for  technical 
assistance  in  order  to  increase  the  2unount  of  timber  harvested.   The  objective 
of  this  program  is  to  create  incentives  for  better  forest  stewardship. 

097.  Question:   How  does  this  objective  of  greater  timber  harvest  foster 
better  forest  stewardship? 

Answer :   This  is  a  unique  one-time  approach  to  help  a  region  shift 
available  resources  from  the  public  to  private  sector.   Landotniers 
receiving  assistance  for  harvest  pre-planning  will  be  required  to  have  a 
forest  stewardship  plem  developed  for  their  property.   Also,  the 
harvesting  will  proceed  under  sound  silvicultural  direction  in  a  manner 
consistent  with  the  ecosystem  management  goals  adopted  to  ensure  long 
term  health  and  productivity  of  the  forest  lands  in  the  Northwest. 

The  budget  also  indicates  (p.  5-27)  that  S3. 2  million  will  be  provided  in 
support  of  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan. 
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098.  Question:   Are  these  funds  that  will  be  redirected  from  the  base  program 
to  a  special  purpose?   If  so,  where  is  the  money  coming  from  and  what  are 
the  consequences  of  the  proposal  on  the  base  program? 

Answer:   No,  these  funds  are  not  being  redirected.   The  tree  planting 
that  will  occur  under  the  base  program  will  be  counted  toward  the  goals 
of  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan. 

099.  Question:   Why  specifically  are  these  funds  identified  as  being  in 
support  of  the  Global  Change  Action  Plan  when  the  other  funds  in  the 
stewardship/tree  planting  program  are  not  so  identified? 

Answer :   The  sequestration  of  carbon  is  increased  through  accelerated 
tree  planting  efforts.   The  Stewardship/Tree  Plcuiting  progrsun  funds  used 
for  tree  planting  supports  the  goal  of  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan. 
Funding  for  other  practices,  such  as  erosion  control  or  wildlife  haUaitat 
enhancement,  support  broader  environmental  goals,  but  not  necessarily  the 
Climate  Action  Pleui. 

INTERNATIONAL  FQRESTRY 

An  increase  of  $3  million  is  requested  in  FY  1995  for  international  forestry 
activities.   The  description  of  the  functions  of  the  international  forestry 
program  raises  the  following  questions: 

100.  Question:   What  level  of  funds  within  the  International  Forestry  budget 
are  provided  to  further  programs  to  support  sustainable  forest  meuiagement 
"at  home"?   Why  is  this  a  function  of  the  international  forestry  program? 

Answer :   This  question  is  em  apparent  reference  to  the  statement  on  page 
7-2  in  the  Explcinatory  Notes,  "The  Forest  Service  is  committed  to 
sustainable  forest  management  at  home  and  abroad..." 

This  statement  was  not  intended  to  imply  that  funds  appropriated  for 
International  Forestry  will  be  used  for  sustainable  management  "at 
home."   Rather,  this  statement  was  intended  to  make  it  clear  that  the 
domestic  and  international  prograuns  of  the  Forest  Service  are  linked  by  a 
common  philosophy. 

The  President  has  committed  the  United  States  to  the  national  goal  of 
sustainable  management  of  our  forests  by  the  year  2000.   This  national 
commitment  to  sustainaJole  management  at  home  is  an  important  component  of 
a  credible  international  policy  to  promote  sustainable  management 
abroad.   In  addition,  the  international  program  of  the  Forest  Service 
emphasizes  beneficial  outcomes  to  the  United  States. 

It  is  also  useful  to  note  that  the  term  "sustainable  forest  management" 
as  used  in  international  circles  is  similar  to  the  term  "ecosystem 
management"  as  commonly  used  in  the  United  States. 

The  budget  mentions  that  the  Forest  Service  supports  international  forestry 
activities  from  the  research,  national  forest  system,  and  state  and  private 
forestry  line  items. 

101.  Question:   What  funding  is  being  provided  from  each  of  these  line- items 
in  FY  1994?   Anticipated  in  FY  1995? 

Answer:   The  international  activities  of  the  Forest  Service  fall  under 
several  categories: 

Activities  funded  by  the  appropriation  for  international  forestry. 
This  is  the  only  line  in  the  Forest  Service  budget  which  is 
specifically  identified  for  international  activities.   In  FY  1994, 
this  will  account  for  about  half  of  the  total  Forest  Service 
expenditures  related  to  international  activities. 

Scientific  exchanges  and  cooperation.   A  considerable  amount  of  work 
funded  by  forest  research  involves  international  cooperation.   This  is 
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especially  true  of  tropical  forest  research  and  research  related  to 
global  climate  change,  but  it  is  also  true  of  research  in  forest 
inventory,  economics,  international  trade  of  forest  products,  etc. 

The  Forest  Service  calls  upon  employees  from  all  branches  of  the 
agency  to  provide  technical  auid  professional  assistance  for  short 
periods  of  time  (usually  less  than  6  weeks)  in  support  of  USAIO, 
international  organizations,  and  International  Forestry  programs. 
Typically,  international  travel  expenses  are  paid  by  the  cooperator, 
and  Forest  Service  salaries  are  paid  by  the  employee's  normal  budget. 
This  is  an  important  component  of  the  international  mission  of  the 
agency. 

Each  year,  the  Forest  Service  hosts  several  hundred  international 
visitors.   The  majority  of  the  visitors  come  to  the  Forest  Service  for 
training.   In  addition,  visitors  include  high  ranking  government 
forestry  officials  who  meet  with  high  level  Forest  Service  officials 
to  discuss  international  policy  and  cooperation.   The  salary  costs  of 
Forest  Service  employees  who  are  involved  in  these  activities  are 
charged  to  their  normal  budget  lines. 

The  grzmd  total  for  all  international  activities  of  the  Forest  Service 
has  always  been  less  than  1%  of  the  total  agency  budget  in  any  year. 

Existing  accounting  systems  do  not  account  seperately  for  every  dollar 
spent  on  "international"  activities  except  for  the  International  Forestry 
appropriation.   Through  annual  accomplishment  reports  which  require  all 
FS  units  to  report  on  all  international  activities,  regardless  of  funding 
source,  total  amnual  expenditures  from  all  budget  lines  other  than 
international  forestry  aunount  to  between  $5  million  and  SIO  million  per 
year.   Typically,  cibout  two- thirds  of  this  is  from  forest  research  budget 
lines  for  research  work  which  involves  scientific  exchange  and 
cooperation  with  researchers  in  other  countries. 

102.   Question :  What  specific  authority,  and  what  part  of  your  appropriations 
lamguage,  allows  these  other  accounts  to  engage  in  international  foresty 
activities? 

Answer:   P.L.  101-624,  1990  Farm  Bill,  Title  XXIV,  Global  Climate  Change 
Prevention  Act,  provides  broad  authorities  to  the  Forest  Service  to 
engage  in  international  activities. 

P.L.  101-513,  Title  VI,  International  Forestry  Cooperation  Act,  section 
602,  provides  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  with  broad  authority  to 
provide  assistance  that  promotes  sustainaUDle  development  and  global 
environmental  stability  outside  of  the  United  States  and  its 
territories.   Section  605  authorizes  the  Secretary  to  "provide 
assistance,  as  determined  appropriate  by  the  Secretary  to  carry  out  this 
title,  including  technical  and  financial  assistance,  equipment,  and 
facilities  without  reimbursement." 

Section  607  of  the  above   law  eunends  the  Forest  and  Rangeland  Renewable 
Resources  Research  Act  of  1978  (16  U.S.C.1641)  "to  authorize  the 
Secretary  to  expand  research  activities  to  encompass  international 
forestry  and  natural  resource  issues  on  a  global  scale." 

Section  607  also  amends  the  Cooperative  Forestry  Assistance  Act  of  1978 
to  expand  its  coverage  to  "the  United  States,  and  forest  lands  in  foreign 
countries,"  and  to  clarify  that  "the  term  'non-Federal  forest  land'  shall 
mean  emy  forest  land  and  related  renewable  natural  resources  in  such 
countries . " 

The  Senate  Agiculture  Committee  Report  (101-357)  regarding  the  above 
legislation  states  in  part,  "This  legislation  would  authorize  the 
Secretary  to  draw  upon  the  skills  of  the  Forest  Service  to  complement  the 
forestry  and  natural  resource  work  of  AID,  focused  on  key  countries,  and 
to  provide  forestry  assistance  to  key  tropical  countries  not  currently 
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receiving  AID  assistance."   The  same  report  states,  "For  example, 
assistance  could  include  the  payment  of  travel  and   related  expenses  of  OS 
Government  or  other  technical  experts  to  other  countries  to  advise  on 
forestry  and  natural  resource  management  issues." 

The  annual  Forest  Service  Appropriations  Act,  in  the  section  on 
"administrative  provisions  for  the  Forest  Service,"  states,  "Funds 
appropriated  to  the  Forest  Service  shall  be  available  for  assistance  to 
or  through  the  Agency  for  International  Development  and  the  Office  of 
International  Cooperation  and  Development  in  conncection  with  forest  and 
rangeleand  research,  technical  information,  amd  assistance  in  foreign 
countries,  and  shall  be  availjUjle  to  support  forestry  and  related  natural 
resource  activities  outside  the  United  States  and  its  territories  and 
possessions,  including  technical  assistance,  education  and  training,  and 
cooperation  with  United  States  and  international  orgamizations . " 

103.  Question:  To  what  extent  are  these  activities  being  funded  at  the 
initiative  of  the  respective  prograun  managers,  rather  than  through 
assessments  from  the  international  forestry  program? 

Answer:   All  international  activities  of  the  Forest  Service  are 
coordinated  under  the  umbrella  of  the  "Interim  Strategic  Plan  for  the 
International  Activities  of  the  Forest  Service."   This  plan  is  based  on 
Congressional  direction  as  well  as  US  foreign  policy  objectives  related 
to  environmental  assistauice  and  Forest  Service  policies.   This  plan  is 
not  limited  to  those  activities  specifically  carried  out  by  the 
International  Forestry  Deputy  Chief's  office. 

Cooperative  activities  in  the  four  "focus  countries"  are  coordinated  by 
program  managers  in  the  International  Forestry  Deputy  Chief's  office 
within  the  parameters  of  agreements  which  have  been  negotiated  with  each 
focus  country.   Cooperative  activities  with  USAID,  the  US  Peace  Corps, 
other  federal  agencies,  non- governmental  orgemizations,  and  international 
organizations  are  coordinated  by  the  International  Forestry  Deputy 
Chief.   Planning,  funding,  and  program  evaluation  for  the  Sister  Forests 
are  coordinated  by  the  International  Forestry  Deputy  Chief.   Within  this 
framework,  individual  prograun  managers  are  empowered  to  exercise 
initiative  to  develop  and  carry  out  programs  of  scientific  exchange  aind 
cooperation . 

The  budget  also  mentions  that  the  increased  funding  for  technical  cooperation 
in  focus  countries,  including  Russia,  will  be  used  to  help  strengthen  the 
ability  to  monitor  amd  study  approaches  to  protecting  U.S.  forests  from  pests. 

104.  Question:   Why  is  this  an  international  forestry  activity  rather  than  a 
research  function? 

Answer :   This  activity  is  illustrative  of  the  approach  which  the  Forest 
Service  is  using  to  implement  an  effective  international  program.   The 
funds  for  monitoring  and  protecting  US  forests  from  pests  which  originate 
in  other  countries.   The  field  work  is  carried  out  by  employees  of  the 
Forest  Research  system  and  the  Forest  Pest  Mamagement  program  located  at 
field  units.   These  units  also  contribute  financial  support,  primarily  in 
the  form  of  salaries  of  Forest  Service  employees  who  conduct  the  studies 
and  provide  the  technical  and  scientific  expertise  that  is  needed  in 
Russia  and  other  countries  to  protect  US  forests  from  pests.   Like  so 
many  of  the  international  activities  of  the  Forest  Service,  this  prograun 
benefits  the  United  States  and  the  other  country. 

105.  Question:   How  can  the  Committee  be  certain  that  programs  aren't  being 
duplicated  here? 

Answer :   The  planning  and  coordination  of  the  international  work  of  the 
Forest  Service  are  carried  out  by  the  Deputy  Chief  for  International 
Forestry.   Congress  created  this  office  to  ensure  that  international 
programs  would  be  coordinated  and  that  duplication  would  be  avoided. 
Congress  clearly  intended  for  the  Deputy  Chief  to  draw  upon  the  expertise 
availaJsle  in  existing  Forest  Service  units  to  carry  out  technical 
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programs,  rather  than  duplicating  that  expertise  within  the  International 
Forestry  office. 

NATIONAL  BIOLOGICAL  SURVEY 

In  FY  1994,  the  Interior  Department  established  a  new  agency,  the  National 
Biological  Survey  (NBS) .   Designed  to  create  an  independent  voice  for  the 
conveysmce  of  scientific  knowledge  within  the  Interior  Department,  the  agency 
has  been  caught  up  in  heightened  debate  about  private  property  rights  and  other 
issues.   Apart  from  those  issues,  however,  remains  the  need  to  make  sure  that 
Interior  won't  suddenly  be  duplicating  Forest  Service  activities. 

106.  Question:   What  involvement  is  the  Forest  Service  having  with  the 
Interior  Department  in  the  esteOslishment  of  the  NBS  and  discussions  of 
public  leuid  research  priorities? 

Answer:   The  Forest  Service  has  the  largest  natural  resource  research 
organization  in  the  Nation,  aind  as  such,  we  have  a  high  level  of  interest 
in  cooperation,  coordination  and  collaboration  with  DOI  and  the  newly 
formed  NBS.   In  1993,  Forest  Service  research  provide  two  senior  research 
managers  to  NBS  for  4  months  to  assist  in  the  development  of  NBS 
initiatives  and  the  FY  1994  Budget  Justification  package.   Effective  FY 
1994,  we  have  esteJalished  a  formal  FS/NBS  Liaison  position,  whose 
responsibility  is  to  serve  as  a  linkage  between  our  two  research 
organizations  at  the  national  level,  amd  to  reduce  the  likelihood  of 
duplication.   At  the  field  level,  numerous  collaborative  projects  are 
ongoing  which  were  in  place  prior  to  the  formation  of  NBS  with  scientists 
from  other  Interior  bureaus,  who  are  now  employees  of  NBS.   Cooperation 
in  management  activities  between  DOI  and  the  Forest  Service  will  be 
enhanced  and  facilitated  by  our  respective  research  organizations,  NBS 
and  Forest  Service  research. 

107.  Question :   If  the  NBS  is  to  look  at  more  ecosystem  issues,  biodiversity, 
and  landscape  level  problems,  how  can  this  be  done  without  involving  the 
Forest  Service,  given  the  land  ownership  patterns,  especially  in  the 
West? 

Answer :   Our  understanding  of  ecosystems  amd  implementation  of  ecosystem 
management  can  only  be  done  through  cooperation  across  Federal 
boundaries.   It  is  the  intent  of  Forest  Service  research  to  coordinate 
our  efforts  with  the  NBS.   This  coordination  is  being  facilitated  by  the 
Interagency  Ecosystem  Management  Coordinating  Group,  of  which  NBS  and  the 
Forest  Service  are  both  active  members.   Both  organizations,  as  well  as 
other  Interior  bureaus  and  SCS,  are  also  cooperating  in  the 
Ecoregion -based  Assessment  activities,  in  support  of  ecosystem  management 
science  needs  in  USDA  auid  DOI . 

MAINTENANCE  BACKLOGS 

Some  of  the  investment  funds  for  the  Forest  Service  are  proposed  for  recreation 
facility  construction.   No  increases  are  recommended  for  facility  maintenance. 

108.  Question:   How  large  is  your  maintenamce  backlog  in  the  following 
categories  --  FAtO  facilities;  roads;  trails;  recreation  facilities? 

Answer :   The  FAiO  facility  maintenance  backlog  is  $94  million,  and  the 
road  maintenance  backlog  is  $444  million.   Trail  and  recreation  backlog 
is  not  separated  by  maintenamce  needs  and  restoration  needs,  and  the 
total  represents  both  needs.   Trail  maintenance/reconstruction  is  $272 
million,  and  recreation  facility  maintenance/reconstruction  backlog  was 
$759  million  at  the  end  of  FY  1993. 

109.  Question:   What  is  the  size  of  this  backlog,  for  both  FA&O  amd  recreation 
facilities?   Is  there  a  trail  reconstruction  backlog? 

Answer :   The  FAiO  reconstruction  backlog  number  which  has  been  updated 
since  the  Explamatory  Notes  were  published,  is  $458  million.   We  do  not 
maintain  records  broken  out  by  maintenance  and  by  reconstruction  for  the 
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recreation  facilities  2uid  trails  backlogs.   The  totals  of  $759  million 
and  $272  million,  respectively  for  these  activities  include  both 
maintenance  and  reconstruction  and  was  based  upon  FY  199  3  updated  field 
data  surveys . 

PROPOSED  CONSTRUCTION  PROJECTS 

110.   Question:   For  the  record,  please  provide  more  justification  aJoout  the 

need  for  the  facilities  listed  below  which  are  proposed  in  the  budget  and 
have  estimated  outyear  cost  in  excess  of  $1,000,000.   The  justification 
should  include  information  about  the  age  and  capacity  of  current 
facilities  at  these  locations. 

R2  --Routt  NF,  Supervisor's  Office  (Phase  III) 

- -Arapaho/Roosevelt  NF,  Boulder  Office/WC  (Phase  I) 

R3  --Kaibab  NF,  Chalander  RS  (Phase  I) 

R5  --LTBMU,  Supervisor's  Office  (Phase  I) 

R6  --Ochoco  NF,  Mines  Office  Design 

R9  --White  Mountain  NF,  Ammonoosuc  Admin.  Site 
--Hiawatha  NF,  St.  Ignace  Admin.  Site 
--Superior  NF,  Kawishiwi  Admin.  Site 

Answer :   Following  are  the  justifications,  by  project: 

Facility  Name   Routt  SO Estimated  Cost   S2.700.000 

Region  _2  Forest  Routt State  £Q  Congressional  District   03 

Facility  Function:  Office 


Type  of  Work:   Replace  existing  lease  &  owned  offices 

Reason  for  Project:   Combine  the  Routt  SO  &  Hahns  Peak  District  Offices  in  the 
same  facility.  Replace  the  high  lease  cost  of  the  Routt  SO  (15,565  sf  at 
$l0.56/sf  =  $164,400).   Locate  the  office  on  the  east  Fide  of  Steamboat  Springs 
to  better  serve  the  public.   The  existing  SO  is  in  a  mini -shopping  center  4 
miles  west  of  Steamboat  Springs  in  a  light  industrial  area.   Visibility  & 
access  for  the  majority  of  the  public  is  poor.   The  SO  has  70  permament 
employees . 

The  District  is  located  in  an  old  garage  built  in  1938  that  has  been  remodeled 
many  times  to  try  to  accommodate  an  increasing  district  organization.   The  3100 
sf  facility  is  partially  inaccessible  and  overcrowded  for  the  30  permanent 
employees.   Inadequate  parking  exists  for  the  employees,  fleet,  and  the  public 
as  the  building  is  located  in  downtown  Steamboat  Springs  with  only  on- street 
parking  available. 

The  8  acre  site  for  the  new  office  has  been  acquired  through  a  land  exchange 
for  the  old  dwelling  in  Steamboat.   Once  the  new  office  is  built,  the  old 
remodeled  garage  will  be  used  to  acquire  other  badly  needed  facilities. 

Economic  Analysis:   Life  Cycle  Cost  Analysis  indicates  that  there  is  a 
$625,000  cost  of  doing  business  in  the  Steamboat  area.   The 
Choosing -By -Advantages  Process  was  used  to  evaluate  alternatives  with 
CO- locating  the  offices  the  preferred  alternative. 

Facility  Name  Boulder  Office/WC Estimated  Cost   S2. 155.000 

Region  _2  Forest  Arap/Roos     State  CO  Congressional  District   02 

Facility  Function:  Office  &  Work  Center  Facility 

Type  of  Work:   Replacement  of  existing  lease  office  &  old  work  center 

Reason  for  Project:   Replace  high  lease  cost  facility  (3860  sf  at  $18/sf 
=  $69,480)  that  is  extremely  overcrowded  and  cramped  for  the  20  permanent  «uid  6 
seasonal  employees  along  with  the  other  20  seasonals  that  are  staged  out  of  the 
office.   Current  office  is  located  in  a  commercial  building  &  not  visible  to 
the  public.   Boulder  signing  ordinance  won't  allow  an  exterior  sign.   Concrete 
street  dividers  prevent  access  from  main  travel  directions  with  inadequate 
parking  space  for  employees,  fleet,  and  public  (no  RV  parking) .   Several 
housing  complexes  in  the  vicinity  eliminate  any  on- street  parking.   Security  is 
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non-existent  and  vauidalism  to  parked  fleet  vehicles  has  been  a  problem  from 
time  to  time.   The  existing  office  doesn't  meet  accessibility  standards  further 
limiting  our  customer  service. 

The  old  work  center  is  located  on  the  extreme  south  side  of  the  district 
causing  excessive  travel  between  the  office  emd  the  majority  of  the  district 
work  load.   The  work  center  is  extremely  old  and  cannot  be  renovated.   A 
complete  new  facility  is  required.   The  sewer  system  is  overloaded  during  the 
peak  summer  use  &  the  water  system  can't  be  completely  drained  in  winter 
causing  frozen  pipes .   The  proposed  work  center  is  on  federal  lasid   in  the  town 
of  Nederland,  which  is  on  the  main  access  route  to  the  district.   The  travel 
cost  savings  is  estimated  to  be  $56,000.   Locating  the  work  center  in  Nederland 
will  reduce  the  amount  of  expensive  land  needed  in  Boulder. 

Economic  Analysis:   Life  Cycle  Cost  Analysis  indicates  that  there  is  a  $235,000 
cost  of  doing  business  in  the  City  of  Boulder.   The  Choosing -By -Advantages 
Process  was  used  to  evaluate  alternatives.   The  results  of  the  evaluation 
indicated  that  the  optimum  location  was  an  office  in  Boulder  and  a  work  center 
in  Nederleuid,  Colorado. 

Facility  Name  Cha lander  RS Estimated  Cost   $1. 637. OOP 

Region  01  Forest  Kaibab  NF     State  AZ  Congressional  District  0^ 

Facility  Function:  Office  and  utilities  systems 

Type  of  Work:  New  facility  for  Chalander  RS  office  (currently  leased) . 

replaces  Williams  RS  office  buildings  (obsolete  ovmed  office 
complex) .  extend  municipal  utilities  to  new  facility  and  replace 
obsolete  utility  infrastructure  within  the  administrative  site 
where  the  project  will  be  located 

Reason  for  Project: 

This  project  provides  a  common  office  building  for  two  separate  ranger  station 
offices  (Chalander  RD  auid  Williams  RD)  currently  located  within  the  same  small 
town  of  Williams,  Arizona  and  within  two  miles  of  each  other. 

The  present  Chalander  Ramger  Station  office  is  in  a  leased  facility  which  is 
far  too  small  to  provide  for  their  needs,  does  not  comply  and  cannot  be 
economically  be  made  to  comply  with  accessibility  req[uirements;  it  is 
impossible  to  exp2md  the  facility  to  meet  our  requirements  and  there  are  no 
other  facilities  available  in  the  community  into  which  we  might  move.   We  judge 
the  lease  costs  associated  with  a  new  facility  constructed  for  the  sole  purpose 
of  leasing  to  the  Forest  Service  to  be  prohibitive  based  on  recent  past 
experiences  in  similar  small  towns  in  Arizona. 

The  Williams  RO  office  is  in  an  old  dwelling  which  is  a  designated  historic 
structure.   Because  it  has  been  grossly  undersized  for  our  needs  for  an 
extended  period,  mobile  homes  and  modular  buildings  have  been  used  to  provide 
the  supplemental  office  space  needed.   None  of  these  buildings  were  intended 
for  office  use  and  thus  the  space  use  efficiency  is  very  low.   They  are  all 
very  expensive  to  operate  and  maintain  and  the  supplemental  buildings 
deteriorate  rapidly  as  is  the  norm  for  mobile  homes  and  modular  buildings  of 
similar  construction.   Several  of  the  mobile  homes  are  approaching  the  end  of 
their  useful  lives  and  will  require  replacement. 

The  new  office  building  would  be  located  on  the  same  NFS  lands  (same  site)  as 
the  existing  Williams  Ranger  Station.   Municipal  water  and  wastewater  systems 
would  be  extended  to  the  site  of  the  new  office.   The  municipal  water  system 
will  enhance  available  fire  protection  at  the  site  and  the  sewer  system  will 
replace  the  failing  leach  fields  thus  eliminating  both  a  health/safety  concern 
as  well  as  limiting  ground  water  contamination.   The  obsolete  water  and  sewer 
infrastructure  serving  the  existing  buildings  at  the  site  will  be  replaced. 

Economic  Analysis; 

Overall  a  life  cycle  cost  savings  of  over  one  million  dollars  will  be 
realized.   It  was  placed  high  on  the  list  of  regional  priorities  as  a  result  of 
a  decision  making  process  which  considered  the  factors  of  Health  &  Safety, 
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space  needed  vs  suitable  space  available,  service  to  the  public  based  on 
personal  public  contacts  per  year,  and  economics. 

Facility  Name   LTBMU  Supervisor's  Office   Estimated  Cost   S  3.515.000 

Region  05  Forest  LTBMU State  CA  Congressional  District    14 

Facility  Function:  Office 
Type  of  Work :   New  Facility 

Reason  for  Project: 

Construct  a  new  Supervisor's  Office  on  Forest  Service  land  purchased  expressly 
for  this  purpose  located  along  the  major  access  route  to  better  serve  the 
employees  and  public.   This  project  will  include  16,000  square  feet  of  office 
space;  visitor,  employee  and  administrative  fleet  parking;  roads  and 
landscaping. 

The  present  situation  includes  offices  at  three  sites  within  a  10  mile  corridor 
(these  include  a  leased  building,  a  work  center  and  soire  historic  buildings) . 
The  leased  office  (11,400  sq  ft)  is  in  two  2-story  buildings  separated  by  a 
driveway  and  parking  spaces.   The  current  leased  facility  is  difficult  to  see 
and  visitors  must  turn  across  heavy  traffic  to  enter  the  driveway. 
Consolidation  of  the  administrative  functions  from  these  three  sites  will 
increase  unit  efficiency,  productivity  and  there  would  be  S  5,000/year  savings 
in  travel  costs.   Telecommunications  and  computer  service  between  these  areas 
are  costly  and  inefficient  and  would  be  improved  as  well.   This  office  has  one 
of  the  highest  customer/  recreationist  contacts  of  any  office  in  the  Region 
because  of  the  international  destination  point  of  Lake  Tahoe .   A  new  government 
owned  office  would  improve  Customer  service  in  terms  of  visibility  and  public 
access . 

There  have  been  discussions  with  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  regarding 
colocation.  Because  of  the  organizational  uncertainties  of  both  agencies, 
nothing  has  been  finalized,  however,  SCS  desires  to  colocate .   SCS  will  pay  the 
full  cost  of  their  portion  of  a  larger  building. 

Work  is  being  done  on  the  present  leased  buildings  to  bring  them  up  to  the- 
disabled  accessibility  codes  and  steuidards;  however,  because  of  the  make-up  of 
the  buildings  these  changes  will  not  provide  for  full  accessibility.   Parking 
for  employees  and  public  is  very  limited;  during  snow  days,  employees  are 
forced  to  double  park  in  the  parking  lot  as  no  parking  is  allowed  on  one  side 
of  the  streets.   The  LTBMU  works  with  majny   partners  in  and  around  Lake  Taihoe 
and  coordination  is  difficult  because  of  the  separated  offices.   Presently 
there  is  no  RV  parking  at  or  near  the  leased  facility,  so  they  can  not  fully 
serve  the  public. 

Economic  Analysis: 

The  life  cycle  cost  savings  were  calculated  to  be  $  600,000  over  the  30  year 
horizon  using  a  Discount  Rate  of  7.1%  with  a  simple  pay  back  of  8.66  years  and 
a  yearly  actual  expenditure  savings  of  $310,000.   The  total  project  cost, 
including  planning  and  design  (FA&O  +  FRP)  is  $  3,515,000.   The  current  lease 
cost  and  utilities  are  approximately  10%  of  the  units  aunnual  OiM  budget  (this 
is  the  highest  percentage  in  the  Region) . 


Facility  Name  Mines  Office-Hioh  Desert   Estimated  Cost   S2. 300.000 

Interagency  Partnership 

Region  _6  Forest  Ochoco-      State  OR  Congressional  District   2nd 

Malheur 

Facility  Function:  Office  amd  Warehouse 

Type  of  Work:    Replacement  of  existing  buildings  and  additional  space  for  Four 

other  agencies  with  a  new  office  and  warehouse. 

Reason  for  Project: 

Proposed  facility  will  replace  an  aging  (1950' s)  office  and  warehouse  that  was 
originally  built  for  20  employees  on  one  Ranger  District.   The  present  site  now 
serves  78  employees  on  two  Ramger  Districts  (Bums  District  on  the  Malheur  NF 
and  Snow  Mountain  District  on  the  Ochoco  NF)  in  six  buildings  and  five  modular 
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buildings.   Only  one  of  the  buildings  meets  accessibility  requirements  and  all 
employees  and  the  public  must  use  one  unisex  rest  room.   Office  space  only 
meets  77%  of  GSA  guidelines.   Poor  working  conditions  are  a  major  factor  in  the 
large  turnover  of  employees. 

The  proposed  project  is  a  partnership  that  will  combine  office  and  warehouse 
space  for  five  agencies  in  the  Bums -Mines  area  on  the  existing  Forest  Service 
Administrative  site  in  Mines,  Oregon.   The  site  will  serve  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  Soil  Conservation  Service,  Agricultural  Stabilization  and 
Conservation  Service,  Fish  auid  Wildlife  Service  and  the  two  Forest  Service 
Ranger  Districts.   Total  estimated  cost  of  the  facility  is  $S  million.   The 
Forest  Service  share  is  $2.3  million. 

The  funds  recpjested  in  the  FY  1995  budget  for  the  Mines  office  is  the  Forest 
Service  share  of  the  amount  needed  to  start  design  work  for  the  facility  in  FY 
1995. 

The  BLH  leased  facility  is  inadequate  and  the  lease  will  expire  in  1997.   The 
SCS  lease  is  up  in  1996.   The  Fish  amd  Wildlife  Service  is  located  in  a  remote 
location  and  wants  to  locate  in  the  community  where  they  c«ui  provide  better 
public  service  amd  coordinate  with  the  other  agencies.   Other  agencies  will  add 
92  employees  to  the  Forest  Service  78  for  a  total  of  170.   If  construction  is 
funded  in  FY  96,  the  other  agencies  will  not  have  to  extend  their  leases. 

Public  access  and  service  can  be  improved  with  one  government  office  for 
visitor  information  and  business.   At  the  present  time  visitors  have  several 
locations  to  do  business  with  the  Partnership  Agencies.   Forest  Service 
employees  are  in  11  separate  buildings  on  the  same  administrative  site. 

Mamey  County  is  assisting  in  this  partnership  by  improving  access  from  the 
state  highway  amd  making  additional  adjacent  lamd  availaible  for  parking  as  a 
long  term  no  cost  lease . 

Economic  Analysis :   The  project  request  for  the  FY  1996  program  budget  includes 
a  life  cycle  cost  analysis.   The  pay  back  period  for  this  project  is  5.2  years. 

Facility  Name  Ammonoosuc  Admin  Site      Estimated  Cost  SI. 600. OOP 

Region  Q3_   Forest  White  Mtn    State  NH  Congressional  District  _2 

Facility  Function:  Office  and  Warehouse (s) 

Type  of  Work:    Replacement 

Reason  for  Project: 

This  project  will  replace  both  remote  and  outdated  facilities  at  one  site  and 
out-of-the-way  leased  facilities  at  amother  site.   It  also  is  being  plamned  in 
conjunction  with  North  Bast  Station  Research  and  the  Soil  Conservation  Service 
for  shared  service  opportunities.   The  resulting  project  will  provide 
opportunities  for  significant  cost  savings  in  fixed  operational  costs.   In 
addition,  the  proposed  location  for  the  site  is  along  1-93,  which  will  greatly 
improve  customer  service  for  all  potential  partners. 

Economic  Analysis: 

This  project  was  selected  as  a  high  priority  project  using  the  "Choosing  by 
Advantages"  analysis  model  after  Forest-wide  organizational  studies  were 
completed.   It  had  significant  advantages  because  of  potential  organizational 
efficiencies,  partnership  opportunities,  preferred  customer  service,  a  high 
degree  of  visibility  and  easy  accessibility,  and  because  it  replaced  obsolete, 
over-aged,  inaccessible,  and  leased  facilities  at  scattered  locations. 

A  "life  cycle  cost  analysis"  produced  the  following  savings  indicators: 
LCC  Savings:         $5,533,000 
Payback  Period:        4  years 

Facility  Naune   St  Ignace  Admin  Site Estimated  Cost   Si. 877. OOP 

Region  09  Forest   Hiawatha     State  MI  Congressional  District   11 

Facility  Function:  Office  amd  Warehouse (s) 

Type  of  Work:    Replacement 
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Reason  for  Proiect: 


This  project  is  for  the  replacement  and  relocation  of  the  existing  leased 
administrative  site  at  St.  Ignace .   St.  Ignace  is  the  portal  to  the  Upper 
Peninsula  of  Michigan  from  the  lower  portion  of  the  State.   The  existing  site 
is  too  far  removed  from  this  portal  and  therefore  removed  from  much  of  the 
incoming  traffic.   The  existing  facilities  are  sorely  inadequate.   The  existing 
site  and  building  has  serious  drainage  problems  and  no  palatable  source  for 
water  exists  at  this  location.   Space  is  inadequate  for  staff  and  for  providing 
customer  service.   The  current  facility  is  approximately  8500  sq  ft  (office  and 
warehouse).   The  space  needs  for  this  District  (49  employees)  is  11,200  sq  ft. 

Economic  Analysis: 

This  is  a  high  priority  project  meeting  the  recommendations  of  the  Forest-wide 
organizational  study. 

A  "life  cycle  cost  analysis"  produced  the  following  savings  indicators: 
LCC  savings:         $1,542,000 
Paybac)c  Period:       7.9  years 

Facility  Name  Kawishiwi  Admin  Site Estimated  Cost    S2 . 116. OOP 

Region  09  Forest  Superior     State  l^  Congressional  District    8 

Facility  Function:  Office  and  Warehouse (s) 

Type  of  Worlc :    Replacement 

Reason  for  Proiect: 

This  project  is  for  the  replacement  and  relocation  of  the  existing  leased 
office  and  obsolete  warehouse  facilities  at  scattered  locations.   The  existing 
office  is  on  the  second  floor  of  a  school  building.   Administrative,  employee, 
and  visitor  parking  is  along  neighborhood  streets.   In  addition,  the  present 
office  is  difficult  to  find.   Ely  is  the  gateway  to  the  Boundary  Waters  Canoe 
Area  (BWCA) .   Currently  100,000  users  stop  at  a  separate  site  for  permits  for 
the  BWCA.   The  current  operation  is  scattered  over  5  different  sites.    The 
planned  facility  will  include  19,000  sq  ft  in  one  location  on  the  highway 
across  from  the  International  Wolf  Center. 

Economic  Analysis: 

This  project  was  selected  because  of  potential  organizational  efficiencies, 
preferred  customer  service,  high  degree  of  visibility  and  easy  accessibility, 
and  because  it  replaced  inadequate  leased  facilities.   It  is  in  a  V:ey  location 
for  reaching  Forest  customers.   The  savings  for  this  project  come  from  the 
elimination  of  lease  costs,  as  well  as  reduced  operational  costs  and  personnel 
costs.   This  effort  will  facilitate  orgemizational  change  and  affect  two 
district  worlcforces.   The  sharing  of  services  will  reduce  personnel  costs. 

A  "life  cycle  cost  analysis"  produced  the  following  savings  indicators: 
LCC  Savings:        $998,000 
Paybac)c  Periof:     7.5  years 


111.   Question:   Please  provide  the  current  status  of  projects  for  which 

construction  has  been  initiated  (this  does  not  include  projects  that  have 
received  just  planning  or  design  funding)  with  funds  provided  prior  to  FY 
1995.   Indicate  funds  appropriated  to  date,  funding  necessary  to  complete 
the  project  (both  facilities  and  roads) ,  and  amounts  included  in  the  FY 
1995  budget.   If  funding  to  complete  the  projects'  is  not  included  in  the 
FY  1995  budget,  please  explain  why.   If  outyear  cost  are  separate  phases 
of  the  current  project,  explain." 

Answer:  The  following  taOale  list  projects  and  information  on  funding  and 
current  status.   Completed  projects  which  were  funded  before  FY  1993  are 
not  included.    Approved  reprogramming  is  included.   Explanations  are 
referenced  auid  follow  the  taible. 
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FAfcO  PROJECTS  in  PROGRESS 


PROJECT 


APPROPRIATED 

TO  DATE 

Fac   RdB 


FUTURE 

NEEDS 

Fac    Rds 


FY  X99S 

BODGET 

lAS RdB 


Current  Statua 


(Dollar8  in  thousandal 


Northern  Reoion 

Powell.  Duplex  &  Bunkhouse 

Wacer/Sewer  Systems 

Access  for  Disabled  93  Proj . 

AFD-Health/Sa£ety  &  Office 

W.  Fk.  Office  W/JCCC 

Aerial  Fire  Depot 

Helena  District  Office 

Access  for  Disabled  94  Proj . 

Powell  Dplx, 

Elk  City  Office  Addition 

Move  4-Plex  to  Camp  Crook 

Rocky  Mountain  Region 

Clear  Creek  Office  Elevator 

Pactola  Office 

Boulder  Off .&  WC 

Routt  Supvsr  Off  (Stage  1&2) 

Brush  Creek  Off  (Stage  2t3) 

Nebraska  SO  Purchase 

Southwest  Region 

Coyote  Administrative  Site 

Nogales  Administrative  Site 

Chevelon  RS  Office 

El  Rito  RS  Addition 

Willieuns  (Chalender)  RS 

Intermountain  Region 
Salt  Lake  Admin.  Site 
Ephraim  Office 
Dubois  Bunkhouse 
Teasdale  Bunkhouse 
Warren  Bunkhouse 
Leadore  District  Office 
Baker  Bunkhouse 
Pine  Valley  Bunkhouse 

Pacific  Southwest  Region 
Eagle  Lake  District  Office 
NCSC  Sewer  Connection 
Minarets  RS  (Phase  1) 

Pacific  Northwest  Region 
Mt  Baker -N. Bend  Sewer 
Toketee  Office  Phase  1,2S3 
Okiaih  Housing 
Sullivan  Lake  Warehouse 
Black  Butte  Lookout 

Southern  Region 
JC  VST  Off-Ctr  Const  Supplmt 
Oakmulgee  WC  Replacement 
Tellico  RD  Office 
Kisacchie  SO,  accessibility 

Eastern  Region 
Rochester  Admin  Site 
Gunflint  Admin  Site 
Androscoggin  Ranger  Station 
Fire  Cache  (Purchase) 


532 

92 

305 

287 

35 

595 

£44 

245 

331 

20 

212 


74 
896 

15 
537 
811 
249 


2,579 

1,180 

80 

70 

40 


269 
823 

170 
170 
170 
140 
189 
170 


0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
20 
0 


0 

189 

174 

150 

78 

0 


372 

229 

0 

0 

0 


109 
0 
0 
0 
0 
•  0 
0 
0 


1,445  219 

310  0 

413  150 

205  0 

1,619  120 

360  25 

400  40 

410  0 


319  0 

609  49 

550  57 

40  0 


742  81 

1,026  148 

1,339  0 

550  0 


none 

none 

none 

none 

none 

none 

160 

none 

none 

146 

none 


none 

none 

1,572 

2,272 

168 

none 


100 
ISO 
lis 


165  0 

81  74 

750  10 

1,149  100 

1,285  30 


950 
none 
none 
none 
none 
none 
none 
none 


none 
none 
1,587   150 

none 

440   110 
none 
none 
none 


232 
none 
none 
none 


none 
475 
none 
none 


146 


120  0 
783  0 
168   lis 


165 

81 

750 

299 

85 


950 


282 


0 

74 

10 

0 

0 


1,587   150 


440   110 


475 


Bunkhouse  done  & 
dplx.  contracted 
Coo^leted 
CoBipleted 
Completed 
Completed 
Complete  this  year 
See  «  1. 
Work  Underway 
Award  this  Bumner 
Planning  started 
Award  this  sumner 


Completed 

Completed 

See  «  2. 

Design  started 

Foundation  started 

Completed 


90%  Completed 
Award  this  summer 
Planning  started 
Plauining  started 
Planning  started 


See  «  3. 
Under  Contract 
Design  in  progress 
Design  in  progress 
Design  in  progress 
Design  in  progress 
Design  in  progress 
Design  in  progress 


Under  Contract 
Award  this  year 
Design  under  way 

See  04 

See  «5 

Award  this  year 

Award  this  year 

Award  this  year 


See  «6 
Completed 
Award  this  year 
Awarded/50%  done 


Contract  advertised 
Construction  started 
Design  underway 
Purchase  pending 
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PROJECT 


FAf.0  PROJECTS  in  PROGRESS 

APPROPRIATED     FUTURK      FY  1995 

TO  DATE   I    NEEDS    |   BUDGET    | 
EiS. Mb    I  F^? Rd8  I  Fac   Rds  I  Current  Status 


(Dollars  in  thousands) 


Alaska  Region 

Hater  Systems 

Hoonah  Admin  site  (phased) 

Cordova  Admin  site  (phased) 

Craig  Admin  site  (phased) 


89 

1,185 

448 

aee 


I 

0  I  none 

115  jl.lSS 

310  jl.llO 

0  |2,557 

I 


I 

I 

250  I 

150  I 

150  I 

L 


I 


I  Completed 

500    65  I  See  «7 

750    0  I  See  SS 

I  See  «9 


Additional  explanations: 

»1.   Helena  District  Office:   This  project  was  added  by  Congress  in  FY  1993  and  is 
for  the  purchase  of  land  for  the  district  office.   Three  parcels,  owned  by  two 
different  parties,  were  to  be  purchased.   Two  parcels  were  purchased  for  a  total 
of  $400,000,  and  about  $244,000  remains  unobligated  to  purchase  the  remaining 
parcel.   We  have  yet  to  come  to  terms  with  the  owner.   He  is  asking  for  more  them 
the  funds  available.   Our  best  guess  is  that  it  will  take  about  $160,000  more  to 
complete  the  purchase.   The  forest  is  continuing  to  negotiate  to  buy  the 
property.   If  additional  funds  are  needed,  there  will  be  future  funds  requested. 

S2.   Boulder  Office:   Through  reprograarning,  the  Boulder  Office  construction  was 
deferred  till  FY97  and  funds  shifted  to  the  Routt  SO,  Brush  Creek,  and  Nebraska. 
Senator  Skagg  requested  the  Forest  Service  to  locate  a  different  building  site 
than  the  National  Institute  of  Standards  &  Technology  in  Boulder.   This  planning 
activity  is  in  progress.   The  purchase  cf  the  Chicago  &  Northwestern  Railroad 
Building  in  Chadron,  Nebraska  was  part  of  the  approved  reprogramming. 

»3.   Wasatch-Cache  Salt  Lake  Citv  Adnin.  Site:   The  Forest  Service  was  asV-.ed  by 
the  State  of  Utah  to  postpone  it's  plan  to  construct  the  new  offices  at  the 
proposed  location  because  that  parcel  of  land  was  the  desired  site  for  a  speed 
skating  oval  for  the  1998  Winter  Olyrqpic  bid.  The  Forest  has  been  evaluating 
alternate  sites  for  the  administrative  site  and  is  negotiating  on  a  preferred 
site  . 


#4 .   North  Bend  Sewer  Connection: 
North  Bend,  Oregon. 


Kegstiations  are  Continuing  with  the  City  of 


as.      Toketee  Office  Phases  1.. 2.  &  3:   Phase  1  was  awarded  last  year  and  is  under 
construction.   Phase  2  will  be  awarded  in  FY  1994.   The  third  and  final  phase  is 
programed  for  funding  in  FY  1995  and  this  will  complete  the  project. 

#6 .   Job  Corps.  Vocational  Skills  Trainina.  off-center.  Construction  Supplement 
and   Subcontracting:   The  FY  1995  funding  will  complete  office  expansions  at  three 
locations.   The  work  is  making  use  of  the  Job  Corps  trainees. 


Hocnah  RD  Admin.  Site  (multi -phased 


(t7  .   Chatham  Area.  Tongass  N.F. 
development) ; 

Office:  Construction  of  the  office  began  in  FY93,  and  completion  is  expected  by 
June  ' 94 . 

Additional  work  required  includes  landscaping,  outdoor  lighting,  and  vehicle 
parking  at  an  estimated  cost  of  S300.000.  Due  to  the  remoteness  of  the  site,  the 
road  work  needs  to  be  coordinated  with  other  future  road  projects  scheduled  for 
the  area. 

Warehouse:  The  warehouse  construction  phase  is  in  process  and  final  contract  is 
scheduled  for  award  in  FY95  .  Road  work  for  the  project  will  be  coordinated  with 
other  road  projects  scheduled  for  the  area. 


Housing  Construction:   Construction  of  a  6-plex  hovsing  project  is  in  progress. 
Additional  funding  is  needed  to  cover  vehicle  parking  garages,  landscaping, 
sidewalks,  and  road  work  at  an  estimated  cost  of  5150,000.  These  activities  are 
not  scheduled  in  FY  1995  and  therefore  costs  were  not  included  in  the  '95  budget. 
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The  road  work  scheduled  for  the  project  needs  to  coordinated  with  other  road 
projects  scheduled  for  the  area.   A  duplex  housing  unit  is  also  needed  but  is  not 

scheduled  until  Fy97. 

#8.   Chuqach  N.F.  -  Cordova  RD  Office  Remodel  (multi -phased  develootnent)  :   The  1st 
phase  of  this  project  was  awarded  in  FY93  at  a  cost  of  $448,213,  with  the  2nd 
phase  scheduled  for  FY  1995  <S750,000) .  A  3rd  phase  is  plamned  for  FY  1996 
(S300,000).  Additionally,  a  vehicle  parking  area  is  planned  in  the  future  pending 
purchase  authority  to  obtain  needed  property.  Purchase  of  the  property  ie  expected 
to  cost  in  excess  of  SCO, 000,  and  road  work  necessary  to  make  the  property  fully 
accessible  will  cost  approximately  S150,000. 

«9 .   Ketchikan  Area.  Tonqass  N.F.  -  Craig  RD  Admin.  Site  (multi-phased 
development) :   The  1st  phase  of  this  project  (office  const.)  was  awarded  in  FY 
1993  at  a  cost  of  $826,000.  Some  underground  utility  work  was  also  done  in  FY  1993 
at  a  cost  of  $40,000.   Actual  construction  of  the  office  building  has  not  started, 
but  piling  placement  is  scheduled  in  April  of  1994.   Future  construction  phases  at 
this  site  include  a  barracks  ($750,000),  warehouse  ($700,000),  8-housing  units  or 
two  4-plexes,  vehicle  parking  lot,  landscaping  and  other  road  work.   This 
additional  development  is  scheduled  after  FY  1995. 

112.   Question:   On  what  basis  are  new  starts,  regardless  of  project  sire, 

proposed  in  FY  1995  when  funding  for  ongoing  projects  has  not  yet  been 
completed? 

fijisvei:      The  process  of  completing  a  FAiC  facility  project  requires  that 
planning  activities  begin  5  or  more  years  in  advance  of  actual  contract 
award.   The  first  request  for  funds  for  new  project  survey  and  design  (a 
new  start)  is  often  made  one  to  three  years  in  advance  of  the  request  for 
the  actual  construction  funding  and  contract  award,  to  permit  time  for 
design  and  contract  preparation.   This  scheduling  of  events  req-aires  that 
"new  starts"  be  proposed  when  funding  for  other  ongoing  projects  is  not 
yet  complete . 

113   Question:   Please  explain  why  the  costs  for  the  Cradle  of  Forestry 
exhibits  have  increased  from  the  $1  millicn  proposed  in  the  FY  1994 
budget  to  the  $3.05  million  presumed  in  FY  1995  (S500  thousand 
appropriated  in  FY  1994,  $550  thousand  in  FY  1995  budget,  and  S2  million 
outyear  cost . ) 

ftnswer :   The  interior  exhibit  costs  have  increased  from  $1,000,000  to 
$1,322,000.   The  original  SI  million  estimate  was  based  on  conceptual 
designs  and  did  not  include  final  design,  administration  and  contingency 
costs.   The  $3,050,000  is  the  total  funding  needed  to  complete  the  entire 
project  (not  just  exhibits) .   Following  is  a  breakdown  of  the  projected 

costs : 

-Interior  Exhibits  $1,322,000 

-Complete  Educational  Wing  601,000 

-Complete  Interpretive  wing  177,000 

-Exterior  Plazas  and  Exhibits  622,000 

-Upgrade  Water  System  193,000 

-Parking  and  Landscaping  135 . 000 

$3,050,000 

114.   Question:   What  is  the  purpose  of  the  Environmental  Learning  Center  on 
the  George  Washington  National  Forest?   Is  this  a  new  start? 

Answer:   The  purpose  of  this  center  is  to  provide  a  curriculum  based 
environmental  education  program  for  an  estimated  5,000  elementary /middle 
school  student/family  units  per  year.   These  prograuns  would  use  the 
resources  of  the  Native  Wildlife  Hospital  and  the  Forest  Service  to 
create  long  term  positive  impacts  on  attitude  and  behavior.   This 
endeavor  is  a  partnership  with  the  Wildlife  Center  of  Virginia,  Dupont 
Inc.,  and  the  Forest  Service.   Total  cost  will  be  S4  million,  with  over 
50%  provided  by  the  partners.   After  conpletion,  the  Wildlife  Center  of 
Virginia  will  assume  primary  responsibility  for  the  educational  programs 
and  facility  operations. 
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The  project  was  conceived  in  FY  1991  when  the  partnership  was  formed.   In 
FY  1992,  a  master  plan  was  contracted  utilizing  partnership  funds.   This 
is  a  new  start  as  no  construction  funds  have  been  appropriated  to  date 
for  this  project.   The  $110,000  in  the  FY  1995  budget  request  will  be 
used  for  planning  and  design  of  the  facility. 

LAND  ACQUISITION 

The  Forest  Service  is  requesting  $64,250,000  for  land  acquisition  in  FY  1995, 
the  same  as  the  FY  1994  enacted  level.   It  is  estimated  that  56,085  acres  will 
be  acquired  and  added  to  the  NFS  with  the  funding  requested. 

115.  Question:   Could  you  please  describe  what  type  of  process  the  Forest 
Service  used  to  determine  its  land  acquisition  project  priorities  for  FY 
1995? 

Answer :   The  L^md  Acquisition  Priority  System  (LAPS)  is  used  to  evaluate 
and  rank  land  acquisition  proposals.   It  accounts  for  threat  of 
development,  recreation  opportunity,  preservation  of  threatened  or 
endangered  species  habitat,  preservation  of  cultural  resources,  benefits 
to  wetlands,  infrastructure  necessary  to  meet  intended  management 
objectives,  recreation  use  growth  rate,  management  efficiency,  reduced 
acquisition  costs,  and  involvement  of  non- federal  partners.   LAPS  also 
allows  for  limited  number  of  priority  points  to  be  assigned  to  projects 
based  on  program  direction  and  emphasis  areas. 

116.  Question:  How  does  the  ranking  system  for  determining  lamd  ac<iuisition 
priorities  for  the  Forest  Service  coopare  to  the  ranking  system  used  by 
the  land  acquisition  agencies  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior? 

■  Answer:   The  rauiking  system  we  use  was  developed  in  conjunction  with  the 
leuid  acc[uisition  agencies  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 

117.  Question:   What  policy  objectives  are  reflected  in  your  FY  1995  land 
acquisition  request?   For  example,  what  portion  of  your  FY  1995  request 
for  land  acquisition  seeks  to  fulfill  recreation,  habitat  conservation, 
threatened  and  endaingered  species  preservation,  open  space  or  resource 
protection  objectives? 

Answer:   The  priority  points  assigned  to  projects  allows  us  to  emphasize 
policy  objectives  and  submit  a  program  balanced  with  benefits  for 
recreation  and  various  other  resources.   The  nomination  process  for  the 
land  acquisition  prograun  is  very  competitive  with  many  of  the  projects 
listed  in  the  President's  Budget  containing  attributes  that  benefit  more 
than  one  activity.   For  example,  the  Pacific  Northwest  Streams  Project  is 
directed  to  benefit  ainadromous  fish  populations.   In  meeting  this 
objective,  unique  wetlands  are  protected,  public  access  to  waterways  is 
obtained,  recreation  use  for  rafting  and  fishing  is  expanded,  and  habitat 
for  threatened  and  endangered  species  is  preserved. 

Recognizing  that  many  of  the  projects  benefit  more  than  one  area,  the  FY 
1995  projects  can  be  categorized  into  the  following  categories: 

Recreation  Qpportunity/Qpen  Space  -  40% 

T  i  E  Species/Wildlife  Habitat  -  30% 

Ecosystem  Management  Areas  -  15% 

Wetland  Benefits  -  15% 

118.  Question:   To  what  extent  is  the  Forest  Service  proposing  to  use  land 
exchanges  to  accomplish  these  policy  objectives? 

Answer :   The  Forest  Service  will  use  land  exchange  to  supplement  the  land 
purchase  program.   Land  exchanges  are  contingent  on  suitable  land  being 
available  for  conveyance  in  exchange  to  a  willing  non- federal  party.   The 
opportunity  to  use  land  exchanges  has  become  limited  as  the  requirements 
to  facilitate  land  exchanges  and  the  public  opposition  to  the  loss  of 
land  with  National  Forest  System  status  have  increased. 
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119.   Question:   Would  you  please  provide  for  the  record  a  table  listing  the  43 
land  acquisition  projects  proposed  for  FY  1995  and  for  each  project 
please  identify  the  appropriations  and  number  of  acres  acquired  to  date, 
the  total  number  of  acres  remaining  to  be  acquired,  the  total  cost  to 
acquire  those  remaining  acres,  and  any  additional  euinual  out -year  costs 
(i.e.  OSM,    development)  associated  with  each  proposed  acquisition. 

Answer:   A  table  listing  the  Forest  Service  land  acquisition  projects  in 
the  President's  Budget  for  FY  1995  showing  prior  acquisitions  and  planned 
acquisition  needs  is  attached.   The  projected  needs  are  based  on  a  5  year 
time  horizon  and  may  not  represent  total  acquisition  needs. 
Identification  of  a  project's  future  needs  does  not  assure  the  project 
will  continue  to  be  identified  in  the  President's  Budget  for 
acquisition.   The  projects  are  reviewed  annually  and  ranked  according  to 
a  priority  system. 

The  table  does  not  show  additional  out -year  costs  associated  with 
operation  and  maintenance  of  acquired  lands.   These  figures  are  not 
available  because  future  management  of  acquired  lands  is  based  on 
analyses  that  occur  after  the  land  is  acquired.   In  many  cases,  the 
acquisitions  reduce  administrative  costs  due  to  consolidated  land 
ownership  patterns.   Some  of  the  cost  savings  result  from  reduced 
surveying  costs,  elimination  of  trespass  cases,  and  gaining  public  access 
without  acquiring  additional  easements. 
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120.  Question:   Would  you  please  identify  which  of  your  proposed  FY  1995  land 
acquisitions  will  require  fee  acquisitions  and  which  ones  will  involve 
either  conservation  or  scenic  easements,  reserved  interest  deeds,  or 
other  less -than -fee  approaches? 

Answer :   Of  the  43  projects,  the  Sawtooth  National  Recreation  Area 
Project  is  the  only  acquisition  that  would  involve  an  easement.   Other 
projects  such  as  Columbia  River  Gorge  National  Scenic  Area  and  Flathead 
Wild  and  Scenic  River  Corridor  have  utilized  various  types  of  easements 
in  the  past  cmd  may  utilize  them  in  the  future  when  appropriate. 

121.  Question :   What  are  the  major  differences  between  scenic  and  conservation 
easements,  reserved  interest  deeds,  and  fee  acquisitions?   How  does  the 
use  of  an  easement  affect  the  level  of  PILT  payments  required? 

Answer:   Acquiring  fee  simple  title  displays  ownership  rights  inherent  in 
real  property  unlimited  in  duration  and  disposition.   An  easement  conveys 
ownership  rights  to  the  grantee  to  use  the  l2md,  or  restricts  the 
activity  of  the  landowner.   When  we  acquire  easements  they  are  typically 
scenic  easements  (also  called  conservation  easements)  or  reserved 
interest  easements.   Scenic  easements  restrict  certain  development 
activities  that  are  inconsistent  with  the  protection  or  preservation  of 
identified  resources.   Reserved  interest  easements  specify  the  landowners 
rights  and  uses  in  the  land,  all  remaining  interests  are  conveyed  to  the 
grantee.   Our  preference  is  to  acquire  reserve  interest  easements  because 
the  Federal  Government  acquires  all  rights  that  are  not  expressly  and 
specifically  reserved  in  the  grantor.   PILT  payments  are  not  made  on 
easements,  they  are  only  for  lands  owned  in  fee. 

122.  Question:   What  impact  has  the  reduced  cut  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  and 
the  upsurge  in  new  housing  starts  had  on  timber  values  and  how  do 
changing  timber  values  affect  the  Forest  Service's  ability  to  develop 
accurate  appraisals  and  make  timely  land  acquisitions? 

Answer :   Increasing  timber  prices  have  resulted  in  significant  increases 
in  the  price  of  leind  with  timber  resources.   We  estimate  that  in  the 
Pacific  Northwest  the  price  of  land  containing  mature  forests  have 
tripled  over  the  last  three  years.   The  rapid  increase  in  land/timber 
value  has  made  it  difficult  to  plan  out  year  programs,  maintain  current 
appraisals,  and  acquire  large  tracts  of  land  within  constrained  budgets. 
In  many  cases,  an   option  that  allows  us  to  acquire  the  land  over  a  number 
of  years  is  the  only  realistic  way  of  fitting  a  project  into  the 
program.   While  the  use  of  phased  options  allows  us  to  start  acquiring 
the  land,  they  limit  our  flexibility  to  add  new  projects  to  the  out  year 
progrsuTis  . 

123.  Question:   Congress  appropriated  $2.2  million  in  FY  1994  for  the 
acquisition  of  land  in  the  Little  Beaver  Creek  W&SR  in  Ohio  related  to 
the  Wayne  National  Forest.   This  acquisition  involves  a  land  exchange 
with  the  State  of  Ohio.   What  is  the  status  of  this  acquisition? 

Answer:   We  are  working  with  the  State  of  Ohio  to  determine  the  best 
method  of  completing  the  objectives  associated  with  the  acquisition  and 
exchange  of  leuid  along  Little  Beaver  Creek.   At  this  time,  no  leuids  have 
been  purchased. 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  J.  BENNETT  JOHNSTON 

FOREST  SERVICE  RESEARCH 

Last  year  as  you  know  I  supported  a  Forest  Service  proposal  to  consolidate 
administratively  Forest  Service  research  programs  in  the  South- -specif ically 
combining  the  Southern  auid  Southeastern  stations.   The  reason  for  my  support 
was  commitments  I  received  from  the  Forest  Service  that  savings  achieved  would 
enable  more  research  to  be  undertaken  in  Louisiana,  specifically  at  the  Forest 
Service  station  in  New  Orleans  and  in  cooperation  with  Dillard  University  and 
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other  institutions  which  have  had  a  long  and  productive  relationship  with  the 
Forest  Service. 

Specifically,  last  year  I  submitted  for  the  record  the  following  question: 

"It  is  my  understanding  that  this  action  [consolidating  the  Southern  and 
Southeastern  Station  administratively]  is  proposed  to  increase  the  efficiency 
of  your  research  program.   You  plan  to  reduce  overhead  costs  and  then  reinvest 
the  savings  in  actual  research.   Is  that  correct?" 

And  I  received  the  following  reply: 

"Yes." 

In  July  1993,  I  received  a  letter  from  then  Forest  Service  Chief,  Dale 
Robertson,  which  stated  that  the  savings  from  reductions  achieved  up  to  that 
time  were  running  2U30ut  $530,000  per  year. 

124.  Question:   What  is  the  current  level  of  savings  you  now  estimate  from 
this  consolidation?  How  much  of  these  funds- -and  how  much  above  the 
$200,000  this  subcommittee  specifically  tramsf erred  to  research  from 
administration  last  year- -have  been  devoted  to  improved  research  prograuns 
in  New  Orleans?  Has  this  supported  any  new  research  positions,  as  I  was 
also  told  would  happen?  How  many  and  where? 

Answer:   Agency-wide  reductions  in  administrative  costs  have  sibsorbed  a 
substsuitial  share  of  the  $530,000,  therefore  we  do  not  estimate 
additional  administrative  savings  above  the  $200,000  expected  this  year. 
The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  not  given  final  approval  for  the 
consolidation,  therefore  additional  savings  have  not  accrued  as  projected 
in  the  Chief's  July  1993  letter.   In  fact,  the  delay  in  obtaining  final 
approval  for  consolidation  has  resulted  in  having  to  fill  two  crucial 
administrative  positions  in  New  Orleems  (contracting  and  personnel 
management)  in  order  to  provide  critical  services  needed  this  year. 
However,  we  have  devoted  the  entire  $200,000  tramsf erred  from 
administrative  savings  to  unit  SO-4107  to  improve  and  expand  research 
programs  in  New  Orleans.   Due  to  Agency  down-sizing  emd  a  hiring  freeze 
on  mid- level  positions  we  have  been  uneU}le  to  fill  any  new  research 
positions  in  New  Orleans. 

125.  Question :   I  was  also  told  savings  could  be  used  to  support  and  expand 
research  programs  on  coastal  wetlands  forest  ecosystems,  to  expand  the 
partnership  with  Dillard  University;  to  begin  a  irural  development  / 
international  trade  initiative  and   to  expand  research  on  environmental 
law.   Have  euiy  of  these  initiatives  begun?   Please  provide  a  ccn^lete 
list  of  what  you  have  accomplished  with  additional  funds  from  the  savings 
you  have  achieved  for  the  record. 

Answer :   As  mentioned  earlier,  only  $200,000  in  savings  are  available  in 
FY  1994  to  conduct  research  in  our  unit  in  New  Orleans  on  Quantitative 
Studies  for  Forest  Management  (SO-4107) .   No  savings  are  available  for 
expanding  research  in  unit  50-4802  in  New  Orleans  on  Evaluation  of  Legal, 
Tetx,  and  Economic  Influences  on  Forest  Resource  Management,  therefore  we 
have  not  begun  the  rural  development  /  international  trade  initiative  or 
expanded  research  on  environmental  law. 

Quantitative  Studies  for  Forest  Management  (SO-4107) 

The  $200,000  in  savings  that  are  made  available  in  FY  1994  allowed  us  to 
increase  research  on  the  coastal  wetlands  forest  ecosystem  in  the 
following  areas  in  the  quamtitative  studies  unit: 

o  Analysis  of  tree  ring  data  amd  development  of  associated  statistical 
approaches  for  growth  decline  situations,  and  also  extend  growth  and 
yield  estimation  capability  with  Forest  Inventory  Analysis  data  for 
natural  stands.  ($100,000) 
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o  statistical  tools  for  applications  of  remote  sensing  and  geographic 
information  systems  to  ecosystem  and  biodiversity  mauiagement 
questions.   (In  cooperation  with  Dillard  University  and  Southeastern 
Louisiana  State  University).  ($100,000) 

o  In  addition,  we  are  receiving  $112,000  from  the  Southern  Global  Change 
Progrzun,  headquartered  in  the  Southeastern  Station,  Asheville,  for 
research  on  old- growth  cypress. 

Accomplishments  resulting  from  the  $200,000  in  administrative  savings 
include : 

o   Research  publications  indicate  that  growth  declines  of  red  spruce  and 
loblolly  pine  are  a  consequence  of  natural  stand  disturbamces  rather 
than  air  pollution. 

o  Unit's  research  indicates  growth  enhancement  of  old-growth  baldcypress 
since  the  1950' s,  this  may  be  related  to  the  coincident  increase  in 
atmospheric  CO  . 

The  President's  FY  1995  budget  will  continue  to  provide  funding  for  the 
aUaove  research . 

126.  Question:   What  is  your  research  plan  for  the  Southern  Station  this  year? 
Please  provide  for  the  record  a  comparison  of  what  is  in  the  "base"  and 
what  has  been  achieved  due  to  administrative  savings. 

Answer :   Assuming  that  you  are  focusing  on  research  plans  in  the  New 
'   Orleans  area  the  following  information  is  provided: 

New  Orleans  Research  Plan  Comparison 

UNIT        FY93       FY94       FY95  Base         FY95  PB 
SO-4107        287        485  509  497   (1) 

SO-4802         527        522  548  559 

(1)  Includes  $200,000  transferred  from  administrative  savings 
Base  is  defined  as  the  FY  1994  funding  level  plus  inflation. 

Quantitative  Studies  for  Forest  Management  (SO-4107) 

The  FY  1995  President's  Budget  is  $12,000  above  the  FY  1994  appropriation 
for  the  unit.   This  amount  is  not  enough  to  keep   up  with  inflation  and 
will  result  in  no  increase  in  research. 

Evaluation  of  Legal,  Tax,  and  Economic  Influences  on  Forest  Resource 
Management  (SO-4802) 

The  FY  1995  President's  Budget  is  $37,000  above  the  FY  1994  appropriation 
for  the  unit.   This  aunount  will  go  to  cover  inflation  and  there  will  not 
be  a  increase  in  research. 

127.  Question:   Will  research  continue  on  the  cypress?   How  does  this  year's 
funding  level  compare  to  last  year's? 

Answer:   Yes,  research  will  continue  on  cypress.   The  FY  1995  President's 
Budget  continues  the  FY  1994  level  of  funding  for  cypress  research. 

A  major  problem  throughout  the  South  is  damage  to  trees  amd  to  historic 
structures  caused  by  the  Formosein  termite.   This  is  particularly  a  problem  in 
the  Vieux  Carre  in  New  Orleans . 

128.  Question:   Has  the  Forest  Service  undertaken  amy  research  on  how  trees 
cam  be  treated  to  avoid  termite  damage?   What  is  your  capalbility  for  so 
doing? 
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Answer:   The  Forest  Service  has  not  undertaken  research  on  how  trees  can 
be  treated  to  avoid  damage  from  the  Formosan  termite.   Although  we  have 
technical  skills  to  do  so,  other  priorities  such  as  our  program  on  the 
subterranean  termite,  preclude  us  from  adding  what  would  be  a  new  area  of 
research . 

129.  Question:   Could  any  of  this  work  be  done  in  New  Orleans  or  in 
Pineville? 

Answer:   Yes,  but  this  would  require  that  we  hire  and  locate  scientists 
and  technicians  at  one  of  these  locations.   If  in  New  Orleems,  lab  space 
would  also  have  to  be  developed.   Since  Gulfport  is  not  that  far,  the 
work  could  also  be  done  out  of  there.   In  any  case,  however,  we  do  not 
have  the  resources  to  add  scientists  or  locations  to  address  this  line  of 
research. 

However,  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  currently  conducts  research  on 
the  Formoseui  termite  through  an  agreement  with  the  University  of  Hawaii. 

130.  Question:   What  additional  resources  would  you  need  to  begin  such  a 
program,  possibly  in  cooperation  with  the  LSO  Agricultural  Center,  in 
Louisiana  this  year  cuid  in  future  years? 

Answer:   We  would  need  the  funding  and  ceilings  to  hire  and  support  at 
least  one  scientist  and  one  technician.   When  one  considers  all  direct 
and  indirect  costs  associated  with  supporting  a  scientist  and  their 
research  at  today's  costs,  it  exceeds  $250,000  per  year.   This  includes 
at  least  $50,000  for  cooperative  work  with  universities.   Since  LSU  has 
been  doing  research  on  the  Formosan  termite,  it  is  a  logical  institution 
to  consider  for  any  cooperative  research  on  this  insect. 

Adding  a  research  progrcun  on  the  Formosan  termite,  although  an  iti^jortant 
pest  causing  severe  damage,  is  not  our  first  priority  and  is  less 
important  thcin  subterranean  termite  research.   Because  of  declining 
quantity  and  purchasing  power  of  research  dollars,  our  program  on  the 
subterranean  termite  is  reduced.   Our  first  priority  for  additional 
resources  would  be  to  restore  subterranean  termite  research  before 
initiating  new  research  on  formosan  termites. 

Concerns  have  been  raised  in  Louisiana  about  the  impact  the  situation  in  the 
Pacific  Northwest  has  had  on  timber  management  of  private  lands  in  the  South. 
Likewise,  the  potential  for  shortages  that  exist  because  of  current  restraints 
placed  on  public  and  private  forest  lands  has  influenced  many  management 
decisions.   Also,  it  is  unclear  what  effect  considerations  surrounding 
ecosystem  management,  forest  health,  global  change,  and  endangered  species 
habitat  will  have  on  overall  future  timber  supply  and  demand. 

131.  Question:   Is  the  Forest  Service  conducting  any  research  in  the  South  to 
provide  basic  information  for  the  public  and  private  sector  to  make 
informed  forest  policy  and  meuiagement  decisions  in  light  of  the  recent 
supply  pressures  that  have  been  placed  on  the  South?   If  so,  where  is 
this  research  being  conducted  and  how  much  funding  has  been  recommended? 
If  not,  how  much  funding  would  be  needed  to  ensure  that  the  public  and 
private  sector  have  the  information  amd  data  needed  to  make  informed 
decisions  as  to  what  management  strategies  should  be  implemented  to 
ensure  private  lands  are  able  to  compensate  for  reductions  in  federal 
land  harvests  cmd  on  private  lands  as  a  result  of  endangered  species 
habitat  or  similar  environmental  considerations? 

Answer:   Your  concern  about  information  needed  to  resolve  forest  policy 
and  management  decisions  on  public  and  private  lands  highlights  an  urgent 
issue.  The  Forest  Inventory  and  Analysis  mission  is  to  improve  the 
understanding  amd  meuiagement  of  our  Nation's  forests  by  maintaining  a 
comprehensive  inventory  of  the  status  and  trends  of  the  country's  diverse 
forest  ecosystems,  their  use,  and  their  health.   One  long  term  issue 
affecting  the  FIA  program  is  dwindling  resources,  encompassing  lack  of 
regeneration,  increasing  harvests,  and  forest  and  ownership 
fragmentation.   Increasing  population  and  attendouit  resource  demands 
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highlight  the  need  for  accurate,  timely  resource  information  amd  easy 
access  to  such  data  by  a  wide  range  of  public  and  private  decision 
makers.   The  dynamic  nature  of  Southern  forests,  the  predominance  of 
nonindustrial  private  owners,  auid  associated  harvesting  and  management 
activities,  which  have  been  substantially  increased  recently  due  to 
reduced  harvests  in  the  West,  add  to  the  necessity  of  timely,  accurate 
information  concerning  resources  in  the  region.   Such  information  is 
imperative  for  wise  use  of  existing  resources  and  renewal  for  future 
generations. 

The  Forest  Service  research  work  unit  at  Research  Triamgle  Park,  North 
Carolina,  is  conducting  research  on  the  economics  of  forest  management  in 
the  South  and  is  also  evaluating  the  effects  of  public  programs, 
regulations,  and  forest  pests  on  regional  timber  supplies.   This  unit  is 
currently  creating  a  southwide  resource  analysis  program  with  the  support 
of  forest  industry  and  the  close  cooperation  of  regional  universities. 
This  program,  called  "Southern  Forest  Resource  Assessment  Consortium" 
(SOFAC) ,  is  designed  to  take  the  current  data  from  the  Forest  Service 
inventory  program  (Forest  Inventory  and  Analysis) ,  together  with 
supplementary  economics  information,  to  develop  a  model  of  the  forestry 
sector.   Economists  in  this  unit  and  cooperating  universities  are 
analyzing  the  implications  of  both  the  environmental  and  policy 
influences  mentioned  in  your  inquiry. 

In  addition,  the  Forest  Service  research  work  unit  at  New  Orleans, 
Louisiana,  conducts  research  on  legal,  tax,  and  economic  influences  on 
forest  resources  management  and  investment.   This  unit  has  several 
studies  underway  that  address  timber  supply  and  management  concerns  on 
private  lands  in  the  South,  including  the  current  and  long  term  effects 
of  state  and  local  regulation  on  private  timber  supply,  the  effect  of 
state  severance  amd  current -use  taxation  on  private  forest  land,  an 
analysis  of  state  cost- share  programs  for  reforestation  and  timber  stand 
improvement,  and  the  effect  of  endangered  species  regulation  on  private 
land.   An  example  in  the  latter  area  is  an  analysis  of  the  cost  of 
standards  for  protecting  red-cockaded  woodpecker  habitat  on  private 
land.   Also,  this  unit  is  examining  silvicultural,  vegetation  control, 
logging,  and  other  management  costs  of  ecosystem  management  activities. 

In  response  to  your  question  to  provide  program  information  and  to  show 
the  funding  level  which  could  be  effectively  used  if  no  constraints  on 
Federal  employment  and  spending  existed,  is  the  list  below: 

Recommended    Expanded 

Forest  Inventory  and  Analysis  for  $2,800,000    $3,300,000 

Midsouth  States  (SO-4801) 

Evaluation  of  Legal,  Tax,  and  Economic       $   559,000     $   959,000 

Influences  on  Forest  Resource  Management 

(SO-4802) 

Forest  Inventory  and  Analysis  (SB-4801)      $2,326,000     $2,726,000 

Economics  of  Forest  Protection 

and  Management  (SE- 4 851)  $   990,000     $1,390,000 

Your  question  also  asked  about  information  and  data  needed  to  select 
appropriate  management  strategies  to  ensure  the  productivity  of  private 
lands.   Although  much  of  the  station's  research  program  has  some  bearing 
on  this  matter,  the  station's  silviculture  research  work  units  are 
providing  the  fundamental  knowledge  about  timber  productivity  and 
management  alternatives.   These  units  are  studying  the  full  range  of 
cultural  topics  including:   planting  techniques,  improved  genetic  stocks, 
intermediate  and  final  treatments,  growth  and  yield  relationships,  and 
nonconsnodity  benefits. 
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Recommended  FY  1995  and  expanded  level  funding  for  silviculture  research: 

Recommended   Expanded 

Silviculture  of  Artificially  Regenerated    $1,201,000    $1,501,000 
Southern  Pines  (SO-4101) 

Environmental  Impacts  and   Ecosystem         $1,000,000    $1,300,000 
Responses  to  Vegetation  Management  in 
Southern  Forestry  (SO-4105) 

Multi- resource  Management  of  Naturally      $1,490,000    $1,790,000 
Regenerated  Uplamd  Forests  in  the 
Mid-South  (SO-4106) 

Regeneration  and  Management  of  Southern     $1,200,000    $1,700,000 
Hardwoods  (SO- 4 152) 

Hydrologic  Evaluation  of  Forest  Management   $1,534,000    $1,834,000 
Alternatives  (SO-4351) 

Developing  silviculture  techniques  for      $1,200,000    $1,500,000 
Southern  Appalachian  forests  (SE-4101) 

Alternative  methods  for  regenerating 

loblolly  pine  emd  increasing  production 

from  loblolly  pine  seed  orchards  (SE-4104)   $1,000,000     $1,400,000 

Developing  cost-effective  systems  for       $   475,000    $   675,000 
managing  mixed  pine -hardwood  forests  in 
the  Piedmont  (SE-4105) 

KISATCHIE  NATIONAL  FOREST 

An  intensive  wind  storm  struck  Caney  Lakes  Recreation  Area  causing  extensive 
damage  to  the  area  and  its  facilities  the  evening  of  April  27,  1991.   Since  the 
storm,  funds  have  been  allocated  for  the  clean-up,  repair  and  reheibilitation  at 
the  site.   Also,  a  master  plan  was  developed  for  rehabilitation  of  this  site 
which  is  more  than  20  years  old. 

132.  Question:   Are  there  any  uncompleted  storm-related  rehabilitation  and 
reconstruction  projects  at  Caney  Lakes  Recreation  Area?   Please  provide 
for  the  record  a  list  of  cuiy  such  projects  and  the  level  of  funding 
needed  to  complete  them. 

Answer:   The  needs  for  storm  related  reheibilitation  and  reconstruction 
totals  $260,000  and  include  projects  for  replanting  of  Main  Day  Use/swim 
site  area.  Hill  Day  Use  area,  group  area.  Turtle  Slide  Camploop,  and 
spillway  area;  reconstruction  of  camp  units;  construction  of  accessible 
walkways;  and  to  complete  construction  of  a  group  use  play  area.   These 
funds  are  not  contained  in  the  FY  1995  request. 

133 .  Question:   What  level  of  funding  is  needed  to  complete  remaining  proposed 
projects  under  the  master  plan?   Please  provide  a  complete  list  for  the 
record. 

Answer :   Approximately  $510,000  is  needed  to  implement  the  master  plan 
which  will  include  the  following  projects: 

-Reconstruction  of  the  entry  station  and  associated  parking. 

-Construction  of  the  Main  Day  Use/Swim  Site  play  structure,  additional 
picnic  units,  accessible  walkways,  disabled  swim  access,  smd  parking  area 
paving. 

-Rehabilitation  of  Hill  Day  Use  Area  picnic  sites,  improve  accessibility 
smd  parking  area  paving. 
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-Enhance  Ski  Beach  and  Boat  Ramp  by  reconstructing  picnic  units  and  dock, 

parking  area  paving  and  improving  accessibility.   Enhance  the  Group  Ose 

Area  by  constructing  a  dock  and  swimming  access  structure  for  people  with 
disabilities  and  repave  access  road  and  parking  area. 

-Construct  a  fishing  pier  at  Turtle  Slide  Cainploop. 

-Construct  a  play  structure  and  fishing  pier  at  Beaver  Dam  Canploop. 
-Construct  a  dock  at  the  Spillway  Boat  Ran^. 

These  funds  are  not  contained  in  the  FY  1995  request . 

RURAL  DEVELOPMBNT 

The  Southern  Region  has  been  a  leader  in  rural  development  efforts  for  a  number 
of  years,  and  has  demonstrated  their  effectiveness  by  the  diverse  working 
partnerships  they  have  developed,  the  succcess  of  their  projects,  and  the 
efficient  use  of  limited  funding.   Yet,  the  percentage  of  Forest  Service  rural 
development  funding  that  has  been  directed  to  the  South,  which  is  in  desperate 
need  of  economic  development  through  forest -related  resources,  has  been  low  in 
comparison  to  other  regions.   For  example,  during  FY  1990  to  FY  1993  the  South 
only  received  approximately  10  percent  of  the  national  funding  allocated  for 
rural  development  auid  economic  recovery  initiatives. 

I 

134.  Question:   What  considerations  have  been  made  by  the  Forest  Service  to 
address  the  economic  unmet  needs  of  the  South?   For  ex2unple,  recent 
information  indicates  that  nearly  65  percent  or  about  two- thirds  of  the 
rural  under-class  live  in  the  South  making  it  the  poorest  region  in  the 
country;  the  highest  concentration  of  rural  poverty  live  in  counties  with 
over  65  percent  forest  land;  the  South  has  1,311  out  of  3,130  counties  in 
the  Nation  with  thousands  of  small  rural  comnunities  euid  most  of  the 
rural  poor  are  in  the  minority  populations. 

Answer :   The  Forest  Service  has  been  strengthening  its  response  to  rural 
communities  nationwide.   The  effort  is  identified  as  Rural  Community 
Assistance  amd  is  made  up  of  three  appropriated  programs.   They  are: 
Economic  Recovery,  Rural  Development,  «uid  Economic  Diversification 
Studies.   All  three  programs  are  offered  in  the  South. 

The  Rural  Development  program  is  designed  for  communities  experiencing 
long  term  or  persistent  economic  problems.   The  program  is  directed  to 
communities  where  the  Forest  Service  has  a  significant  presence  or 
interest,  and  where  persistent  problems,  such  as  low  per  capita  income, 
can  be  identified. 

The  Economic  Recovery  progr2un  has  specific  eligibility  requirements  as 
identified  in  the  1990  Farm  Bill  authorization.   The  Forest  Service  is 
directed  to  help  communities  organize  action  teams  and  develop  and  help 
implement  action  plems.   The  national  allocation  process  considered  the 
need  for  a  base  field  staff  level,  the  national  universe  of  potentially 
eligible  counties  within  100  miles  of  the  NFS  lands,  15%  dependency  on 
natural  resource -based  industries,  timber  dependency,  and  unemployment. 

The  Economic  Diversification  Studies  program  provides  funds  to 
communities  to  share  in  the  cost  of  conducting  feasibility  studies 
designed  to  help  rural  communities  dependent  upon  a  single  forest 
resource  to  find  ways  to  diversify  their  local  economies.   All  of  these 
programs  cOlU   meet  the  special  needs  of  the  South. 

135.  Question:   What  level  of  funding  has  been  recommended  for  FY  1995  through 
the  Rural  Development  Initiative  and  Economic  Recovery  Programs  to 
address  the  economic  needs  of  the  South?  What  percent  of  the  national 
total  does  this  figure  represent?   What  level  of  funding  would  national 
forests  in  the  South  need  to  better  provide  economic  stimulus 
opportunities  in  rural  areas  affected  by  national  forest  management? 
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Answer:   Of  the  three  funded  programs  which  make  up  the  Forest  Service 
Rural  Community  emphasis  the  proposed  funding  level  for  FY  1995  for  the 
South  is  the  following: 

Rural  Development  $1,078,000 

Economic  Development  396,000 

Economic  Diversification  Studies    124,000 

Of  the  total  funds  availaible  for  distribution,  the  above  funding  levels 
represent  23  percent,  9  percent  zmd  25  percent  respectively. 

Based  on  the  total  funds  appropriated  and  the  criteria  used  to  distribute 
the  funds  the  above  funding  levels  are  appropriate. 

STATE  AND  PRIVATE  FORESTRY 

I  have  noted  that  the  Administration's  budget  would  eliminate  all  aid  to  the 
States  for  wildland  forest  protection.   This  program  has  been  very  important  to 
Louisiana  in  the  protection  of  our  forest  resource  and  the  citizens  of  the 
state . 

136.  Question:    What  was  the  justifications  for  eliminating  funding  for  the 
wildland  forest  protection  program? 

Answer :   The  FY  1995  program  request  is  21  percent  when  compared  to  FY 
1994  program.   In  order  to  fund  more  critical  needs  in  other  programs  in 
State  and  Private  Forestry,  the  Fire  Protection  funding  was  reduced. 
This  will  eliminate  State  financial  assistance  but  retain  essential 
technical  assistance.   This  is  the  result  of  prioritization  of  other 
critical  needs  within  the  total  program,  not  a  desire  to  eliminate  the 
funding. 

137.  Question:   Are  any  other  programs  available  to  assist  states  in  providing 
similar  assistance? 

.*^ 

Answer:   The  Rural  Community  Fire  Protection  Program  funded  through 
Farmers  Home  Administration  provides  assistance  to  Volunteer  fire 
departments.   This  program  is  funded  at  $3.5  million  in  FY  1994  and  the 
FY  1995  budget  proposes  $5.0  million. 

138.  Question:   How  much  funding  would  be  needed  to  restore  funding  for  this 
program  at  the  FY  1994  level? 

Answer:   $13,426,000  would  restore  the  President's  budget  of  $3,722,000 
to  the  FY  1994  level  of  $17,148,000. 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  PATRICK  LEAHY 

GREEN  MOUNTAIN  NATIONAL  FOREST  LAND  ACQUISTION 

Since  you  will  be  visiting  Vermont  later  this  spring,  I  do  not  have  to  worry 
about  convincing  you  how  beautiful  it  is.   The  Green  Mountain  National  Forest 
is  a  vitally  important  part  of  Vermont's  landscape.   It  provides  timber, 
hunting  grounds,  hiking  trails,  blueberry  patches,  snow-mobile  tracks,  ski 
areas,  research  opportunities,  tourist  attractions,  and  a  picturesque  backdrop 
to  Vermont's  rural  communities. 

The  forest  is  within  a  days  drive  from  70  million  American's  --  one  quarter  of 
the  United  States.   The  Green  Mountain  National  Forest  is  a  good  investment  for 
these  Americans,  and  Vermonters  are  willing  to  help  make  this  investment. 

Vermonters  value  the  Forest  so  much  that  many  have  offered  to  sell  their  land 
to  the  Forest  Service.   In  fact,  right  now  the  Forest  Service  holds  offers  for 
almost  15  million  dollars  worth  of  property  --  25,000  acres. 

Regrettably,  the  money  isn't  there,  and  the  offers  go  unheeded. 
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Last  year  at  this  hearing,  your  predecessor.  Chief  Robertson,  acknowledged  that 
the  Green  Mountain  National  Forest  is  unusual  in  having  such  broad  based 
support  and  so  many  standing  offers . 

403.  Question:   Chief,  we  singly  need  to  get  a  4  year  commitment  of  $16 
million  to  eliminate  the  st2mding  backlog  of  offers  from  Vermonters  and 
to  keep  up  with  new  offers.   How  can  we  finish  this  job? 

Answer:   We  understcind  your  desire  to  move  forward  with  all  the 
opportunities  in  Vermont.   Given  the  current  budget  situation  and  the 
need  to  balance  all  resource  needs  on  a  national  level,  we  believe  the  FY 
1995  President's  Budget  proposes  a  responsible  funding  level  for  the 
Forest  Service  land  acquisition  program.   Included  in  the  FY  1995  budget 
is  a  $2  million  acquisition  progreun  on  the  Green  Mountain  National 
Forest . 

Unfortunately,  increasing  the  acquisition  program  on  the  Green  Mountain 
National  Forest  to  the  level  you  request  would  result  in  a  funding  level 
which  exceeds  the  capability  of  the  current  staffing  on  the  forest,  and 
may  exceed  the  amount  of  property  that  is  available  on  am  cuinual  basis. 
In  addition,  directing  funds  of  that  magnitude  to  one  specific  forest 
would  end  up  funding  lower  priority  acc[uisitions . 

FOREST  LEGACY  PROGRAM  FUNDING 

Another  top  priority  for  me  and  for  the  State  of  Vermont  is  the  Forest  Legacy 
Program. 

The  Forest  Legacy  Program  is  growing  quickly  and  running  well.   Three 
Assessments  of  need  were  approved  in  February.   Several  more  Assessments  are  on 
the  Secretary's  desk.   Over  a  dozen  states  are  committeed  to  the  program. 
Several  excellent  projects  are  under  contract,  including  a  popular  one  in  the 
Majority  Leader's  state.   The  Forest  Service  has  held  three  listening  sessions 
and  the  guidelines  will  be  revised  this  summer. 

The  Forest  Service  will  close  on  another  Forest  Legacy  project  in  upcoming 
weeks  in  the  Worcester  Ramger  in  Vermont.   The  parcel  is  a  wonderful  2,281  acre 
wood- lot  stretching  from  a  remote  lake  to  a  ridgetop  with  a  State-maintained 
trail  along  the  top  and  state  lauid  on  either  side. 

I  appreciate  the  amount  included  in  the  budget,  but  the  program  is  growing,  and 
I  predict  that  in  FY  1995  the  states  involved  today  will  need  at  least  $10 
million   Then  add  another  dozen  states  who  will  become  eligible  for  funds  this 
year  and  next.   I  think  we  are  looking  at  a  need  of  $25  million  dollars. 

404.  Question:   Can  we  count  on  the  Forest  Service  to  support  the  funding 
needs  for  the  Forest  Legacy  Program  as  it  evolves? 

Answer:   Yes,  to  the  extent  possible.   The  Forest  Service  considers  the 
Forest  Legacy  Program  a  very  important  tool  in  the  stewardship  on 
America's  non-Federal  forests.   Currently  seventeen  states  auid  one 
territory  (Puerto  Rico)  are  either  actively  involved  or  showing 
significant  interest  in  the  progrjun.   The  funding  needs  associated  with 
this  interest  will  continue  to  increase.   We  will  strive  to  meet  the 
Forest  Legacy  Prograun  needs  as  much  as  possible  while  still  maintaining  a 
balanced  State  and  Private  Forestry  program. 

VERMONT  MONITORING  COOPERATIVE 

405.  Question:   When  I  visited  with  Tom  Haunilton  of  Research  several  years  ago 
he  assured  me  that  the  Vermont  Monitoring  Cooperative  in  Proctor,  Vermont 
was  going  to  be  funded  at  a  baseline  level  of  approximately  $300,000 
dollars  from  State  and  Private  Forestry  auid  Forest  Service  Research.   To 
date,  we  have  not  had  this  funding.   Why  has  full -funding  been  delayed 
and  how  soon  cam  the  Forest  Service  partners  expect  full -funding? 
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Aasw££:   You  are  correct  in  that  the  baseline  level  of  funding  was  to  be 
approximately  $300,000  -  this  total  is  a  combination  of  Forest  Service 
and  other  sources  funding. 

FY  1994  total  funding  committed  to  the  Cooperative  was  $358,000: 
$100,000  from  Forest  Service  Research  (NFES)  funds,  $171,000  from 
other /private  sources,  and  $87,800  from  Forest  Service  State  and  Private 
Forestry.   The  Forest  Service  funds  ($187,800)  have  been  provided.   We 
have  no  information  on  the  status  of  the  $171,000  from  other/private 
sources . 

Forest  Service  funding  for  FY  1995  will  be  at  the  same  level  ($187,800) . 

GREEN  MOUNTAIN  TIMBKB  ftT^JOCATION  RATIOHALE 

406.   puestiqn:   I  have  asJted  the  Forest  Service  for  a  one  page  document  giving 
the  rationale  for  the  timber  allocation  to  the  Green  Mountain  National 
Forest.   I  requested  this  last  November  and  several  times  since  then. 
Please  include  this  document  in  the  hearing  record  and  send  me  a  copy. 

J^^vex :   The  allocation  of  timber  dollars  and  targets  is  based  on  the 
level  of  funds  and  targets  allocated  to  Region  9  and  distributed  to  the 
Region  9  forests  based  on  the  forest's  Program  Budget  Data  (planning 
data)  submitted  for  the  given  fiscal  year. 

For  FY  1994,  the  Green  Mountain  submitted  a  timber  volume  as  follows: 

Level  1   4  Million  Board  Feet  (MMBF) 
Level  2    6  MMBF 
Level  3    9  MMBF 

In  the  FY  1994  President's  Budget,  Region  9  received  a  timber  offer 
target  of  571  MMBF.   This  volume  was  between  levels  1  and  2  for  the 
region.   Based  on  this  target,  the  Green  Mountain  would  have  received  a 
target  between  4-6  MMBF. 

Based  on  the  President's  Budget,  volume  reductions  were  primarily  driven 
by  the  phasing  out  of  below  cost  timber  programs  and  local  issues  that 
prevent  forests  from  offering  volume  for  sale.   The  direction  further 
stated  that,  below  cost  timber  sale  programs  will  be  phased  over  four 
years  under  the  following  assumptions.   For  FY  1994,  reductions  will  be 
directed  primarily  toward  forests  with  commercial  timber  sales  programs 
with  the  largest  losses  in  relation  to  sale  revenues. 

Adjustments  were  made  to  forests  with  below  cost  timber  sale  progrsuns  in 
Region  9  because  of  the  intent  of  the  Presidential  Initiative.   The  Green 
Mountain  was  one  of  the  below  cost  timber  sale  forests.   This  adjustment 
gave  the  Green  Mountain  a  timber  offer  target  of  3  MMBF. 

Through  the  Congressional  appropriations  process,  the  following  guidance 

was  included  in  the  Conference  Report . 

"No  specific  reductions  are  to  be  allocated  to  a  forest  solely  on  the 
basis  of  a  below  cost  determination.   No  targets  were  assigned  on  a 
regional  basis  because  of  the  considerable  uncertainty  that  exists  in 
the  program. " 

The  region  received  additional  dollars  for  timber  sales  in  the  final 
appropriations  and  was  able  to  distribute  the  timber  program  that  was 
slightly  above  level  2.   Based  on  this  budget  an6   forest  responses  to 
current  capability  to  offer  timber  volume,  the  final  distribution  of 
dollars  were  made. 

Based  on  this  distribution,  the  Green  Mountain  was  funded  at  a  level 
sufficient  to  offer  a  volume  of  6  MMBF.   This  includes  salvage  sale 
funding  and  volume . 
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FOREST  LEGACY  IN  THE  PROPOSED  BUDGET  STRUCTURE 

407.  Ouestion:   I  have  told  the  Forest  Service  twice  that  the  proposed  budget 
structure  for  State  and  Private  Forestry  Programs  is  flawed.   The  current 
structure  links  Forest  Legacy  with  an  unauthorized  prograun  and  reduces 
its  focus  to  a  land- conservation  program  instead  of  a  working  forest 
management  tool.   The  primary  intent  of  the  program  is  to  complement  the 
Stewardship  program   --  especially  given  that  Legacy  projects  must  have 
stewardship  plans.   It  is  also  a  complement  to  the  Economic  Action 
Program  since  it  protects  working  forest  and  the  communities  that  depend 
on  them.   If  the  Forest  Service  insists  on  the  current  structure,  I  would 
appreciate  the  rationale  of  this  decision. 

Answer:   In  developing  the  current  budget  structure,  the  Agency  tried  to 
place  similar  prograuns  together.   NRCEP  and  the  Forest  Legacy  Program  are 
emphasis  items  we  felt  deserving  of  special  attention.   We  also  feel 
there  is  little  doubt  that  the  Forest  Legacy  Program  is  a  key  incentive 
tool  to  helping  steward  non- Federal  forests. 

The  proposed  budget  structure  places  the  Forest  Legacy  Program  expanded 
budget  line  item  and  the  proposed  Natural  Resource  Conservation  Education 
expanded  budget  line  item  under  the  Education  and  Conservation  budget 
line  item.   The  Education  and  Conservation  budget  line  item  proposes 
expauided  budget  line  items  for  programs  that  provide  for  the 
understanding  of  natural  resources  and   ecosystems  (Natural  Resource 
Conservation  Education) ,  euid  for  the  conservation  of  environmentally 
important  forests  threatened  by  conversion  to  non-forest  uses  (Forest 
Legacy  Program) .   The  proposed  budget  structure  is  being  reviewed  by  the 
Appropriation  Committees  and  is  subject  to  adjustment. 

408.  Ouestion:   I  understand  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  reviewing 
all  personnel  changes  within  the  Forest  Service.   The  Forest  Service  has 
a  challenging  agenda  for  change,  and  it  is  important  to  have  the 
important  positions  filled  with  qualified  professionals.   How  long  does 
this  process  take?   How  can  you  meet  the  Secretary's  interests  and 
expedite  personnel  changes? 

Answer :   On  January  22,  1993,  the  Secretary  imposed  a  freeze  on  personnel 
actions  for  positions  at  grade  13  and  above.   The  Forest  Service  has 
received  approval  from  the  Secretary  for  89  exceptions  to  the  freeze, 
averaging  43  days  process  time.   Individual  requests  for  exceptions  to 
the  freeze,  however,  may  require  longer  periods  of  time. 

On  March  18,  1994,  the  Secretary  delegated  to  the  Assistant  Secretary  for 
Natural  Resources  emd  the  Environment  the  authority  to  approve  exceptions 
to  the  freeze,  other  than  additions.   The  Forest  Service  is  currently 
developing  detailed  staffing  plans  and  reporting  requirements  to  the 
Assistant  Secretary,  with  a  request  for  delegation  to  the  Chief  of  the 
Forest  Service  to  process  actions  within  the  approved  staffing  plan. 
(Note:   The  Assistant  Secretary  may  in  turn  redelegate  the  authority  in 
whole  or  in  part  to  the  Agency  Head.) 

On  March  18,  the  Secretary  also  froze  the  hiring  of  new  employees  to  the 
Department  at  all  grades.   We  are  preparing  a  separate,  less  detailed, 
staffing  plan  for  all  grades,  with  the  expectation  that  with  the 
Secretary's  approval,  we  will  be  aJsle  to  proceed  with  external  hires 
within  that  plan. 

TONGASS  NATIONAL  FOREST 

409.  Ouestion:   I  understand  that  the  Japanese  Corporation  that  nans  the  APC 
mill  has  been  informed  by  the  Forest  Service  of  a  breach  of  the  contract 
established  in  the  Tongass  Timber  Reform  Act.   What  is  the  total  cost  for 
the  Tongass  National  Forest  Timber  Program  in  the  FY  1995  budget  provided 
that  both  long-term  contracts  are  maintained  during  this  fiscal  year? 
What  would  the  total  cost  of  the  timber  program  be  if  the  Forest  Service 
were  not  bound  to  this  contract? 
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Answer:   The  President's  FY  1995  program  for  the  Tongass  National  Forest 
is  a  315  million  board  feet  offer  level  with  an  associated  cost  of  $50 
million.   If  the  offer  level  were  reduced,  the  funding  could  be  reduced 
accordingly.   Unit  costs  would  increase  at  a  lower  offer  level  because  of 
the  loss  of  economies  of  scale  and  the  increased  number  of  independent 
sales . 

On  ;^3ril  14,  1994,  the  contract  was  cancelled.   The  Forest  Service  is 
moving  to  implement  an  independent  sales  progrcims .   Sale  volumes  and 
program  costs  have  not  yet  been  estimated,  but  we  are  working  on  it. 

FOREST  SERVICE  REINVENTION  EFFORTS 

410.  Ouestion :   I  understand  that  the  Forest  Service  has  had  a  "reinvention 
team"  organized  for  several  months  to  look  at  opportunities  within  the 
Forest  Service.   I  applaud  this  effort  and  look  forward  to  the  teams 
findings.   However,  I  also  think  it  is  important  to  let  the  appropriating 
committees,  authorizing  committees,  and  interested  citizens  know  what  the 
strategic  plein  is  for  composing  these  recommendations.   Please  include  a 
schedule  for  the  reinvention  teaun  as  well  as  the  plan  for  public 
involvement  efforts  in  the  record. 

Answer:   Town  hall  meetings  are  being  conducted  in  eight  cities  during 
April  and  early  May.   During  ;^Dril  1994,  the  Forest  Service  is  polling 
the  American  public  on  their  interests  and  opinions  about  public  land 
management .   The  tecim  is  also  conferring  with  national  and  local  level 
interests.   In  addition  a  briefing  for  members  of  Congress  and  their 
staffs  is  scheduled  for  April  19,  1994.   After  these  meetings- -the  final 
stage  in  the  sensing  of  the  public  and  Forest  Service  employees,  a  report 
will  be  developed  that  will  include  a  description  of  the  options  and 
strategies  for  Forest  Service  of  the  future.   This  report  should  be 
completed  in  June.   Reaction  from  stakeholders  auid  the  general  public 
will  be  explored  over  the  summer.   Congress  will  be  closely  consulted. 
We  anticipate  a  decision  on  a  set  of  change  strategies  by  early  Fall. 

REGIONAL  OFFICE  COST  SAVINGS 

411.  Question:   I  understamd  that  the  reinvention  team  is  examining  the  role 
of  Regional  Offices  in  Forest  Service  organization.   I  applaud  this 
effort  too.   Please  include  in  the  record  your  best  estimate  of  the 
cost -savings  of  eliminating  some  or  all  of  the  Regional  offices. 

j\nswer :   During  1992  the  Forest  Service,  USDA,  and  0MB  together  conducted 
a  field  structure  study  at  the  request  of  Senator  Lugar.   Three 
alternatives  were  identified  which  would  reduce  the  number  of  National 
Forest  System  regional  offices  from  9  to  7 ,  6  or  5 .   Savings  were 
estimated  based  on  the  administrative  expenses  incurred  by  each  regional 
office  in  1991  (average  $39  million) .   Under  the  option  for  7  regional 
offices,  the  present  value  of  the  savings,  using  a  4V  discount  rate,  was 
$15.2  million  over  the  first  5  years,  and  $84  million  over  10  years. 

STATE  AND  PRIVATE  FORESTRY  BUDGET 

412.  Ouestion:   I  have  worked  for  several  years  with  my  colleagues  on  this 
committee  and  in  the  Senate  to  build  the  State  amd  Private  Forestry 
budget  because  so  much  of  our  country's  demand  for  wood  products, 
recreation,  biodiversity  conservation  relies  on  private  land 
stewardship.   I  have  also  worked  for  years  to  bring  reasonable  resolution 
to  the  forest  conflict  in  the  Pacific  Northwest.   I  was  very  disappointed 
to  learn  that  the  State  and  Private  Forestry  budget  was  to  be  tapped  to 
pay  for  National  Forest  System  mistakes  in  the  Pacific  Northwest.   While 
the  SiPF  prograuns  can  play  a  valuaUile  role,  they  can  help  bail  out  Forest 
System  mismanagement  only  if  funded  over  and  above  the  baseline  for 
national  programs.   My  staff  received  assurances  twice  from  Peter  Yu  that 
the  State  and  Private  Forestry  Program  would  not  be  overly  burdened  by 
the  President's  plan  for  the  Pacific  Northwest.   Now  I  find  that  $14 
million  of  the  $158  million  budget  will  go  to  the  Pacific  Northwest  -- 
this  on  top  of  a  $5  million  cut  from  the  FY  1995  baseline.   This  is  a 
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breach  of  trust  and  not  fair  to  the  Senators  who  have  worked  for  years  to 
strengthen  the  State  and  Private  Forestry  programs.   How  will  you 
continue  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  other  47  states  under  this  budget? 

Answer:   Funding  of  $18.1  million  is  included  for  the  Pacific  Northwest 
to  support  the  commitment  and  the  intent  of  the  Interagency  Memorandum  of 
Understanding  for  the  President's  Forest  Plan  for  the  Pacific  Northwest 
and  northern  California.   The  Memorandum,  signed  by  the  Secretaries  of 
Interior,  Agriculture,  Commerce,  Labor,  Housing  &  Urban  Development  and 
others,  states  that  the  Forest  Service,  agrees  to  make  available  funds 
for  FY  1995  and  FY  1996  under  Subtitle  G  of  the  1990  Farm  Bill  (Rural 
Revitalization  Through  Forestry)  and  the  Old  Growth  Diversification 
program. 

These  funds  are  being  focused  to  help  diversify  and  strengthen  the 
economic  conditions  of  communities  in  the  region.   Specific  actions  will 
include  planning,  business  development,  marketing  strategies  and  the 
development  of  new  products.   Helping  restore  and  create  jobs  is  a  top 
priority  in  the  use  of  the  funds. 

The  base  program  for  State  and  Private  Forestry  does  include  some  funding 
for  the  President's  Plan.   However,  in  order  to  fully  comply  with  the 
Interagency  Memorandum  of  Understanding  for  the  President's  Plan  within 
an  overall  reduced  budget,  some  redirection  did  take  place.   Within 
available  funds  we  have  tried  to  provide  for  a  balanced  State  cuid  Private 
Forestry  program. 

We  will  continue  to  target  the  remaining  available  funds  in  rural 
community  assistemce  to  other  areas  outside  of  the  Pacific  Northwest 
region  as  a  part  of  a  balanced  national  progrcim. 

RURAL  FIRE  PROTECTION 

413.  Question :   A  1991  Forest  Service  study  found  that  it  would  cost  $36.8 
billion  to  convert  the  nearly  one  million  volunteer  firefighters  in  the 
Nation  to  paid  firefighters.   The  FY  1994  appropriations  funded  these' 
firefighters  at  0.05%  of  this  cost.   A  more  recent  study  found  that  per 
capita,  more  lives  and  property  are  lost  to  fire  in  rural  communities 
than  in  urban  areas.   The  President's  FY  1995  budget  cuts  this  tiny 
investment  even  further.   What  is  the  affect  of  the  FY  1995  budget  cut  on 
rural  firefighting  in  America? 

Answer :   The  Rural  Fire  Protection  and  Control  (RFC&P)  program  does  not 
fund  assistance  to  volunteer  fire  departments.   They  are  assisted  through 
funding  provided  by  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  under  the  Rural 
Community  Fire  Protection  Program  (RCFP) .  Therefore,  the  reduction  in  the 
President's  budget  should  not  affect  this  program. 

The  FY  1995  budget  referred  to  in  this  question  provides  assistance  to 
the  State  Forestry  fire  protectioq  programs  in  all  50  States  to  make  them 
more  efficient  and  mobile.   The  reduction  reflected  in  the  President's 
Budget  will  eliminate  financial  assistance  to  the  States.   We  will 
continue  to  provide  technical  assistance.   States,  based  on  their 
individual  priorities,  would  provide  an  appropriate  level  of  protection. 
We  also  provide  suppression  assistance  when  requested  to  do  so  under 
cooperative  agreements. 

VERMONT  YOUTH  CONSERVATION  CORPS 

414.  Question:   What  is  the  Forest  Service  doing  to  implement  Section  201-210 
of  P.L.  103-32.   Specifically,  what  are  you  doing  to  ensure  that  the 
Vermont  YCC  can  continue  to  service  the  Green  Mountain  Forest,  and 
perhaps  even  expand  its  role. 

Answer:   The  Green  Mountain  National  Forest  has  renewed  the 
concessionaire  contract  with  the  Vermont  Youth  Conservation  Corps 
(VYCC) .   This  contract  allows  VYCC  to  be  the  concessionaire  of  the 
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Hapgood  Recreation  Area  through  1996.   In  addition,  VYCC  crews  will 
continue  to  provide  trail  improvement  and  maintenance  work  for  the  Grout 
Pond  Trail,  the  Long  Trail  and  Appalachian  Trail.   Within  budget 
capabilities,  the  Green  Mountain  National  Forest  will  continue  to  support 
growth  capabilities  of  the  VYCC. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  will  also  continue  to  support  the  Vermont 
Conservation  Corps  in  a  wide  variety  of  ant i -hunger,  rural  development 
and  environmental  activities  as  national  service  is  implemented  in 
Vermont.   We  anticipate  expanded  involvement  with  this  orgeuiization. 

NORTHERK  FOREST  LANDS  COUNCIL 

415.  Question:   What  is  the  status  of  the  Northern  Forest  Lands  Council  at  the 
current  time?  What  is  the  Forest  Service  role  in  the  Northern  Forest 
Lands  Region? 

Answer :   The  Northern  Forest  Lands  Council  has  recently  completed  its 
draft  recommendations  for  public  policy  changes  affecting  the  26  million 
acre  Northern  Forest  of  Maine,  New  Hampshire,  New  York  and  Vermont.   The 
report,  entitled  "Finding  Common  Ground, "  contains  33  recommendations 
covering  13  program  categories.   The  comments  on  the  draft 
recommendations  are  due  May  16.   The  Northern  Forest  Lands  Council 
completes  its  work  auid  will  sunset  by  October  1,  1994. 

We  anticipate  that  most  of  the  final  recommendations  will  call  on  the 
Forest  Service  --  especially  State  amd  Private  Forestry  --  programs  to 
help  in  implementation.   The  Stewardship  Program;  the  Forest  Legacy 
Program;  and   a  variety  of  the  Economic  Action  Programs  can  help  address 
the  Federal  role  in  the  management  of  the  Northern  Forests.   Our  plauis 
are  to  review  the  final  recommendations;  see  which  of  these 
recommendations  our  progreuns  can  most  effectively  address;  and  then 
augment  our  existing  prograuns  to  help  meet  plamned  objectives.   Our  first 
significant  planning  process  to  address  the  recommendations  of  the 
Northern  Forest  Lands  Council  will  be  for  FY  1996. 

INTERMATIONAL  FORESTRY  PROGRAMS 

416.  Question:   With  global  environmental  problems,  global  trade  agreements, 
amd  global  governing  institutions,  it  is  important  for  the  United  States 
to  remain  an  active  participant  in  resource  mamagement .   The  1990  Farm 
Bill  included  several  mandates  for  the  Forest  Service  to  fulfill  this 
role.   How  is  the  Forest  Service  planning  to  do  this  with  the  President's 
proposed  budget?  How  does  this  affect  domestic  interests  in  forestry? 
How  does  th  United  States'  commitment  compare  with  other  countries' 
commitments,  especially  countries  of  simlar  fiscal  and  natural  resources? 

Answer:   The  President's  budget  proposal  for  international  forestry 
recognizes  the  constraints  placed  upon  the  United  States  government.   The 
President  has  had  to  balance  the  commitments  made  by  the  United  States  at 
the  1990  G-7  Economic  Summit  in  Houston  and   the  1992  UNCED  Earth  Summit 
in  Brazil,  with  other  national  resource  needs. 

The  FY  1995  budget  proposal  for  international  forestry  provides  the 
minimum  level  of  funding  needed  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  1990 
Farm  Bill.   The  1994  appropriation  was  not  sufficient  to  meet  this 
mamdate  in  two  in^ortaint  respects : 

The  1994  appropriation  was  not  adeqpaate  for  strengthening  the 
institutions  of  the  four  "focus  countries,"  Brazil,  Mexico,  Indonesia 
and  Russia,  to  enable  them  to  signficamtly  improve  their  capabilities 
to  sustainably  manage  their  forest  resources. 

The  1994  appropriation  was  not  adequate  to  establish  international 
tropical  forestry  centers  in  Puerto  Rico  and  Hawaii,  as  mamdated  by 
Congress.   The  1995  budget  proposal  includes  funding  which  will  enable 
these  institutes  to  carry  out  a  small  but  effective  program  of 
technical  cooperation  in  Latin  America  and  in  the  Pacific, 
respectively. 
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International  cooperation  serves  as  an  investment  in  future  global 
resources  and  provides  direct  benefits  to  the  United  States.   The 
international  forestry  program  of  the  Forest  Service  emphasizes  long-term 
benefits  by  strengthening  the  institutions  and  human  resources  of  key 
countries  with  major  focus  ecosystems. 

The  United  States  economy  depends  upon  a  stable  long-term  supply  of 
forest  products  from  other  countries,  including  wood-based  products  and 
non-wood  products  such  as  pharmaceuticals  and  agricultural  products. 
Sustainable  management  of  forest  resources  in  tropical  countries  as  well 
as  other  key  countries,  such  as  Russia,  contributes  to  the  economic 
security  of  the  United  States  and  to  global  stability. 

Scientific  cooperation  allows  US  scientists  to  collaborate  with 
scientists  in  other  countries  to  address  problems  which  are  global  in 
nature.   The  US  receives  direct  economic  benefits  such  as  species 
introduction,  decreased  tariff  barriers,  and  the  reduced  importation  of 
pests. 

In  response  to  the  question  about  the  US  commitment  to  international 
forestry,  it  should  be  noted  that  USAID  has  historically  been  the  major 
source  of  US  forestry  assistance,  peaking  at  just  over  $100  million  in 
the  early  1990' s.   This  has  fallen  to  about  $50  million  in  FY  1994,  due 
to  major  budget  reductions  for  foreing  assistance.   The  environment  is 
one  of  the  four  major  goals  of  the  "new"  USAID,  but  it  is  not  known  if 
allocations  for  forestry  will  increase,  since  a  number  of  other  program 
areas  are  included  under  the  "environment"  umbrella. 

The  Forest  Service  has  been  a  major  partner  of  USAID  for  many  years. 
Under  long-term  resource  support  agreements,  the  Forest  Service  provides 
USAID  with  technical  support  in  program  development,  implementation,  and 
evaluation  in  sustainable  forest  management,  agroforestry,  community 
forestry,  disaster  assistance,  and  other  areas.   The  Forest  Service  is 
the  primary  source  of  technical  expertise  in  natural  resources  for  most 
USAID  missions.   In  FY  1994,  USAID  reimbursements  to  the  Forest  Service 
have  been  reduced  by  66% . 

In  response  to  the  question  cibout  the  relative  US  contributions  in 
international  forestry,  several  organizations  including  the  Food  and 
Agriculture  Organization  of  the  United  Nations  conduct  periodic  surveys 
of  the  international  assistamce  provided  by  different  countries.   The 
United  States  rsmks  18th  in  terms  of  global  development  assistance 
relative  to  GNP .   In  absolute  terms,  the  US  ranks  behind  Germany,  Japan, 
and  Sweden  in  terms  of  forestry  assistance;  and  about  the  same  as  the 
Netherlands  amd  Canada. 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  DENNIS  DeCONCINI 

Chief  Thomas,  let  me  start  out  by  welcoming  you  to  your  first  budget  hearing 
with  the  Senate  Interior  and  Related  Agencies  Subcommittee  in  your  new  position 
as  Chief  of  the  Forest  Service.   I  look  forward  to  your  leadership  and  to 
working  with  you  in  the  future. 

I  have  a  number  of  concerns  I  would  like  to  address  today.   I  remain  extremely 
concerned  about  the  funding  levels  allocated  to  the  Southwest  region,  and  I 
have  a  number  of  questions  I  will  submit  to  you  on  that  subject,  as  well  as 
many  others  importauit  to  Arizona. 

Chief  Thomas,  as  you  probably  have  learned.  Senator  Domenici  and  I  and  other 
Members  from  Region  3,  the  Southwest,  have  been  concerned  about  what  we 
perceive  to  be  a  disturbing  trend  in  the  funding  levels  allocated  to  the 
Southwest.   I  realize  that  funds  are  scarce  and  all  regions  have  requirements 
that  are  going  unfunded  or  underfunded.   However,  the  situation  with  funding 
for  the  Southwest  region  when  compared  to  funds  allocated  to  other  Forest 
Service  regions,  is  extremely  inequitable.   Senator  Domenici  and  I  met  with  you 
about  this  situation  in  the  past  in  an  effort  to  shift  this  trend,  but  the 
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numbers  for  the  allocations  between  the  regions  for  FY  94  show  no  real  change 
in  this  trend  auid  FY  95  allocations  are  not  yet  availa±)le.   Last  year  alone,  I 
made  several  phone  calls,  had  personal  meetings  and  exchainged  correspondence 
many  times  with  Chief  Robertson  and  Secretary  Espy  on  this  issue.   I  even  went 
so  far  as  to  provide  funding  levels  by  program  that  would  fulfill  the  most 
critical  needs  of  the  Southwest  region. 

I  must  say,  I  have  yet  to  receive  satisfactory  answers  to  my  questions, 
particularly  in  the  face  of  the  facts  and  figures  I  have  provided  again  and 
again.   I  know  that  this  is  your  first  involvement  with  this  problem,  and  I  had 
hoped  to  be  able  to  address  specific  funding  allocations  for  FY  95  with  you 
today,  however,  they  are  unavailable  at  the  present  time.   So,  I  will  have  to 
limit  my  comments  and  questions  to  past  ejqjerience  with  regional  allocations 
and  information  and  facts  provided  in  the  President's  FY  1995  budget  package 
for  the  Forest  Service. 

REGIONAL  ALLOCATION 

Chief,  last  year  I  did  a  comparison  of  the  funding  allocated  to  Region  3  and 
Region  6,  the  Northwest,  to  illustrate  what  I  believe  are  tremendous  funding 
inequities.   I  will  reiterate  several  of  them  for  you  this  year  in  hopes  that 
you  will  be  able   to  see  that  the  regional  funding  inecpjities  are  especially 
obvious  when  you  compare  the  funding  attention  received  by  the  Northwest 
region,  Region  6,  and  the  Southwest  region.   I  do  not  meam  to  pick  on  the 
Northwest.   I  know  that  region  faces  its  own  very  complex  problems,  however, 
the  Southwest  has  its  own  unique  problems,  as  well,  that  will  worsen  with  the 
lack  of  appropriate  funding  attention.   The  Southwest  Region  is  21  million 
acres  and  the  Northwest  region  is  24  million  acres,  very  comparable  in  size. 
Traditionally,  the  Northwest  region  has  almost  twice  the  funds  to  manage 
non-timber  resource  than  does  the  Southwest  region- -$95 .2  million  versus  $56.3 
million  in  FY  93 --and  all  indications  are  that  this  will  continue  to  occur. 

I  am  not  saying  that  the  Northwest  region  is  over funded.  I  am  simply  making 
the  point  tha  the  Southwest  region  deserves  ecjuitable  treatment  when  funding 
decisions  are  made.  Chief,  I  also  wcuit  to  make  it  clear  that  I  do  not  think 
that  the  Southwest  has  purposely  been  neglected.  The  point  just  needs  to  be 
made  that  the  methods  used  to  evaluate  the  funding  needs  of  one  region  should 
apply  to  all  of  the  regions.  I  will  give  you  just  a  couple  of  exaunples  and 
will  be  more  than  happy  to  meet  with  you  to  discuss  this  problem  at  length. 

139.  Question :   What  have  you  done,  if  anything,  to  ensure  that  the  Southwest 
region  receives  adequate  funding  for  its  needs  when  compared  to  the 
funding  received  by  other  regions? 

Answer:   We  are  continuing  to  address  the  "equity  in  allocation" 
question,  and  in  the  past  have  spent  considerable  time  doing  so. 
Implementing  recommendations  of  the  Regional  Forester,  The  Jordan  report, 
and  consistent  cost  criteria  are  examples  of  our  attempts  to  obtain 
equity. 

RECREATION  MANAGEMENT 

Chief  Thomas,  in  FY  93- -despite  the  fact  that  the  visitation  rate  for  the 
Northwest  region  is  only  1.6  times  that  of  the  Southwest- -recreation  funding 
for  the  Northwest  was  almost  twice  that  of  the  Southwest  ($35.8  million  versus 
$18.6  million).   FY  94  allocations  indicate  that  this  trend  is  continuing. 

140.  Question:   On  what  basis  are  the  funding  decisions  made  for  allocating 
the  recreation  management  funds  between  the  regions? 

141.  Are  they  based  on  visitor  days,  acres,  etc.? 

Answer:   Recreation  management  funds  are  allocated  to  the  regions  based 
on  each  region's  annual  priorities  and  implementation  strategy  for 
scheduling  of  activities  within  its  Forest  hand   and  Resource  Management 
Plaui.   Each  region  annually  determines  the  program  mix  of  its  resources 
within  overall  allocated  budget  constraints.   This  mix  determination 
takes  into  account  such  factors  as  demand  for  recreation  activities 
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(visitor  days) ,  condition  of  facilities,  operation  and  maintenance, 
backlog  needs,  etc.  relative  to  other  regional  resource  priorities. 
Final  appropriations  received  by  the  Forest  Service  for  the  recreation 
management  budget  line  item  are  then  allocated  to  each  region  based  on 
these  previously  identified  priorities. 

WATERSHED  FONDING 

The  Northwest  receives  2.3  times  the  funds  that  the  Southwest  receives  for 
watershed  protection  and  management.   In  the  FY  94  allocations,  the  Southwest 
remains  the  lowest  funded  region  in  the  lower  48  states  and  will  receive  only 
half  the  funding  of  the  Northwest.   The  Southwest  region  has  one  of  the 
greatest  needs  in  the  country  for  watershed  restoration  and  management. 

142.  Question:   In  light  of  the  significant  needs  of  the  Southwest  region  for 
watershed  funding,  why  does  the  region  consistently  receive  the  lowest 
level  of  funding  of  euiy  Forest  Service  region  in  the  continuous  United 
States? 

Answer:   Watershed  and  air's  distribution  to  Region  3  as  well  as  all 
other  regions,  is  based  on  field  data  submissions  and  resource  needs. 
Allocation  is  then  made  to  each  region:  a  percentage  of  the  total 
available,  equal  to  the  region's  request,  in  the  level  that  is  the 
nearest  to  the  President's  Budget  for  the  initial  allocation  or  to  the 
appropriated  level  in  the  final  allocation. 

RANGE  MANAGEMENT 

Secretary  Espy  responded  to  my  concerns  over  the  inequities  in  the  range 
management  budget  in  a  January  letter  in  response  to  our  meeting  sU)out  regional 
allocations.   His  letter  stated:   "In  range  management  there  has  been  an 
increase  from  $4,849,000  in  1989  to  $5,9984,000  in  FY  1994  budget.   Range's 
allocations  are  based  not  only  on  2uiimal-unit  months  but  also  on  conditions  and 
the  priorities  that  the  regional  forester  places  on  the  range  prograun  in 
comparison  to  other  resources."   Frankly,  this  not  only  does  not  euiswer  my 
question  about  funding  inecjuities,  but  under  the  dictates  of  range  conditions, 
seems  to  require  even  higher  funding  requirements  for  the  arid  Southwest. 

Late  last  year  I  indicated  to  the  Chief  that  the  Range  Management  program  for 
the  Southwest  region  is  extremely  intensive  due  to  year-round  grazing  and  a 
fragile  ecosystem.   The  Range  Management  program  in  the  Northwest  region  is 
seasonal,  thus  not  requiring  as  much  funding  for  administrative  cost  related  to 
grazing  permits.   The  range  program  in  the  Southwest  region  is  3.5  times  larger 
than  that  in  the  Northwest,  but  in  FY  94,  the  Northwest  region  received  funding 
slightly  higher  than  the  Southwest  ($6.3  million  vs.  $6  million).   The 
Southwest  region  and  Region  4,  have  comparably  sized  range  management  prograuns, 
but  FY  94  figures  show  $10  million  allocated  for  Region  4  but  only  $6  million 
for  the  Southwest . 

143.  Question:   I  know  that  these  allocations  were  made  before  you  became  the 
Chief  of  the  Forest  Service,  buf-can  you  explain  these  allocations? 

Answer :   Allocations  were  made  by  comparing  the  regions  requests  for 
funding  at  various  planning  increments  to  funds  actually  available  for 
distribution.   Some  adjustments  were  made  to  maintain  program  stability. 
In  the  case  of  Region  3,  they  were  allocated  $1.7  million  above  their 
closest  increment  to  prevent  a  significant  drop  in  their  program.   Region 
3  did  not  reach  their  FY  1993  funding  level  in  any  of  the  planning 
increments  they  submitted. 

X44.   Question:   In  light  of  the  heavy  eunount  of  grazing  in  the  Southwest- 
Arizona  has  the  highest  dependency  on  Federal  forage- -do  the  funding 
decisions  in  the  Range  Management  program  I  have  just  outlined  make 
sense? 

Answer :   In  FY  1994  the  Southwestern  Region  received  $7.3  million  for 
rsmge  management  while  the  Pacific  Northwest  Region  received  $5.1 
million.   The  Intermountain  Region's  reauested  funding  increments  were 
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all  above  the  funding  level  we  could  provide  in  FY  1994.   This  showed  a 
strong  commitment  to  the  program  for  the  Intermountain  Region.   However, 
the  Intermountain  Region  was  funded  below  their  lowest  requested 
increment  so  that  funds  could  be  shifted  to  the  Southwestern  Region  to 
prevent  a  significant  program  decline  there.   While  it  is  true  that  R3 
has  the  largest  number  of  permitted  AUMs,  administrative  complexity  is 
more  a  function  of  the  number  of  allotments  and  the  number  of 
permittees.   The  Southwestern  Region  ranks  third  in  number  of  permittees 
and   fourth  in  the  number  of  allotments. 

I  feel  it  is  important  to  highlight  to  you  the  history  of  the  funding  problems 
we  have  faced  in  the  Southwest.   This  is  only  one  exeunple  that  indicates  what  I 
feel  is  the  glaring  injustice  Region  3  experiences  when  allocation  decisions 
are  made . 

145.  Question:  Will  you  examine  past  methods  of  allocations,  not  only  for 
Range  Management  but  for  all  programs,  to  ensure  that  fair,  equitaible 
decisions  are  made  based  on  the  needs  of  the  region? 

Answer :   We  continually  examine  our  allocation  process  to  ensure  fair  and 
equitzUale  distributions  are  made.   Mzuiy  changes  juid  adjustments  have  been 
made  in  the  past  to  address  the  issue  of  equiteible  fionding  and  we  feel 
that  the  existing  allocation  is  the  most  equitable  considering  all 
factors.   We  will  continue  to  make  ch^mges  as  necessary  to  assure  equity 
continues. 

NEW  BUDGET  FORMAT 

I  am  encouraged  to  see  your  proposal  to  reform  the  Forest  Service  budget 
structure  and  related  processes  to  facilitate  implementation  of  ecosystem 
management,  reduce  the  complexity  and  improve  efficiency  of  the  current  system. 
However,  I  remain  concerned  that  the  proposal  does  not  include  a  defined  and 
equatable  process  for  allocating  budgets  to  the  regions.   I  think  there  is  a 
strong  need  to  assess  regional  program  needs  based  on  a  consistent,  servicewide 
and  fair  set  of  criteria  rather  than  what  appears  to  be  allocations  based  on 
traditional  allocations  and  previous  year's  funding  levels. 

IMPROVED  EFFICIENCY 

Chief  Thomas,  the  President's  budget  indicates  that  the  Forest  Service  will 
continue  to  downsize  to  improve  efficiency  in  light  of  program  shifts, 
particularly  the  reduced  timber  sale  progreim  and  emticipated  increased 
efficiencies  in  administrative  equivalents  (FTEs) . 

146.  Question:   How  many  of  these  FTEs  will  be  lost  in  Arizona?   Will  these 
all  be  professional  positions?   I  support  those  efforts  that  provide 
maximum  dollars  to  Forest  amd  Ranger  District  programs  and  the 
professionals  and  technicians  that  manage  those  programs.   I  would  hope, 
however,  that  downsizing  is  emphasized  at  the  Washington,  D.C.  office  and 
focuses  on  eliminating  costly  bureaucratic  procedures. 

Answer :   The  voluntary  separation  incentives  allowed  by  the  Federal 
Restructuring  Act  of  1994,  provided  an  opportunity  to  reduce  FTEs  by 
about  2,200.   Of  these,  over  70  FTEs  are  located  on  forests  in  Arizona. 
About  21  percent  of  these  are  in  the  professional  services. 

The  Forest  Service  continues  to  downsize  the  orgeuiization  in  order  to 
improve  program  efficiency  as  program  emphasis  areas  shift,  especially 
the  reduced  timber  sale  program  and  anticipated  increased  efficiencies  in 
administrative  procedures,  by  a  reduction  in  FY  1995  staffing  by  over  600 
full  time  equivalents  (FTEs) .   Also,  as  part  of  a  Department -wide 
reorganization  in  response  to  the  National  Performance  Review,  an  Agency 
wide  effort,  which  includes  the  Washington,  D.C.  office,  is  currently 
underway  to  streamline  the  administrative,  financial  matfiagement,  and 
equal  employment/civil  rights  activities  to  reduce  complexities  and  gain 
efficiencies . 
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I  am  aware  that  the  Forest  Service  has  been  designated  a  "reinvention  lab"  and 
that  you've  initiated  a  major  effort  to  develop,  evaluate,  and  implement 
reinvention  opportunities  that  will  streamline  processes,  reduce  complexities 
and  gain  efficiencies  in  response  to  the  National  Performance  Review. 
Consolidation  of  field  offices  is  mentioned  as  one  of  the  potential  reinvention 
opportunities . 

147.  Question:   Which  Forest  Service  units  in  Arizona  do  you  anticipate  might 
be  involved  with  consolidations  or  closures?   What  process  will  you  use 
to  involve  the  communities  and  users  associated  with  these  offices  in 
these  decisions?   What  policies,  programs,  cind  practicies  do  you  pleui  to 
implement  to  maintain  local  economies  should  you  decide  to  close  or 
combine  offices? 

Answer :   The  Forest  Service  reinvention  project  has  not  yet  progressed  to 

the  point  of  identifying  what  if  any  national  forest  consolidations  and 

subsequent  office  closures  might  be  recommended.   Arizona  residents  have 

been  invited  to  submit  comments  to  the  reinvention  team  and  the  Agency 

will  hold  one  of  eight  regional  town  hall  meetings  in  Phoenix  on  April 

26,  1994.   Communities  and  users  will  be  provided  additional 

opportunities  for  comment  once  any  such  proposals  are  made.   Again,  as 

the  project  has  not  reached  the  point  of  identifying  specific  offices 

closures,  it  is  too  early  to  determine  mitigation  efforts  necessary  at 

individual  locations. 

RESEARCH 

148.  Question:   What  ecosystem  management  research  is  being  pleuined  for 
ecosystems  that  occur  in  the  Southwest  Region  and  particularly  in 
Arizona? 

Answer:   The  Rocky  Mountain  Forest  and  Range  Experiment  Station  has  been 
and  is  conducting  all  of  its  internal  research  in  accordance  with  the 
principles  of  ecological  research. 

The  following  are  the  titles  and  problems  of  the  Southwestern  Research 
units : 

RM-4302  -  Flagstaff,  Arizona 

Title:  Sustainability  of  Watershed  Function,  Fisheries  Habitat,  and 
TE&S  (Threatened,  Endangered,  and  Sensitive)  Plant  and  Fish  Components 
of  Riparian  Ecological  Systems  in  Southwestern  Forests  cuid  Woodleinds. 

Problem  1 :  Determine  the  specific  interrelationships  among  hydrologic, 
geomorphic,  and  biotic  processes  that  affect  fish  hcibitat,  riparian 
vegetation,  channel  dynamics,  and  instream  flow  regimes. 

Problem  2 :  Develop  predictive  models  to  determine  the  effect  of 
watershed-scale  activities  such  as  prescribed  fire,  grazing,  and 
vegetation  management  on  the  functioning  and  quality  of  riparian 
ecological  systems. 

Problem  3 :   Understand  the  response  of  TE&S  atnd  sport  fish  populations 
and  their  habitats  to  ungulate  grazing  and  prescribed  fire  in 
southwestern  forests  emd  woodlands . 

Problem  4 :  Determine  the  factors  that  influence  populations  and 
habitats  of  TE&S  fishes,  plants,  and  other  biota  in  southwestern 
riparian  ecological  systems. 

RM-4251  -  Flagstaff,  Arizona 

Title:  Sustainability  of  Soils,  Plants,  and  Animals  of  Southwestern 
Forest  and  Woodland  Ecological  Systems 

Problem  1 :   Develop  an  understanding  of  nutrient  cycling  and  fluxes, 
biogeochemical  cycling,  primary  productivity,  and  ecological  roles  of 
mycorrhizae  that  determine  the  structure  amd  function  of  ecological 
systems  and  how  disturbances  may  affect  those  processes. 
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Problem  2 :   Develop  and  apply  knowledge  needed  to  predict  how 
combinations  of  vegetation  management  techniques,  grazing,  and  fire 
affect  wildlife  and  their  h2ibitats. 

Problem  3 :  Continue  to  investigate  the  factors  that  influence 
populations  emd  habitats  of  threatened,  endangered,  auid  sensitive 
species  in  southwestern  forest  ecosystems. 

Problem  4 :   Determine  factors  that  influence  and  limit  populations  and 
habitats  of  species  comprising  faunal  communities,  including  TE&S 
species,  in  southwestern  riparian  ecological  systems. 

Problem  5 :  Assess  the  effects  an6  dynamics  of  Icuid  management  on 
populations,  distributions,  and  habitats  of  Neotropical  Migratory 
Birds . 

RM-4152  -  Flagstaff,  Arizona 

Title:  Impact  of  natural  ecological  disturbances  on  western  conifers. 

Problem  1 :   Investigate  the  seasonal  dynamics  of  cold  and  heat 
tolerance  of  woody  plant  species,  and  determine  how  changing 
environmental  variables  will  impact  forest  ecological  systems  that  are 
both  regulated  and  stressed  by  high  and  low  temperatures. 

Problem  2 :   Develop  a  detailed  understanding  cf  the  physiological 
mechamisms  that  determine  resistemce  of  trees  to  damage  from  the 
western  spruce  budworm  and  determine  how  tree  genetics  and  the 
environment  affect  these  mechanisms. 

RM-4651  -  Tucson,  Arizona 

Title:  Ecological  Basis  for  Research  of  the  Borderlands  of  the 
Southwestern  United  States  (Ecological  Basis  for  Research  of  the 
Borderlands) . 

Problem  1 :   Establish  the  desired  future  condition  for  the  borderlands 
region  based  on  highest  quality  ecological  science,  which  is 
integrated  with  the  social  and  economic  desired  future  conditions 
within  the  context  of  private -agency  partnerships. 

Problem  2 :   Develop  and  implement  a  long-term,  systematic  prograun  of 
basic  and  applied  research  and  monitoring  which  integrates  past  and 
future  research  findings. 

Problem  3 :   Develop  guidelines  for  sustaining  a  viable  rural  economy. 

RM-4351  -  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico 

Title:  Sustainability  of  Southwestern  Grassland  Watersheds 

Problem  1 :   Improve  understamding  of  physical  and  biological  process 
interactions  in  semiarid  grassland/shrubland  environments. 

Problem  2 :   Develop  compatible  methodology  for  quantifying  and 
interpreting  chauiges  that  result  from  land  mauiagement  practices  within 
semiarid  grassland  watersheds. 

RM-4652  -  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico 

Problem  1 :  Determine  short-term  auid  long-term  responses  of  upland 
soils,  water,  nutrients,  mycorrhizae,  and  vegetation  to  historic  and 
current  perturbations  caused  by  factors  such  as  climate,  grazing, 
fire,  fuelwood  harvesting,  recreation,  or  farming,  and  clarify  how 
such  responses  influence  dynamics,  stability,  and  productivity  of 
upland  ecosystems  in  relation  to  site  capaibility. 

Problem  2 :   Determine  the  spatial  and  temporal  processes  within 
fluvial  ecosystems,  past  amd  present,  that  form  major  linkages  between 
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upland  catchments  (watersheds) ,  the  Rio  Grande,  and  its  floodplain 
bosques . 

Problem  3 :   Determine  how  pleint  and  cmimal  species  respond  to  barriers 
in  dispersal,  migration,  and  reproduction  along  the  Rio  Grande  and 
selected  tributaries;  identify  those  species  most  sensitive  to 
corridor  edges  and  barriers;  and  develop  methods  for  enhancing 
movement  and  survival  of  sensitive,  threatened,  and  endangered 
species . 

Problem  4 :   Improve  understanding  of  the  environmental  history  of  the 
Rio  Grande  Basin,  the  historic  and  contemporary  humam  role  in  Basin 
ecoEystems,  the  natural  and  extent  of  anthropogenic  disturbances  to 
the  Basin,  and  the  sustainability  of  cultural  diversity  in  the  Basin. 

149.   Question:   The  FY  93  and  94  budgets  include  $300,000  for  the  Southwest 

research  development  and  application  study.   In  FY  94,  I  was  able  to 

secure  an  additional  S300,000  for  the  study.   The  study  looks  at  the 

health  of  forests  in  the  Southwest  and  also  attempts  to  incorporate 

significant  research  on  a  number  of  forest  issues  relative  to  the  economy 

of  rural  communities  in  Arizona.   What  is  the  status  of  that  work?   Is  it 

being  continued,  and  at  what  level  is  it  included  in  the  FY  95  research 
budget? 

Answer:   The  status  of  the  work  performed  by  the  Southwest  Consortium  is 
reported  here  according  to  the  annual  phases  of  contracted  work  under 
Forest  Service  Contract  number  53-82FT-2-33  to  Northern  Arizona 
University. 

Phase  I:  FY-92 

1.  An  operational  plan  for  implementation  of  Phase  I  was  received  and 
accepted. 

2.  A  problem  assessment  for  the  Southwest  Forest  study  was  received  and 
70%  accepted  as  complete.   Work  is  underway  to  complete  the  remaining 
30*. 

3.  A  conceptual  design  for  a  decision  support  system  for  the  Southwest 
Forest  study  was  received  and  determined  technically  unacceptable. 
Work  is  underway  to  revise  and  complete  the  conceptual  design. 

4.  A  total  of  $82,341.10  has  been  paid  to  NAU  out  of  the  FY-92 
appropriation  of  $295,922.00  as  obligated  by  the  above  referenced 
contract . 

Phase  II :  FY - 9 3 

1.  The  Consortium  proposed  to  develop  twenty  (20)  conceptual  models  under 
the  rubric  of  the  conceptual  design  for  a  decision  support  system. 
None  of  these  conceptual  models  have  been  delivered  to  the  Forest 
Service  for  technical  review  euid/or  approval. 

2.  A  total  of  $217,000  was  obligated  by  the  above  referenced  contract  and 
no  funds  have  been  paid  to  NAU. 

The  Forest  Service,  Rocky  Mountain  Forest  and  Range  Experiment  Station 
and  Northern  Arizona  University  have  entered  into  negotiations  to 
complete  Phases  I  and  II,  with  exceptions  listed  below,  and  to  terminate, 
for  convenience,  the  contract  53 -82FT-2-33 .   NAU  will  not  complete: 

1.  The  long-term  strategic  study  plans  for  the  Southwest  Forestry  Study, 
nor 

2.  the  establishment  of  research  application  areas 
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Contractual  fund  obligations  for  these  deliverables  will  be  renegotiated 
to  provide  needed  background  information  for  the  obligation  of  FY-94 
appropriated  funds. 

FY-94 : 

The  Consortium  member  institutions  have  agreed  to  individually  conduct 
research  on  the  Southwest  Forest  Health  problems  through  new  individual 
assistamce  agreements  obligating  FY-94  funds  appropriated  to  the  Forest 
Service,  Rocky  Mountain  Forest  emd  Range  Experiment  Station.   The  FY-94 
appropriation  of  $600,000  has  not  been  obligated  to  date. 

FY-95: 

The  FY-95  President's  Budget  will  support  the  Southwest  Forestry  Study  at 
the  level  of  $300,000.   These  funds  will  be  administered  by  the  Rocky 
Mountain  Forest  and  Range  Experiment  Station  in  collaboration  with 
participating  institutions  in  the  same  manner  as  used  to  allocate  funds 
in  FY-94. 

150.  Question:   I  am  very  concerned  about  the  buildup  of  forest  fuels  amd 
dense  timber  stands  that  have  resulted  from  past  fire  mauiagement 
practices.   Failure  to  treat  these  fuels  «uid  stands  will  result  in 
massive  wildfires  with  the  resulting  loss  and  degradation  of  a  multitude 
of  resource  values.   Developing  an  economic  market  for  the  undersized 
trees  in  these  dense  stands  would  provide  smother  tool  to  manage  auid 
protect  the  stands.   Is  the  Forest  Service  conducting  research  on  various 
manufacturing  techniques  «md  options  that  utilize  small  unloggable 
products  to  provide  both  economic  and  forest  health  benefits? 

Answer :   Yes,  research  in  forest  products  and  harvesting  has  dealt  with 
this  very  issue.   We  believe  that  appropriate  forest  operations  are 
needed  to  implement  ecosystem  management  euid  achieve  desired  stand 
conditions,  to  provide  wood  and  fiber  and  appropriate  technologies  are 
needed  to  process  nontraditional  wood  resources. 

An  example  of  a  successful  technology  is  Oriented  Strand  Board  (OSB) 
which  has  been  used  as  a  low  cost  alternative  to  plywood  in  the 
light -frame  construction  market.   Forest  Service  research  efforts 
contributed  significantly  to  the  North  Americeui  effort  to  develop  the 
technology  needed  for  successful  adoption  of  OSB.   This  included  research 
in  small  tree  utilization,  economic  feasibility,  adhesive  technology,  auid 
finally  standards  development.   OSB  was  then  commercialized  by  forest 
products  compauiies.   This  technology  as  well  as  other  composite 
structural  products  utilize  small  wood  flakes  or  particles  to  form  larger 
engineered  structural  components,  thus  allowing  structural  products  to  be 
made  from  sources  other  thaui  logs. 

Research  in  pulp  and  paper  making  amd  recycling  are  opening  new  doors  to 
using  diverse  sources  of  cellulosic  fiber.   Combustion  research  addresses 
both  technology  cjuestions  and  issues  pertaining  to  the  option  of  using 
wood  as  an  energy  source. 

Specific  to  the  forest  health  problems  of  eastern  Oregon  auid  Washington, 
research  at  the  Pacific  Northwest  Station  continues  to  develop 
economically  suitable  and  environmentally  acceptable  technologies  for 
harvesting  and  processing  small  diameter  trees  auid  converting  this 
resource  to  marketable  products . 

In  summary,  forest  products  and  harvesting  technology  will  provide 
options,  and  therefore,  tools  to  implement  ecosystem  management  which 
includes  use  of  small  trees. 

STATE  AND  PRIVATE  FORESTRY 

151.  Question:   What  specific  actions  are  plauuied  and  how  much  funding  will  be 
expended  in  Arizona  through  the  Forest  Stewardship,  Rural  Development, 
Urban  and  Community  Forestry,  Natural  Resource  Conservation  Education 
(NRCE) ,  and  Forest  Pest  management  prograuns? 
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;^swer :   Funding  which  will  be  expended  in  FY  1994  in  Arizona  through  the 
following  programs  is  as  follows: 

Forest  Stewardship  Program,  $194,000;  Urban  &  Community 
Forestry, S255 , 000,  Natural  Resource  Conservation  Education  $30,000; 
Forest  Pest  Management,  $586,000;  Rural  Development,  $71,000;  and 
Economic  Recovery  $187,000. 

Rural  Development  (RD)  and  Economic  Recovery  (ER)  funds  to  Arizona 
National  Forests  as  follows: 

EC  RD 

;^ache-Sitgreave8^ NF  $76,000  $28,000 

Coconino  NF  $36,000 

Coronado  NF  18,000  $  7,000 

Kaibab  NF  23,000 

Prescott  NF  29,000 

Tonto  NF  41.000         

TOTAL  $187,000  $71,000 

The  following  is  planned  for  the  above  funds: 

Forest  Stewardship  Program  -  R2mge  and  forest  land  wildfire  protection 
and  suppression,  land  management  assistance  and  insect  and  disease 
control.   Twenty-eight  management  plans  will  be  prepared  on  private  and 
state  lands.   Fifty-three  woodland  owners  will  be  assisted.   A  total  of 
150,000  seedling  trees  will  be  distributed  statewide  to  private 
lemdowners  for  planting  windbreaks,  Christmas  trees,  reforestation,  and 
wildlife  habitat.   Implement  a  statewide  Forestry  Stewardship  Plan  to 
identify  opportunities  for  private  land  multiple  use  forest  laxid 
meuiagement  and  funding  needed  for  the  next  five  years. 

Urban  &  Community  Forestry  -  Arizona  State  Forestry  program  management 
and  volunteer  coordination.   Award  grants  to  communities  to  further 
efforts  of  educating  public;  tree  care  clinics;  proper  care  and 
maintenance  of  existing  and  future  urban  forest;  grant  management;  three 
new  Tree  City  USA  communities  will  be  designated  bringing  the  total  to 
nine.   Cool  communities  program  will  be  expanded  in  Tucson;  tree  planting 
effort  will  focus  on  low  income  volunteers;  Trees  Across  the  Border 
effort  between  Mexico  and  Arizona  will  be  expanded. 

Natural  Resource  Conservation  Education  -   Apache- Si tgreaves  -  Recycling 
education  progreims ;  Coconino  NF  -  Camp  Ni ' Zhona  video,  Flagstaff  Science 
Fair,  Moppets  for  Ecosystems,  Oak  Creek  Canyon  -  Self  guided  tour; 
Coronado  NF  -  Educational  Materials  -  Sabino  Canyon,  environmental 
education  supplies  and  training  for  Volunteer  Naturalists,  Neotropical 
Songbird  Kit,  AZ  Boys'  Ranch  CCC  Education  Project,  Friends  of  Madera 
Geology  Environmental  Education   Project;     Kaibab  NF  -  Tree  Key  with 
Resource  Kit,  Video  for  Ecosystem  Game,  Jr.  Naturalist  Geune,  Animals  of 
Kaibab- -Checklist  Series;  Prescott  NF  -  Community  Nature  Center  of 
Prescott,  (Program  Materials  &  Supplies) ;     Tonto  NF  -  Keepers  of  the 
Earth:   Native  Americsm  Environmental  Education  Program 

Forest  Pest  Management  -  Provide  technical  assistance  and  recommendations 
to  Forest  Managers  in  the  areas  of  forest  insect,  disease  and 
suppression.  Other  assistance  includes  monitoring  forest  health 
conditions;  providing  information,  assistance,  and   training  that  will 
ensure  safe,  effective,  economic  and  environmentally  acceptable  use  of 
pesticides,  and  identifying,  developing  and  implementing  pest  management 
technology. 

Economic  Recovery  and  Rural  Development  -  These  programs  are  to  help 
diversify  the  economies  of  the  communities  that  have  been  impacted  by  the 
lack  of  timber  harvest. 
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FIRE  PROTECTION 

152.  Question:   Funding  for  the  fire  protection  program  has  continued  to 
decline  and  in  FY  95  has  essentially  been  eliminated.   In  what  capacity 
can  we  expect  you  to  help  protect  non-Federal  lands  in  Arizona  through 
the  Cooperative  Fire  Protection  (CFP)  program? 

Answer:   Under  current  funding  we  would  continue  to  provide  technical 
assistance  to  States  to  more  effectively  use  existing  resources.   The 
States,  based  on  their  individual  priorities,  would  provide  cin 
appropriate  level  of  protection.   We  also  provide,  suppression  assistance 
when  requested  to  do  so  under  cooperative  agreements. 

FOREST  MANAGEMENT  AND  UTILIZATION 

153.  Question:   Does  the  FY  95  budget  include  funds  for  technology  transfer 
activities  in  conjunction  with  the  Center  for  Semiarid  Agroforestry? 

Answer:   Yes,  $200,000  is  included  within  the  Forest  Resource  Management 
prograun  for  the  Center  for  Semiarid  Agroforestry. 

INTERNATIONAL  FORESTRY 

154.  Question:   We  are  extremely  interested  in  your  Sister  Forest  program 
between  the  Coronado  National  Forest  and  Mexico.   How  much  money  has  been 
allocated  to  this  program  in  FY  95?   What  criteria  are  you  using  to 
determine  if  this  is  a  viable  program? 

Answer:   In  FY  1994,  $300,000  was  allocated  from  the  International 
Forestry  appropriation  to  12  sister  forest  pairings,  primarily  to  cover 
travel  expenses  for  cooperative  activities  between  the  U.S.  forests  and 
their  foreign  partners.   The  President's  Budget  for  FY  1995  proposes  to 
increase  this  allocation  to  $600,000. 

The  Coronado  National  Forest  has  a  long  history  of  cooperation  with  the 
State  of  Sonora,  primarily  related  to  mutual  concerns  for  neotropical 
migratory  birds  and  the  protection  of  their  habitats  in  Arizona  and 
Sonora.   Under  the  auspices  of  the  Sister  Forests  program,  this 
cooperation  is  expanding  to  include  wildlife  management  for  species  other 
than  birds;  the  conservation  of  plant  species  (including  serveral  species 
of  cacti  that  are  Jibundant  in  Mexico  but  not  in  the  U.S.,  and  which  have 
potential  medicinal  values) ;  and  wildfire  prevention  and  protection. 

The  criteria  for  evaluating  prograun  effectiveness  for  Sister  Forests  will 
emphasize  an  assessment  of  improved  forest  management  auid  conservation  at 
the  field  level  on  both  sides  of  the  partnership.   The  number  of  people 
trained  is  one  example  of  a  measursible  output.   The  intent  of  the  program 
is  to  establish  and  build  long  term  cooperation  and  to  strengthen  the 
institutions  of  the  partner  organization.   Evaluations  of  program 
effectiveness  will  address  the  specific  goals  aind  objectives  of  each 
pairing. 

155.  Question:   This  program  and  the  improved  environir.sntal  policies  amd 
prograuns  it  will  generate  in  Mexico,  will  contribute  greatly  to  the 
success  of  NAFTA  as  well  as  to  improved  relationships  between  Arizona  and 
Mexico.   What  cam  be  done  to  ensure  that  this  program  is  continued? 

Answer:   We  agree  that  this  program  will  greatly  contribute  to  the 
success  of  NAFTA;  in  fact,  the  successful  Sister  Forests  program  may 
serve  as  a  model  which  other  U.S.  government  agencies,  as  well  as  state 
and  local  agencies,  may  wish  to  emulate.   There  is  no  reason  to 
anticipate  that  the  upcoming  evaluation  of  the  Sister  Forests  program 
will  result  in  the  program  being  discontinued.   The  purpose  of  the 
program  evaluation  plainned  for  FY  1994  is  to  identify  amd  build  upon 
successes,  as  well  as  to  improve  upon  areas  where  the  program  has  been 
less  successful  or  requires  additional  resources  or  support. 
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MINERALS  AND  GEOLOGY  MANAGEMENT 

Arizona  has  a  long  history  of  mineral  exploration,  development,  and  production. 
Reclamation  efforts  are  needed  in  a  number  of  areas. 

156.  Question:   What  portion  of  the  increase  in  funding  and  FTE's  can  be 
expected  on  Arizona  forests  to  better  enhsmce  their  capability  to  monitor 
and  administer  exploration,  development,  production,  and  reclamation 
activities? 

Answer :   Approximately  $175,000  and  the  number  of  FTE's  to  accomplish  the 
program  would  go  to  the  national  forests  in  Arizona. 

MAINTENANCE  OF  FACILITIES 

Appearance,  access,  and  suitetbility  of  Forest  Service  offices,  work  stations, 
and  other  facilities  is  very  important  to  the  public  as  well  as  employees. 

157.  Question:   What  criteria  are  used  to  determine  priorities  for  allocation 
of  facilities  maintenance  funding?   In  FY  1995,  how  many  high  priority 
maintenance  projects  are  funded  on  National  Forests  in  Arizona?   Where 
are  these  projects  located  2md  how  much  money  is  allocated  to  these 
projects? 

Answer :   Regional  and  Forest  priority  criteria  for  maintenance  of 

facilities  are: 

o  Maintenance  where  lack  of  maintenance  can  adversely  affect  the  health 

and  safety  of  employees  amd  users  including,  as  necessary,  the 

treatment  of  asbestos  smd  radon. 
o  Maintenance  to  comply  with  other  laws  and  regulations  which  prescribe 

facility  standards,  e.g.,  handicap  access,  gender  appropriate 

facilities,  fire  egress.  Federal  Facility  Conpliance,  etc. 
o  Retrofitting  for  energy  conservation. 
o  Maintenance  or  rehabilitation  of  facilities  which  contribute  to 

increased  resource  production, 
o  Maintenance  of  facilities  to  substantially  reduce  future  maintenance 

and  rehabilitation  costs. 

Facility  maintenance  funds  are  not  allocated  on  a  project  basis  from  the 
Washington  or  regional  office  levels.   Allocations  from  these  levels  are 
based  on  the  programs  proposed  by  each  forest.   The  forests  have  project 
specific  work  plans,  based  on  the  above  criteria,  which  they  use  to 
determine  their  prograun  requests. 

Each  Arizona  forest  has  several  high  priority  maintenance  projects  at  the 

local  level.  Because  new,  different,  or  emergency  projects  can  surface 

at  any  time,  Forest  Supervisors  only  identify  their  highest  priority  use 

of  allocated  dollars  after  funds  are  allocated  to  the  Forest. 

A  total  of  $1.7  million  is  planned  for  the  maintenance  of  Forest  Service 
FA&O  facilities  in  Arizona  in  FY  1995.   About  $1.1  million  will  be  from 
NFS  appropriation  for  the  maintenamce  of  facilities,  and  cibout  $0.6 
million  from  permanent  appropriations  for  operation  and  maintenance  of 
employee  quarters . 

TIMBER  SALES  ADMINISTRATION  AND  MANAGEMENT 

158.  Question:   Your  office  has  provided  information  that  suggests  that  the 
proposed  timber  volume  offered  in  Arizona  in  FY  95  will  be  175  mmbf . 
This  is  30  mmbf  over  that  offered  for  FY  94.   Will  unit  budgets  be 
increased  to  accommodate  putting  up  this  additional  volume?   What  is  the 
average  volume  that  can  be  expected  to  be  offered  over  the  next  5  years? 
What  actions  are  being  taken  to  prepare  local  communities,  industry,  and 
interested  parties  in  those  areas  where  the  timber  offered  is  expected  to 
fall  off  sharply  due  to  endangered  species  issues,  including  the  Mexican 
Spotted  Owl,  the  Northern  Goshawk,  and  other  resource  protection  needs, 
opportunities,  or  constraints? 
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f^Bv^r ;   The  FY  1994  financing  for  Arizona  was  based  on  175  MMBF.   Due 
to  delays  because  of  consultation  with  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  the 
Forests  in  Arizona  will  not  tnake   175  MMBF  but  is  ejqpected  to  be  aUxjut  30 
MMBF  less  in  FY  1994 .   The  average  volume  over  the  next  5  years  for 
Arizona  is  expected  to  be  about  175  MMBF  per  year.   In  order  to  meet  175 
MMBF,  Arizona  will  need  2U>out  the  same  funding  as  in  FY  1994. 

Rural  Development  and  Economic  Recovery  funds  are  being  used  to  help 
diversify  the  economy  of  local  communities  where  the  timber  offer  is 
expected  to  fall  off.   In  FY  1994,  $250,000  has  been  programmed  for 
Arizona.   We  expect  a  similar  program  for  FY  1995. 

REFORESTATION  AMD  TIMBER  STAND  IMPROVEMENT  (TSI) 

159.   Question:   We  are  encouraged  to  see  that  the  overall  budget  for 

reforestation  has  increased  slightly.   We  are  concerned  that  funding  for 
TSI  has  dropped  off  consider2ibly,  both  from  a  future  growth,  forest 
health  and  production  standpoint,  as  well  as  for  ecosystem  management 
objectives.   What  criteria  are  being  used  to  determine  where  these  cuts 
will  occur?  Which  forests  in  Arizona  will  be  affected  and  what  affect 
will  this  have  on  the  work  force  for  those  units?  Are  you  doing  anything 
to  develop  a  market  for  the  materials  in  dense  unthinned  forest  stands? 

Answer :   Nationally,  current  timber  stand  improvement  (TSI)  needs  were 
about  1.415  million  acres,  as  of  October  1,  1993.   This  represents  about 
4.1  years  of  timber  stand  improvement  work  at  current  rates  of 
accomplishment.   The  gap  between  TSI  needs  and  accomplishments  continues 
to  widen,  although  the  rate  of  increase  in  TSI  needs  has  slowed  from  the 
rate  observed  in  the  past  several  years.   We  attribute  the  decline  in  the 
rate  of  increase  to  two  factors.   First,  many  areas  that  were  in  need  of 
TSI  treatments  which  were  not  funded  have  now  grown  past  the  stage  where 
they  will  benefit  from  these  treatments.   Secondly,  we  expect  to  see  a 
continued  decline  in  release  needs,  reflecting  the  decline  in 
regeneration  harvest  associated  with  the  green  timber  sale  program. 

TSI  treatments  are  based  upon  silvicultural  prescriptions  tailored  to 
specific  site  and  resource  requirements.   Current  policy  requires  all  TSI 
projects  to  be  prioritized  in  accordance  with  forest -level  and  regional 
guidelines.   These  priorities  are  to  be  used  in  formulating  budget 
requests  and  subsequently  determining  funded  TSI  projects.   As  such, 
scarce  funds  are  applied  to  the  highest  priority  TSI  projects  on  a  given 
forest.   The  Coconino  and  the  Kaibab  are  the  two  forests  in  Arizona 
likely  to  be  most  affected  by  any  decline  in  TSI  funding  levels,  as  these 
forests  carry  the  largest  current  TSI  needs  and  have  historically  had  the 
largest  TSI  programs  of  the  six  forest  in  Arizona.   A  decline  in  TSI 
funding  levels,  by  itself,  will  not  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  work 
force  on  these  units. 

The  market  for  material  from  intermediate  (thinning)  treatments  has 
improved  in  selected  areas  around  the  country,  particularly  in  the 
California,  Oregon,  and  Washington.   This  is  due  both  to  the  decline  in 
the  wood  supply  and  by  virtue  of  increasing  reliance  on  wood  fiber  for 
use  in  applications  such  as  hog  fuel  for  cogeneration  plfints .   We  will 
continue  to  make  this  material  available  for  these  and  other  emerging 
uses . 

RECREATION  MANAGEMENT 

ISO.   Question:   What  is  the  status  of  coordinating  work  between  the  Kaibab 
National  Forest  and  Grand  Canyon  National  Park  to  address  the 
recreational  demands  in  this  area,  and  to  deal  with  the  tremendous 
visitation.   Are  FY  95  funds  being  allocated  so  that  environmental 
regulations  smd  comprehensive  planning  and  evaluation  can  be  completed? 

Answer :   The  Kaibab  National  Forest  suid  the  Grand  Canyon  National  Park 
(GCNP)  are  working  together  in  the  preparation  of  the  GCNP's  "General 
Management  Plan"  and  the  proposed  Forest  Service  "Tusayaui  Lai}d  Exchange". 
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Mutual  objectives  of  each  agency  is  to  work  together  to  resolve  the 
enormous  management  problems,  such  as  traffic  congestion,  air  pollution, 
noise,  etc.,  now  present  with  in  the  Park.  The  Forest  Service  has 
committed  to  making  lands  available,  as  appropriate,  which  would  provide 
services  and  facilities  necessary  to  accommodate  visitors  to  both  the 
North  and  South  rim's  of  the  Grand  Canyon  National  Park. 

Numerous  meetings  have  been  held  during  the  last  year  to  coordinate 
management  needs  of  both  agencies.  It  has  become  evident,  as  a  result  of 
these  meetings,  that  serious  coordination  issues,  involving  the  use  of 
National  Forest  lands,  need  to  be  addressed  involving  GCNP  proposed 
reservation  system  auid  its  affect  on  adjacent  National  Forest  lainds,  use 
of  National  Forest  roads  as  major  transportation  corridors,  location  of 
staging  areas  on  National  Forest  lands,  amd  the  use  of  ground  water  by 
the  Forest  Service  to  facilitate  increased  visitor  needs. 

Funding  for  the  environmental  documentation  and  comprehensive  planning  is 

not  included  in  the  Region's  FY  1995  budget  proposal.   The  Forest  will 

only  be  able  to  continue  their  coordination  of  management  needs  with 
GCNP. 

RED  ROCK /OAK  CREEK 

161.  Question:   Language  was  included  in  the  FY  94  Senate  report  allowing  the 
Forest  Service  to  use  funds  to  open  the  Coconino  National  Forest  Plan  to 
address  the  changing  needs  at  the  Red  Rock/Oak  Creek  area  based  on 
increased  visitation  to  the  area  which  is  creating  unusual  pressures  on 
the  resources.   Was  the  Forest  Plan  reopened  for  this  purpose?   If  so,  is 
the  work  complete  and  what  were  the  findings?   Is  funding  required  in  FY 
95  to  accomplish  this  work? 

Answer:   The  Coconino  National  Forest  has  begun  the  process  to  amend 
their  Forest  Plan  to  address  these  changing  needs  in  the  Red  Rock-Oak 
Creek  area.   The  recently  completed  Sedona  Forum  X,  sponsored  by  the 
Sedona  Academy  and  conducted  in  the  town  hall  fashion,  was  on  the  theme 
of  Building  Partnerships  with  the  Forest  Service.   Prior  to  the  forum,  an 
intensive  background  research  report  was  prepared  by  Northern  Arizona 
University,  in  consultation  with  the  Forest  and  the  Academy.   Both  the 
background  research  and  the  forxim  report  will  be  used  in  the  planning 
process.   The  Forest  will  be  working  in  partnership  with  the  community 
and  other  affected  interests  in  a  collaiborative  process  to  amend  the 
Forest  Plan.   Work  will  continue  with  current  funding. 

WILDLIFE  AND  FISH  MANAGEMENT 

I  continue  to  be  concerned  about  the  status  of  the  Mexican  spotted  owl  recovery 
efforts.   In  response  to  my  questions  about  funding  for  the  Mexican  Spotted  Owl 
recovery  team  last  year,  I  was  told  that  the  essential  work  would  be  finemced 
in  FY  94  by  delaying  other  projects  as  necessary.   I  was  also  told  that  efforts 
for  completing  the  recovery  plan  would  be  delayed  if  sufficient  funds  were  not 
available . 

162.  Question:   What  is  the  status  of  the  field  work  and  recovery  plan? 

Answer :   The  development  and  issuance  of  the  Mexican  Spotted  Owl  (MSO) 
Recovery  Plan  is  the  responsibility  of  the  USDI,  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service.   Currently  the  MSO  Recovery  Teaun,  established  by  the  FWS,  is 
working  on  developing  a  recovery  plan.   It  is  expected  that  the  Team  will 
have  a  draft  available  for  review  sometime  in  the  fall  of  1994.   At  a  MSO 
Recovery  Team  meeting,  February  24,  1994,  the  Team  strongly  suggested 
developing  a  strategy  and   protocol  to  study  MSO  population  trend.   The 
new  study  would  take  place  on  most  National  Forests  in  the  Southwest  and 
would  involve  an  investment  of  1  to  1.5  million  dollars  per  year  over  the 
next  8  to  10  years.   The  Forest  Service  is  working  closely  with  Research 
and  the  Recovery  Team  to  initiate  a  pilot  population  monitoring  program 
in  FY  94 .   The  Forest  Service  will  be  involved  with  extensive  inventories 
to  broaden  the  knowledge  of  the  distribution  of  MSO  this  fiscal  year. 
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Question:   Are  Bufficient  funds  avail2ible  and  priorities  established  that 
will  complete  the  necessary  remaining  work  in  the  FY-95  budget? 

Answer :   The  Regional  FY  95  outyear  budget  proposal  of  February  1993, 
included  $600,000  for  the  MSO.   The  Southwestern  Region  requested  an  NFTE 
current  services  level  of  $5,944,000. 

Question:   What  is  your  course  of  action  if  funds  are  not  available  or 
sufficient? 

Answer:   Mexican  spotted  owl  conservation  and  monitoring  efforts  will 
have  to  be  scaled  down  or  postponed;  or  other  TES  programs  will  have  to 
be  curtailed  to  help  support  these  efforts. 

163.  Question:   What  is  the  status  of  the  goshawk  studies? 

Answer:   Through  cooperation  with  Forest  Service  research,  universities, 
and  the  States,  we  have  on-going  studies  on  five  national  forests  in  the 
southwest.   These  studies  include  the  development  and  testing  of 
monitoring  protocol,  genetic  evaluation  of  the  "apache  goshawk", 
demographic  characteristics  and  heUsitat  descriptions.   The  genetic  work 
and  development  of  monitoring  protocol  could  be  done  this  year  or  next. 
The  deomographic  and  habitat  work  is  still  on-going  and  will  take  several 
more  years  to  complete . 

Question:   How  much  funding  is  being  dedicated  to  these  studies  in  FY-95? 

Answer :   Forest  Service  research  has  identified  $130,000  for  goshawk 
research  in  FY  1995. 

Question:   How  much  funding  is  required? 

Answer:   It  would  take  $500,000  per  year  to  monitor  the  goshawk 
populations  in  the  Southwest.   Habitat  characterization  and  trend 
monitoring  would  take  an  additional  $800,000  per  year  to  complete. 
Forest  Service  studies  average  about  $650,000  per  year. 

NQXIOaS  WEEDS 

164.  Question:   The  FY  95  budget  talks  to  the  rapidly  escalating  problems 
facing  national  forest  eosystems  with  respect  to  noxious  weeds.   You 
estimate  that  over  six  million  acres  are  affected.   The  budget  allows  for 
an  additional  5,400  acres  to  be  treated  over  the  35,000  acre  base.  How 
are  we  going  to  get  on  top  of  this  "escalating"  problem?   What  do  you 
estimate  the  impact  of  noxious  weeds  are  on  forage  production  and 
corresponding  capacities  for  wildlife  and  livestock? 

Answer:   Invasive  exotic  plants,  some  of  which  are  classified  as  noxious 
weeds,  are  cin  ever  increasing  problem.   Noxious  weed  treatment  has 
historically  been  funded  as  an  expanded  budget  line  item  within  the  range 
appropriation.   Some  treatment  is  also  accomplished  with  KV  and  Ramge 
Betterment  Fund  dollars.   The  Office  of  Technology  Assessment,  in  their 
publication,  "Harmful  Non- Indigenous  Species  in  the  United  States" 
(OTA-F-565,  Sept.  1993)  estimates  that,  "A  ballpark  range  for  total 
direct  non-idigenous  weed  costs  is  $3.6  billion  to  $5.4  billion 
annually."   The  Forest  Service  does  not  have  any  estimates  of  the  impact 
of  noxious  weeds  on  forage  production  and  the  corresponding  capacity. 

Appropriations  in  reuige  memagement  have  been  provided  to  treat  only  the 
most  serious  amd  obvious  noxious  weed  infestations.   Priority  has  been  on 
administration  of  permitted  livestock  where  we  have  a  significant 
challenge  to  meet  the  requirements  of  NEPA,  ESA,  and  other  laws. 
Adequate  treatment  of  noxious  weeds,  and  management  of  other  invasive 
exotics,  will  require  more  resources  in  range  management  than  we  have 
been  able  to  devote  given  other  priorities. 
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CONSTRUCTION  (FACILITIES  &  ROADS) 

165.  Question:   The  question  once  again  is  that  of  the  proportionate  share  of 
the  overall  recreation  allocation  to  the  regions.   How  can  the  Southwest 
region  increase  its  proportionate  share  at  the  national  level? 
Additionally,  what  mechanisms  are  in  place  to  guar2uitee  priority  for 
funding  in  the  out  year  budgets? 

Answer:   By  excluding  the  recreation  construction  activity  which  is  only 
aibout  half  of  FY  1994  funding  level,  the  Southwest  Region  stands  to 
receive  an  increase  of  9.7  percent  or  about  $2  million  above  FY  1994  if 
the  budget  is  approved  at  the  proposed  level  for  recreation  activities. 
Except  for  Region  1,  all  other  Regions  will  realize  reductions  from  FY 
1994  with  the  Pacific  Northwest  Region  at  -7.6  percent. 

The  Southwest  Region  was  given  an  increase  of  over  $7  million  in  its 
proportionate  share  of  funding  constraint  in  FY  1996  to  provide  priority 
funding  for  non-commodity  programs,  such  as  recreation,  in  the  out  years. 

LAND  ACQUISITION 

166.  Question:   In  1993,  I  introduced  legislation  to  acquire  approximately 
14,600  acres  of  private  lands  known  as  the  Perrin  Properties  that  are 
interspersed  throughout  the  Prescott  National  Forest  (over  half  of  which 
are  included  in  the  Juniper  Mesa  and  Apache  Creek  Wilderness  areas) . 
Congressional  action  on  this  bill  is  still  pending.   What  plans  and  what 
priority  does  the  Forest  Service  have  for  acquisition  of  these  lands 
should  this  bill  fail  to  pass  and  be  enacted? 

Answer:   It  is  critical  that  this  claim  against  the  United  States  be 
resolved.   We  have  no  funds  to  resolve  this  title  claim.   If  the  bill 
fails  to  pass,  we  will  allow  litigation  to  run  its  course. 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  HARRY  REID 

Since  1981,  ninety  million  dollars  plus  have  been  expended  on  the  purchase  of 
environmentally  sensitive  lands  within  the  Tahoe  Badin.   Although,  we  have 
acquired  many  new  acres  for  the  National  Forest,  our  accumulating  drought  years 
have  set  the  stage  for  the  very  real  possibility  of  devastating  fire. 

I  have  been  informed  the  threat  of  wiiarxre  in  the  La)ce  Tahoe  Basin  Mainagement 
Unit  is  quite  high,  and  as  you  are  aware,  the  area  has  many  high  hazard,  high 
risk  urban  properties.   Additionally,  I  have  been  informed  by  local,  Teihoe  fire 
officials  funding  is  lacking  for  pre -suppression  fuels  management. 

167.   Question:   What  has  the  Forest  Service  done  with  regard  to  presuppression 
fuels  management  in  the  Tahoe  Basin  its  FY  95  budget? 

Answer:   A  fuels  analysis  has  been  done  to  determine  the  appropriate 
level  of  funding  to  mitigate  f uel  liazards .   Funding  from  others  areas 
(i.e..  Recreation,  Watershed)  will  be  combined  with  fuels  funding  to 
meet  additional  goals  such  as  improvement  of  visuals  and  watershed 
protection . 

Funds  for  fuels  treatment  have  been  provided  as  follows: 

FY  1991  $250,000       py  1993  $198,000 

FY  1992  $200,000       pY  1994  $300,000* 

FY  1995  initial  allocation  is  not  yet  distributed. 

•  Multi-funded:   fire  protection  combined  with  watershed  and  lands  funds. 

Q'^^^^^o"-      What  will  it  finally  take  to  resolve  this  annual  funding 
issue,  and  begin  to  get  results  on  the  ground  in  the  Tahoe  Basin? 

MSHer^  Funding  levels  for  the  Tahoe  Basin  are  commensurate  with  other 
fuel  hazard  problems  throughout  California.   To  date,  over  650  lots  have 
been  treated. 
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QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  DON  NICKLES 

BUDGET  RESTRUCTURING 

In  response  to  the  The  National  Performamce  Review,  the  Forest  Service  is 
proposing  budget  restructing  with  the  FY  1995  budget  request.   The  Forest 
Service  appropriations  would  reduce  from  thirteen  to  eight  budget  line  items 
would  reduce  from  seventy  two  to  forty  two. 

169.  Question:   An  Ecosystem  Planning,  Inventory,  eind  Monitoring  appropriation 
is  proposed  which  would  fund  all  planning,  inventory,  and  monitoring 
activities  above  the  project  level,  including  eco-region  assessments. 
What  does  the  term  "eco-region  assessments"  meem? 

Answer :   Eco- regional  assessments  are  comprehensive  inventory  and 
analysis  projects  focusing  on  large  geographic  areas  with  overlapping 
political  and  Forest  Service  administrative  boundaries.   Examples  of 
recent  studies  which  included  Forest  Service  lemds  are  the  Eastside  Study 
(eastern  Oregon  cuid  Washington) ,  and  the  Sierra  Study  (central  and 
northern  California) .   An  example  of  the  type  of  activity  included  in 
these  comprehensive  assessments  is  cui  inter- regional  assessment  of 
habitat  conditions  for  species  or  species  groups. 

170.  Question :   Will  each  region  have  an  eco-region  plan?   How  would  this 
relate  to  the  Pacific  Northwest  Forest  Conference  Plan?   How  does  this 
relate  to  the  Regional  Guide  for  each  Forest  Service  Region? 

Answer :   Each  Forest  Service  administrative  region  has  a  strategy  plan 
for  implementing  ecosystem  management  which  was  developed  in  conjunction 
with  agency  Research  Stations  located  within  the  regional  boundaries. 
These  plans  provide  a  frameworjc  for  integrating  agency  progrcuns  to 
achieve  agency  ecosystem  management  objectives.   The  agency  is  also 
establishing  a  process  and  protocols  for  conducting  ecological 
assessments  for  various  ecoregions  of  the  United  States.   This  process 
will  include  funding  strategies  and  guidelines  for  developing 
partnerships  and  involving  cooperators  in  eco- regional  assessments.   The 
President's  Pacific  Northwest  Plan  provides  direction,  a  process  and 
fraimeworlc  for  addressing  issues  related  to  forest  mamagement  in  the 
Pacific  Northwest.   The  specific  requirements  of  this  Plan  apply  to  a 
specific  ecosystem  and  are  being  addressed  by  an   Interagency  Steering 
Group  which  includes  Forest  Service  representatives  from  involved 
administrative  regions  of  the  agency.   The  agency's  regulations  for 
implementing  the  National  Forest  Management  Act  (NFMA)  are  being  revised 
to  fully  integrate  the  principles  and  actions  necessary  to  implement 
ecosystem  management  through  Forest  Plans  and  Regional  Guides.   Regional 
Guides  will  contain  information  designed  to  facilitate  the  incorporation 
of  ecosystem  management  principles  and  other  requirements  in  forest  plans 
and  other  planning  efforts,  such  as  eco- regional  assessments. 

171.  Question:   How  much  time  was  spent  formulating  the  budget  restructuring 
proposal?   Who  was  involved?   Was  input  from  all  levels  of  the 
organization  included  in  its  design? 

Answer :   The  initial  efforts  associated  with  restructuring  the  agency's 
budget  focused  on  establishing  an  ecosystem  management  budget  line  item 
and  began  in  late  Summer,  1992 .   The  more  formal  process  associated  with 
the  proposal  currently  before  the  Congress  began  in  July,  1993.   At  this 
time,  an  interdisciplinary  tas)c  group  containing  members  from  the  major 
Deputy  Areas  was  esteUslished  to  ta)ce  a  more  comprehensive  loolc  at  the 
entire  budget  structure  for  the  agency's  regular  appropriations.   This 
group  developed  a  series  of  structural  options  which  received 
considerable  field  and  Washington  Qffice  review  as  a  preferred  structure 
evolved  during  the  last  5  months  of  1993.   Input  was  received  from 
individuals  within  the  organization  amd  utilized  in  the  development  and 
refinement  of  this  proposal . 

172.  Question:   How  does  this  budget  restructuring  proposal  support  the  Forest 
Service's  current  orgamization  structure?   What  are  the  organization 
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plans  as  they  relate  to  the  budget  structure  proposal?   What  are  the 
organization  plans  as  they  relate  to  ecosystem  management? 

Answer:   The  agency's  budget  structure  proposal  was  designed  to  address  a 
number  of  issues  related  to  implementation  of  ecosystem  management, 
flexibility  to  respond  to  chamged  resource  conditions,  and  administrative 
efficiencies .   The  proposal  supports  the  agency' s  mandate  to  provide 
multiple-use  benefits  to  society  while  representing  a  first  step  towards 
reflecting  changes  in  societal  values  regarding  the  need  for  an 
integrated  ecology-based  approach  to  management.   The  agency's 
organization  structure  also  reflects  an  evolution  towards  am   integrated 
approach  to  management.   Higher  levels  of  the  organization  still  more 
closely  reflect  the  functional  nature  of  our  mamdate  and  funding.   Lower 
levels  of  the  agency  are  moving  more  quickly  towards  reorganizing  to  more 
effectively  function  in  the  integrated  fashion  needed  to  comply  with 
environmental  laws  and  an  ecological  approach  to  management.   An  agency 
"reinvention"  team  is  currently  looking  at  ways  to  more  effectively 
organize  to  meet  the  evolving  mission. 

173.  Question:   Many  of  the  Interior  Bill  agencies  are  proposing  streamlining, 
downsizing,  amd  budget  restructuring.   Fortunately,  up  to  this  point,  the 
land  managing  agencies  have  had  similarly  structured  appropriations  amd 
budget  line  items,  making  it  easier  for  Congressional  members  amd  staff 
and  the  public  to  understand  like  activities.   Has  any  coordination 
occurred  between  the  land  managing  agencies  to  address  this?   If  not, 
why? 

Answer :   While  certain  similarities  exist  between  the  various  land 
management  agencies  covered  by  the  Interior  Appropriation  Bill,  there  are 
also  some  significant  differences  among  agency  missions,  mandates, 
enabling  legislation  auid  total  budget  levels.   These  differences  have 
affected  the  amount  of  detail  in  specific  agency  budgets.   Some 
coordination  between  agencies  has  occurred  when  proposals  affecting 
similar  elements  of  budget  structures  have  been  developed.   For  exaunple, 
the  Forest  Service  obtained  copies  of  BLM's  proposal  for  budget  structure 
consolidation  amd  referred  to  it  as  a  potential  option  for  additional 
consolidation  beyond  that  requested  in  the  agency's  FY  1995  proposal. 
Discussions  on  budget  structure  amd  performance  measures  between  BLM, 
Forest  Service  and  interested  publics  for  both  agencies  have  also 
occurred. 

174.  Question:   The  Forest  Service  and  the  BLM  have  taken  completely  different 
approaches  to  their  budget  restructuring  proposals  yet  the  differences 
between  mamy  programs  are  almost  indistinguishable.   What  coordination 
has  occurred  between  the  two  agencies?   If  none,  why?   What  is  planned? 

Answer :   The  Forest  Service  has  participated  in  a  number  of  discussions 
with  BLM  on  the  budget  structure  proposals  developed  independently  by  the 
two  agencies.   While  starting  from  somewhat  different  points  and  arriving 
at  signif icamtly  different  results,^  the  approach  used  by  both  agencies 
has  a  fair  number  of  similarities.   While  the  driving  issues  and  study 
objectives  for  both  efforts  are  remarkaJDly  similar,  the  BLM  proposal  for 
structural  consolidation  goes  well  beyond  what  the  Forest  Service  has 
proposed.   Based  on  internal  discussions  and  the  input  received  from  our 
valued  customers,  the  agency  developed  a  comprehensive  proposal  meeting 
the  agency's  objectives  while  still  providing  the  appropriate  level  of 
information  amd  accountability  needed  to  assess  agency  performance. 
Discussions  will  continue  with  BLM,  other  agencies  amd  the  public  as 
changes  continue  to  be  evaluated  for  efficiencies  and  effectiveness  in 
achieving  our  mission. 

A  reprogramming  authority  chamge  is  proposed  which  would  give  the  Forest 
Service  authority  to  reprogram  15  percent  of  an  expanded  budget  line  item.   The 
current  requirement  is  10  percent  or  $250,000,  whichever  is  less. 

175.   Question:   Cor^aratively,  the  Forest  Service  has  fewer  reprogramming 

requests  tham  many  agencies  funded  through  the  Interior  Appropriations 
bill.   Based  on  the  numbers,  it  does  not  appear  that  an  increased 
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reprogramming  authority  would  provide  much  assiBteince  to  the  Forest 
Service.   Please  explain  why  the  Forest  Service  reprograiraning  requests 
are  so  few.   How  would  increased  reprogr2untning  authority  help  this 
situation? 

Answer:   The  number  of  reprograinining  requests  from  the  Forest  Service  is 
relatively  small  because  a  unit  usually  needs  a  quick  turn-around  time 
before  an  opportunity  is  lost.   The  current  guidelines  do  not  provide  for 
this  and  can  result  in  actions  not  in  keeping  with  consistent  application 
of  the  guidelines,  including  the  stretching  of  appropriation  use 
definitions  and  the  inappropriate  charging  of  expenses  to  accouncs  that 
have  funds  available.   The  internal  reallocation  process  that  occurs 
before  an  official  request  can  be  presented  is  not  timely,  particularly 
since  an  individual  unit's  needs  may  not  become  known  until  well  into  the 
fiscal  year.   Increased  reprogramming  authority  would  help  because  the 
authority  would  be  delegated  to  the  field,  allowing  units  to  make  most 
adjustments  with  a  minimum  of  bureaucracy. 

176.  Question:  The  FS  requests  seem  to  take  an  inordinate  amount  of  time  to 
work  their  way  through  the  approval  process,  going  through  the  agency,  to 
the  Department  and  to  the  Office  of  Management  eind  Budget  and  back.  The 
budget  justification  refers  to  the  need  to  "cut  through  the  bureaucratic 
approval  process."  Have  amy  steps  been  taken  recently  to  stresunline  and 
reduce  the  processing  time  of  these  requests?  If  so,  what  are  the  steps 
and  what  are  the  results? 

Answer :   The  only  way  to  reduce  processing  time  within  the  agency  is  to 
give  the  agency  greater  reprogramming  authority  which  cam  be  delegated  to 
the  field  level.   This  would  eliminate  the  lengthy  internal  reallocation 
process  in  all  but  the  most  extreme  cases.   After  the  agency's 
reprogramming  request  is  put  together,  the  only  way  to  streamline  the 
process  is  to  eliminate  or  reduce  review  by  the  Department  and  0MB.   To 
date,  neither  entity  has  offered  to  give  up  this  opportunity. 

177.  Question:   If  the  number  of  expanded  budget  line  items  are  reduced,  would 
the  cumbersome  process  of  the  reprogramming  requests  be  reduced? 
Explain. 

Answer :   Reducing  the  number  of  expanded  budget  line  items  would  help  in 
terms  of  increasing  the  dollar  amount  in  many  accounts  (assuming  the 
total  budget  didn't  decrease)  amd  potentially  delaying  the  need  for 
reprogramming  until  later  in  the  year,  but  still  not  provide  the 
flexibility  needed  to  respond  to  rapidly  changing  conditions.   Some  of 
the  proposed  expanded  budget  line  items  still  would  not  contain  large 
sums  of  money  if  historical  funding  levels  persist.   The  allocation  per 
unit  from  many  accounts  would  still  be  relatively  small  and  hinder  the 
unit's  ctbility  to  make  rapid  adjustments. 

The  budget  justification  indicates  the  Forest  Service  will  be  working  with 
interest  groups  and  others,  including  Congress,  to  review  and  refine  agency 
performance  measures . 

178.  Question:   What  is  the  current  status  of  that  effort?  What  groups  are 
participating?   How  actively  is  the  Forest  Service  involved?   At  what 
stage  will  input  from  Congress  be  sought  and  considered?   Will  a  formal 
public  involvement  process  be  included  as  part  of  this  process?  what  are 
the  plams? 

Answer :   The  Forest  Service  is  continuing  its  internal  evaluation  of 
currently  feasible  and  prospective  performance  measures.   The  agency  has 
also  recently  held  several  sessions  with  external  groups  to  discuss  our 
progress  in  developing  performance  measures.   These  meetings  have 
included  representatives  from  other  federal  agencies,  OIG  and  GAO, 
interest  groups,  the  Congressional  Research  Service  aimong  others. 

Recent  agency  work  on  performance  measures  has  included  the  design  of  the 
data  base  for  the  1995  Resources  Planning  Act  Program  update  (the 
agency's  strategic  plam) ;  the  development  of  the  1994  Performance  Plan  as 
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part  of  our  involvement  as  a  pilot  for  the  Government  Performamce  and 
Results  Act;  2md  development  of  the  All  Resources  Reporting  system.   In 
addition,  there  has  been  extensive  work  done  on  improving  monitoring  amd 
evaluation  within  the  agency. 

One  idea  consistently  emerging  from  these  efforts  and  discussions  with 
external  groups  is  the  development  and  refinement  of  quality  performance 
measures  are  long- term  endeavors.   Involvement  with  external  groups  and 
the  Congress  in  this  effort  will  continue. 

179.   Question:   Is  there  sufficient  time  to  review  and  complete  the 

accomplishment  measures  in  time  for  the  House  amd  Senate  Appropriations 
Committees'  markups? 

Answer:   Performance  measure  development  and  refinement  will  be  a 
long-term  evolutionary  process.   Some  of  our  current  measures  accurately 
reflect  our  accomplishments  in  prograun  areas  for  which  we  receive  funding 
and  should  be  retained.   The  focus  on  these  measures  should  be  to  improve 
data  accuracy  and  documentaion  of  information  sources.   As  the  agency's 
mission  evolves,  so  to  should  our  performance  measures.   For  example,  new 
measures  are  needed  to  more  accurately  reflect  performeuice  associated 
with  implementation  of  ecosystem  management.   Future  work  in  this  area 
will  focus  on  developing  adequate  definitions,  establishing  scientific 
conventions  for  measurement,  evaluating  the  utility  of  potential 
measures,  establishing  data  collection  procedures  amd  ensuring 
consistency  in  reporting.   In  the  short-term,  it  is  unrealistic  to  expect 
that  this  extensive  work  can  be  completed  and  new  measures  established. 
Current  efforts,  however,  should  result  in  the  identification  of 
potential  new  measures  prior  to  Congressional  mark-ups  of  the  agency's  FY 
1995  budget. 

PRESIDENTIAL  INVESTMENT  INITIATIVE 

The  FY  1995  President's  Budget  request  for  the  Forest  Service  includes  an  $89 
million  Presidential  investment  initiative.   We  are  finding  it  difficult  to 
identify  "on-going"  initiatives  and  new  initiaitves  in  agency  budget  requests. 
For  instance,  the  budget  justification  states  that  in  FY  1994  $7.5  million  was 
provided  for  ecosystem  research  studies;  the  FY  1995  initiative  includes  $10.0 
million  for  ecosystem  research  studies. 

180.  Question :   Is  $7.5  million  of  the  Presidential  Investment  Initiative  for 
last  year's  initiative  or  is  this  a  completely  new  initiative? 

Answer:  Funding  in  FY  1995  includes  $7.5  million  to  continue  large-scale 
ecosystem  studies  established  under  the  USDA  Forestry  Research  Initiative 
in  FY  1994. 

181.  Question:   What  studies  are  being  started  in  FY  1994  and  at  what  funding 
levels?   Which  FY  1994  studies  will  be  complete  in  FY  1994?   Which  FY 

1994  studies  are  continuing  in  FY  1995?   Which  studies  are  new  in  FY 
1995?  What  is  the  level  of  fundiiig  for  each  study? 

Answer :   The  $10  million  for  the  USDA  Forestry  Research  Initiative  in  FY 

1995  includes  $2.5  million  for  research  in  support  of  the  President's 
Draft  Forestry  Plan  for  the  Pacific  Northwest.   The  balamce  of  $7.5 
million  will  be  used  to  continue  the  following  large-scale  ecosystem 
studies  established  in  FY  1994: 

Ecosystems  Research 
Large-scale  Ecosystem  Studies  amd  FY  1995  Funding 

NE-1:    Managing  New  Englamd  Ecosystems  to  Restore  Atlantic  Salmon 
Habitat  ($350,000) 

NE-3:    Restoration  of  Mixed-Oak  Forests  in  Southern  Ohio  ($150,000) 

NC-1:    Assessing  Impacts  of  Disturbance  in  Central  Hardwood  Ecosystems 
($400,000) 


SE- 

1: 

SE- 

2: 

SO- 

1: 

SO 

-3: 
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NC-4:    Impacts  of  Silvicultural  Treatments  on  Biological  Diversity  in 
Northern  Hardwood  Ecosystems  ($325,000) 

FPL-4:   Options  for  Wood  Utilization  Removed  Under  Ecosystem  Management 
Regimes  ($200,000) 

Southern  /^^palachian  Ecosystem  Management  ($400,000) 

Longleaf  Pine  Ecosystem  Restoration   ($100,000  to  SE) 

Ouachita  Mountains  Ecosystem  Management  Research  Project  ($400,000) 

Wetland  Hardwood  Forest  Ecosystem  Research  cuid  Management  Project 
($200,000  to  SE  and  $200,000  to  SO) 

SO-4:    Developing  and  Implementing  Ecologically  Sensitive  and 

Economically  Feasible  Forest  Operations  -  The  Alabama  Consortium 
($250,000) 

IITF-1:  Luquillo  Riparian  Ecosystem  Management  Project  ($150,000) 

RM-l:   Watershed  Processes,  Riparian  Zone  Responses,  and  Biological 
Diversity  of  the  Rio  Grande  Basin  ($400,000) 

RM-3:    Front  Range  Ecosystem  Management  Research  Project  Proposal 
($100,000) 

RM-4:    Achieving  Ecosystem  Management  in  the  Borderlands  of  the 
Southwestern  United  States  through  a  Coordinated 
Research/Management  Partnership    ($400,000) 

INT-1:   Bitterroot  Valley  Landscape  Research  and  Management:   An 

Interdisciplinary  Project  Proposal  to  Enhance  Social  Values  in  an 
Altered  Ecosystem  ($400,000) 

INT- 2:   Great  Basin  Interdisciplinary  Research  and  Management  Project: 

Maintaining  and  Restoring  Riparian  Ecosystem  Integrity  ($200,000) 

PNW-l    Silvicultural  Alternatives  to  Clearcutting  in  the  Old-Growth 
Forests  of  Coastal  Alaska  ($500,000) 

PSW-1:   Developing  and  Managing  Sustainable  Forest  Ecosystems  in  the 
Sierra  Nevada  of  California  ($500,000) 

PSW-2:   Blaclcs  Mountain  Interdisciplinary  Research  and  Management  Project 
($111,000) 

PSW-Old  Growth:   Sierra  Old-Growth  Study  ($788,000) 

PSW/PNW-FEMAT:   Research  support  of  the  President's  Draft  forest  Plan  for 
the  Pacific  Northwest  ($800,000) 

WO-Research:   Ecosystems  Research  -  Program  Management  ($176,000) 

182.   Question:   Please  provide  a  table  identifying  each  initiative  by  name, 
the  FY  1994  amount  for  each  initiative  as  identified  in  the  FY  1995 
budget,  the  FY  1994  enacted  amount,  and  the  FY  1995  requested  aunount  for 
each  initiative. 

(In  Millions) 
Mswer:  ^gg^         ^394  Amount  Shown         1995 

Enacted        in  FY  95  Pres  Budq.       Request 


Forestry  Res.  Init.     $7.5  $7.5  $10.0 

Trees  for  the  Future    $3.4  ** 

NRPtEII  $45.9  $45.9  $79.0 

**No  funding  is  proposed  in  FY  1995,  so  there  was  no  reference  to  the  FY 
1994  amount  in  the  FY  1995  budget  request . 
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183.  Question:  Has  the  Forest  Service  set  priorities  within  the  investment 
package?  Please  provide  a  priority  list  of  the  Investment  Initiaitive 
items  to  the  Committee? 

Answer:   The  Forest  Service  did  not  set  priorities  within  the  1995 
investment  initiatives.   Funds  associated  with  this  package  will 
accomplish  an  integral  part  of  on -going  Forest  Service  programs. 

184.  Question:   Are  the  investment  initiative  components  considered  higher 
priority  tham  the  remainder  of  the  Forest  Service  request?   If  not,  what 
would  be  higher? 

Answer :   The  investment  initiative  components  have  been  identified 
specifically  in  support  of  Presidential  priorities.   The  funds  associated 
with  these  components  will  be  directed  toward  on-going  Forest  Service 
programs  auid  are  an  integral  part  of  those  programs . 

185.  Question:   What  would  be  the  consequences  of  the  Forest  Service  not 
receiving  the  Investment  Initiative? 

Answer :   Less  funds  would  be  available  to  direct  at  those  Forest  Service 
activities  emphasized  in  the  Presidential  initiatives  such  as  less 
funding  to  reduce  facility  backlog,  to  restore  watersheds,  and  to 
emphasize  large  scale  ecosystem  studies. 

186.  Question:   It  is  difficult  to  understand  how  components  of  the 
President's  Investment  Initiative  are  unique  and  different  from  past  and 
ongoing  programs .   How  are  they  unique  2md  different  from  past  and 
ongoing  progrsuns? 

Answer:  These  initiatives  specifically  target  the  backlog  in  special 
areas.  Congressionally  Designated  Areas,  Scenic  Byways,  interpretative 
sites  and  Wild  &  Scenic  Rivers  are  examples.  Heavily  impacted  areas  in 
urban  national  forests  are  a  priority.  In  this  regard,  they  are 
components  of  an  on-going  prograun.  A  secondary  benefit  is  the  creation 
of  jobs  and  stimulated  growth  in  rural  areas,  many  of  which  suffer  from 
high  employment. 

187.  Question:  Provide  a  table  displaying  the  distribution  by  expanded  budget 
line  item  for  the  ecosystem  restoration  initiative.  What  is  the  agency's 
backlog  amount  for  watershed  restoration  by  account? 

Answer: 

Table  Displaying  Distribution  by  EBLI 
Ecosystem  Restoration  Initiative 
($  in  Millions) 

NFSI   Soil  and  Water  Resource  Improvements $20  .  0 

NFWL  Wildlife  S  5.9 

NFIF   Inland  Fisheries  ., $  2.8 

NFAF  Anadromous  Fisheries  $  4.0 

NFTE  Threatened  and  Engangered  Species  S  6.3 

NFVM  Range  Vegetation  Management $  4.0 

TOTAL  ECQSYSTEM  RESTORATION $43.0 

The  backlog  of  watershed  restoration  projects  is  best  described  by  the 
percentage  of  watersheds  needing  investments  to  restore  satisfactory 
conditions . 

Watershed  condition  class  is  a  relative  description  of  the  health  of  a 
watershed  as  measured  against  management  objectives  in  terms  of  the 
factors  which  affect  favoraible  conditions  of  flow  and  soil  capability. 
The  three  classes  are:   Regimen  Attainment  (Class  I),  Special  Emphasis 
(Class  II) ,  and  Restoration  Emphasis  (Class  III) . 

In  1993,  20%  of  the  National  Forest  watersheds  were  in  Condition  Class 
III.  These  are  watersheds  that  require  technological  and  eocnomically 
feasible  capital  investments  to  restore  watershed  conditions  to  a  level 
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consistent  with  management  goals.   Determination  of  feasibility  must  also 
consider  environmental,  social,  and  economic  desirability.   These  land 
treaments  smd  structural  measures  are  necessary  to  provide  an  improved 
watershed  equillibrium  which  can  then  be  managed  through  integrated 
multiple -resource  activities  to  attain  watershed  condition  goals. 

Watershed  analyses  will  need  to  be  completed  before  an  accurate  estimate 
of  the  actual  acres  needing  treatment  can  be  made.   However,  the  1990  RPA 
estimated  that  there  are  at  least  1.8  million  acres  needing  watersehd 
inprovements  in  the  National  Forest  System. 

188.   Question:   We  have  been  striving  to  reduce  program  backlogs  in  all  of  the 
Interior  bill  agencies  for  many  years.   How  is  the  $27  million  for 
recreation,  trail,  and  road  maintenance  different  from  what  the  agency  is 
presently  doing  to  reduce  the  backlogs? 

Answer :   The  proposed  $27  million  in  backlog  reduction  under  the 
initiative  does  not  differ  from  other  program  reductions. 

169.   Question:   In  prior  years,  funds  have  been  used  to  address  the  Recreation 
Construction  backlog.   How  is  the  $2  million  initiative  for  Recreation 
Construction  different  from  what  has  been  done  in  the  past  years?  What 
other  FY  1995  Recreation  Construction  projects  will  reduce  the  identified 
$759  million  backlog?   (Page  3-6  &  10-12) 

Answer:   The  $2  million  initiative  funding  identified  for  Recreation 
Construction  does  not  differ  from  prior  year  funds. 

;^proximately  $23  million  in  recreation  construction  projects  from  the 
base  program  will  be  used  to  reduce  the  $759  million  deferred  maintenance 
and  repair  backlog.   Backlog  eliminating  projects  in  the  Budget  request 
include  work  such  as  retrofitting  facilities  to  make  them  more  accessible 
to  persons  with  disabilities,  campground  asid   scenic  byway  rehabilitation, 
vault  toilet  replacements,  water  system  rehabilitations  and  other 
projects  that  would  correct  health  and  safety  problems. 

190.  Question:   The  Fire,  Administrative  2md  Other  (FA&O)  Construction 
projects  are  proposed  for  $16.7  million.   The  FA&O  facilities  backlog  is 
$369  million.   Will  funding  the  FY  1995  projects  decrease  the  FA&O 
backlog?   If  so,  how  much  euid  which  ones? 

Answer :   The  backlog  estimate  of  $369  was  developed  in  a  1989  study  and 
was  based  on  specific  projects  identified  by  Forest  Service  as  needing 
major  renovation  or  replacement.   The  backlog  was  recently  updated  after 
publication  of  the  Explanatory  Notes  and  has  been  revised  to  $458 
million.   The  FY  1995  FAiQ  projects  address  projects  on  the  current  $458 
million  backlog  list.   The  backlog  includes  facilities  that  do  not  meet 
current  health  and  safety  requirements,  legal  requirements  or  are  no 
longer  cost  effective.   To  keep  the  backlog  list  from  growing,  the 
updated  study  indicates  $57  million  annually  would  be  required.   This 
assumes  a  50  year  replacement /major  renovation  schedule  for  Forest 
Service  buildings.   Funding  above  the  $57  million  level  would  reduce  the 
backlog.   The  FY  1995  budget  proposes  $16.7  million. 

191.  Question:   How  is  the  $2  million  FAiQ  initiative  different  than  typical 
FA&O  projects?   Does  the  Forest  Service  priority  ranking  for  FA&O 
facility  needs  consider  health  and  safety,  accessibility  improvements, 
building  usage  efficiencies,  energy  conservation  and  replacement  needs? 
What  are  the  FS  priorities  for  FA&O  Construction?  (Page  3-6  &  10-7). 

Answer :   The  initiative's  objective  is  to  address  infrastructure 
restoration  needs  while  providing  an  increase  in  local  employment.   The 
$2  million  FA&O  initiative  projects  do  not  differ.   National  priorities 
for  FA&O  construction  include:   projects  that  cannot  be  deferred  without 
severely  impacting  the  ability  to  meet  mandated  statutory,  regulatory,  or 
policy  requirements  (access  for  people  with  disabilities,  gender 
appropriate  facilities,  fire  safety,  hazardous  materials  abatement, 
etc.);  projects  which  significantly  promote  the  immediate  health  and 
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safety  of  employees;  projects  which  produce  significant  cost  savings, 
productivity,  and  efficient  use  of  energy;  projects  needed  to  meet 
current  resource  management  needs  which  will  also  signif icamtly  reduce 
costs  and  increase  productivity;  and  projects  which  enhance  management 
effectiveness,  reduce  employee  turnover,  aund  aid  in  recruitment  in  remote 
and  high  cost  areas . 

PACIFIC  NORTHWEST  FOREST  PLAN 

Congress  provided  $61.0  million  for  FY  1994  Forest  Plan  activities.   The  budget 
justification  identifies  an  additional  $34.8  million  of  FY  1994  redirected 
funds,  bringing  the  FY  1994  total  to  $95.8  million. 

192.  Question:   What  was  the  source  of  the  redirected  funds? 

Answer :   The  $95.8  million  was  derived  from  the  redirection  of  $34.8 
million  from  other  priorities  within  the  base  program  of  the  owl  forests 
in  Regions  5  and  6,  and  within  the  Pacific  Northvest  and  Pacific 
Southwest  Research  Experiment  Stations . 

193.  Question:   What  is  the  unmet  funding  need  for  FY  1994? 

Answer:   The  following  taible  outlines  the  funds  committed  to 
implementation  of  the  Plan  versus  total  needs  identified  to  fully 
implement  the  letter  and  spirit  of  the  Plan  for  FY  1994: 


TABLE  1 . 


COMPARISON  OF  FY  1994  FUNDING  NEEDS  TO  AVAILABLE  FUNDING 


(Dollars  in  millions) 


Mandatory  Actions 

-Watershed  assessment 
-Ecologically  sustainable 
Timber  Program   1/ 
-Adaptive  Mgmt  Areas 
-Eastside  Ecosystem 
Assessment 

-Plsuining  and  monitoring 
Total ,  Mandatory 


1994 
Total 


Avail 


26.0 


15 
2 

4 
3 


Needs 

(26.3) 

(15.6) 
(9.5) 

(5.0) 
(7.8) 


52.1 


(64.2) 


High  Priority  Actions 
-Rural  Community 

Assistance  15.0       (33.0) 

-Ecosystem  Restoration  20  .  0 (30  .  0) 

Total,  High  Priority  35.0       (63.0) 


Further  Implementation  Actions 


-Project  Funding 

8.7 

(17, 

.0) 

-Additional  research 

programs 

0.0 

(8, 

,?) 

Total  Further  Imp. 

8.7 

(25, 

.9) 

AND  TOTAL 

95.8 

(153 

.1) 

194.   Question:   The  FY  1995  funding  request  is  $97.0  million, 
total  amount  needed  for  Forest  Plaui  implementation? 


What  is  the 


Answer :   With  the  Record  of  Decision,  signed  on  ^ril  13,  1994,  we 
increased  the  PNW  plan  funding  from  $97.0  million  to  $102.9  million  for 
FY  1995.   Implementing  the  President's  Forest  Plan  will  ta)ce  place  over  a 
number  of  years;   full  implementation  is  estimated  by  FY  1998.   Watershed 
analysis  will  eventually  be  developed  for  141  key  watersheds,  and  late 
successional  reserve  assessments  will  be  needed  over  time.   The  pipeline 
of  timber  sales  is  essentially  empty  and  it  will  talce  time  to  prepare  and 
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offer  sales  consistent  with  the  new  standards  and  guidelines.   The  actual 
costs  for  full  implementation  is  unknown,  however,  we  are  currently 
reviewing  the  requirements  of  the  plans  as  related  to  funding  estimates. 
These  estimates  will  consider  the  tradeoffs  of  new  requirements  of  the 
plan  against  activity  costs  no  longer  a  priority  under  the  new  plan,  and 
efficiencies  in  overhead  and  orgeuiiration.   The  FY  1995  budget  provides 
an  ambitious  funding  level  to  complete  mandatory  activities  and  also 
funding  to  meet  interagency  Memorandum  of  Underatanding  for  Rural 
Community  Assistance  eurid  Ecosystem  Restoration  projects  (Jobs  in  the 
Woods) . 

195.  Question:   According  to  the  budget  justification  timber  harvest  of  1.2 
billion  board  feet  is  expected  einnually.   Is  this  still  an  accurate 
volume  of  timber?   If  not,  why? 

Answer:   The  preferred  alternative  in  the  Final  Supplemental 
Environmental  Assessment  (SEIS)  would  permit  a  probable  timber  sale 
quantity  to  be  1.0  Billion  Board  feet  for  Region  6.   The  200  million 
board  foot  reduction  between  the  Record  of  Decision  and  the  budget  is  due 
to  some  additional  protection  measures  applied  to  the  preferred 
alternative.   Some  of  this  volume  is  Region  5's,  approximately  75  million 
board  feet . 

CLIMATE  CHANGE  ACTION  PLAN 

The  FY  1995  Forest  Service  budget  proposes  $5.4  million  for  Climate  Change 
Action  Plan  activities.   Of  this  sunount,  $2.0  million  would  be  directed  toward 
possible  application  of  recyclaUsle  wood  auid  paper  for  housing  components,  use 
of  wood  and  other  waste  material  in  composite  products,  and  broader 
applications  for  paper  products  made  from  degraded  cellulosic  fibers.   In 
addition,  $3.4  million  in  the  State  and  Private  Forestry  appropriation  would  be 
used  for  tree  planting  and  forest  improvement  practices. 

196.  Question:   In  1992  the  "Global  Change  Research  Program"  came  to  the 
forefront.   The  FY  1995  Global  Change  Research  Program  budget  level 
remains  level  with  FY  1994  at  $22.0  million.   What  Global  Chemge  Research 
activities  would  be  funded  at  this  level? 

Answer :   The  Forest  Service  Global  Change  Research  Program  was 
established  to  provide  cin  objective  long-term  scientific  basis  for 
determining  what  impacts  regional  smd  global  environmental  changes,  such 
as  climate,  would  have  on  forest  and  range  resources,  and  how  changes  in 
those  resources  would  impact  regional  and  global  environments.   The  FY 
1995  budget  level  continues,  with  an  inflationary  reduction,  funding 
through  four  regional  programs.   Scientific  emphasis  continues  on:   (1) 
gaining  basic  understemding  anid   quantification  of  gas  (including  carbon 
dioxide  and  methane)  and  energy  exchanges  between  the  atmosphere  sind 
biosphere;  (2)  quantifying  how  disturbances  such  as  fire,  insects, 
disease,  hurricanes,  etc.,  affect  the  health  smd   productivity  of  forest 
and  range  ecosystems,  and  how  the  frequency  emd  magnitude  of  disturbances 
could  change  in  the  future;  (3)  quantify  how  terrestrial  emd  aquatic 
ecosystems  --  forests,  range,  wetlands,  watersheds  --  will  respond  to 
global  change;  and  (4)  human  activities  cuid  natural  resource  interactions 
research  including  assessment  of  ecosystem  chamge  impacts,  evaluation  of 
forest  policy  options,  and  implications  for  forest  management.   The 
research  has  become  critical  for  ecosystem  management  since  it  provides 
necessary  information  on  larger  scale  environmental  factors  within  which 
ecosystem  management  will  be  implemented. 

197.  Question:   How  is  the  Global  Change  Research  Program  different  tham  the 
Climate  Change  Action  Plan?   How  does  the  Global  Change  Research  Program 
complement  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan?   Why  is  it  necessary  if  the 
Forest  Service  has  an  established  Global  Chsuige  Research  Progrsun? 

Answer :   The  Forest  Service  Global  Chamge  Research  Prograun  is  a  long-term 
effort  to  better  understand  ecological  processes  and  larger  scale 
environmental  change  in  order  to  provide  objective,  useful  information 
for  natural  resource  decisionmaking.   The  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  is  a 
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specific  set  of  domestic  actions  that  can  be  taken  to  slow  the  build-up 
of  greenhouse  gases.   The  Action  Plan  was  required  by  the  Climate  Change 
Convention  signed  at  the  1992  United  Nations  Conference  on  Environment 
and  Development  (UNCED)  held  in  Rio  de  Jameiro  in  June  1992.   The  Action 
Plan  represents  the  type  of  decisions  being  made  that  should  be  supported 
by  the  best  available  scientific  information.   The  Global  Change  Research 
Prograun  contributed  to  the  Climate  Action  Plam  as  much  by  showing  which 
proposed  actions  were  not  justified  by  current  scientific  information  as 
by  showing  those  that  were.   The  forestry  actions  included  in  the  Climate 
Change  Action  Plan  are:   reduce  the  depletion  of  nonindustrial  private 
forests;  accelerate  tree  planting  in  nonindustrial  private  forests; 
accelerate  tree  planting  to  reduce  residential  energy  use;  and  accelerate 
recycling  research.   All  make  sense  economically  auid  ecologically  as  well 
as  producing  net  carbon  emission  reductions.   The  inclusion  of  forestry- 
actions  lessens  impacts  of  actions  in  non-renewable  resource  areas. 

The  FY  1995  Forest  Research  appropriation  includes  $4.5  million  for  recycling 
and  wood  use.   Of  this  aunount,  $2.0  million  supports  the  President's  new 
Climate  Change  initiative. 

198.  Question:   How  much  funding  was  provided  for  FY  1994? 

Answer:   The  appropriated  funding  for  recycling  research  was  $2.46 
million  for  FY  1994.   An  additional  $2.0  million  was  requested  for 
recycling  research  in  the  President's  Climate  Change  Action  Plan, 
however,  it  was  not  approved. 

199.  Question:   The  recycling  amd  wood  use  initiative  was  established  in  FY 
1992.   How  is  the  new  initiative  different  from  the  ongoing  recycling  and 
wood  use  program? 

Answer:   The  Forest  Service  recycling  research  program  prior  to  FY  1994 
consisted  of  three  integrated  areas:  (1)  research  to  overcome  technical 
problems  such  as  contaminant  removal,  de- inking,  fiber  brightening,  auid 
other  processing  technologies  to  help  convert  waste  paper  into  useful  new 
products;  (2)  developing  high  performance  composite  products  from  waste 
wood,  paper,  plastic,  glass,  metal,  and  other  materials  recovered  from 
municipal  waste  streauns;  (3)  conducting  economic  studies  to  evaluate  the 
cost/benefits  amd  markets  for  recycled  products. 

The  proposed  $2  million  increase  for  recycling  research  in  FY  1995  meets 
the  goals  of  both  the  Recycling  and  Wood  Use  Forest  Research  national 
problem  and  the  President's  Climate  Chamge  Action  Plan.   A  fourth  area 
was  added  in  FY  1995  to  provide  the  technology  amd  performance  standards 
necessary  to  convert  waste  materials  into  acceptaible  structural  products 
for  home  amd  industrial  use,  thereby  creating  new  markets  for  recycled 
products.   Our  goals  are  to  provide  useful  new  wood  and  composite 
products  from  recycled  materials,  thereby  helping  to  alleviate  the 
Nation's  landfill  problems,  helping  to  extend  the  Nation's  timber  supply 
and  helping  to  alleviate  the  effects  of  global  warming  through  carbon 
sequestration . 

200.  Question :   What  progress  has  been  made  on  the  FY  1992  recycling 
initiative? 

Answer:   The  recycling  initiative  has  aimed  to  remove  barriers  to 
recycling  of  waste  wood  and  wastepaper.   Some  accomplishments  are  cited 
below: 

New  recycling  technologies  created  by  Forest  Service  scientists  have 
resulted  in  patents  and  licensing  for  critical  recycling  problem  areas 
such  as  contaminamt  removal,  de- inking,  and  other  processing  techniques 
to  help  turn  waste  paper  into  new  products. 

Forest  Service  technology  is  being  adopted  by  industry:   recycled 
materials  in  fiberboards  patented  as  Spaceboard  and  developed 
commercially  as  Gridcore  were  used  in  stage  sets  for  the  entertainment 
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industry  and  a  manufacturing  facility  has  been  established  to  memufacture 
spaceboard  products  for  a  wide  variety  of  commercial  applications;  the 
packaging  industry  uses  knowledge  from  FPL  on  three-dimensional  forming 
methods  and  related  technology  to  increase  the  use  of  recycled  fibers. 

Studies  are  examining  how  the  use  of  recycled  fiber  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest  could  help  alleviate  problems  associated  with  reduced  access  to 
virgin  fiber. 

An  economic  model  was  developed  to  project  long-range  trends  in  paper 
recycling  rates  on  timber  harvest  and  pulpwood  consumption  under  various 
recycling  policy  scenarios.   The  EPA  Climate  Change  Division  and  others 
have  used  our  projections  to  assess  likely  impacts  of  increased  recycling 
on  atmospheric  concentrations  of  "greenhouse  gases"  that  contribute  to 
global  warming.   Projected  impacts  are  presented  in  the  President's 
Climate  Change  Action  Plan.   Increased  paper  recycling  is  cm  element  in 
this  action  plan. 

Research  demonstrated  that  wastepaper-plastic  composites  cein  be 

melt -blended  with  the  potential  for  commercial  production  of  useful  new 

products,  such  as  lightweight  automobile  components,  for  example. 

Economics  and  technologies  for  using  and  recycling  of  wooden  pallets  were 
studied.   Engineering  cost  studies  and  economic  feasibility  studies  were 
complete  on  wooden  pallet  breakdown  systems  to  make  wood  fuel  and 
combustion  systems. 

A  total  of  $22.3  million  is  proposed  for  the  FY  1995  stewardship/tree  plemting 
prograun.  This  is  an  increase  of  S4  million,  which  would  be  used  in  support  of 
the  PNW  Forest  Plan,  above  the  FY  1994  enacted  level.  within  the  base  program, 
$3.4  million  is  in  support  of  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan. 

201.   Question:   How  many  times  do  items  get  counted  in  the  Forest  Service 
budget?   What  was  given  up  in  the  ongoing  stewardship/tree  planting 
program  to  fund  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plcui  initiative? 

Answer :   The  intent  is  not  to  double  count,  but  the  interrelationships  of 
several  common  objectives  and  benefits  are  produced  from  the  same 
progreun.   The  Stewardship/Tree  Planting  program  funds  used  for  tree 
planting  under  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  contribute  to  the 
sequestration  of  carbon  through  accelerated  tree  planting  efforts. 
Funding  for  other  practices,  such  as  erosion  control  or  wildlife  habitat 
enhancement,  support  broader  environmental  goals,  but  not  necessarily  the 
Climate  Change  Action  Plan. 

The  additional  funding  provided  for  tree  planting  under  the  Climate 
Change  Action  plan  (CCA)  is  counted  as  a  Stewardship/Tree  Pleuiting 
program  accomplishment  and  also  as  supporting  the  Climate  Chamge  Action 
Plan.   This  is  not  inconsistent  treatment  as  to  exclude  counting  within 
the  total  would  distort  other  benefits  to  CCA. 

Tree  planting  on  48,000  acres  will  support  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plcui 
within  the  Stewardship/Tree  Plauiting  prograun. 

RECENT  RESEARCH  FINDINGS 

The  Appendix:   Recent  Research  Findings  (Page  4-43)  provides  a  Scunpling  of 
research  findings  and  illustrates  important  advcinces  made  by  Forest  Service 
scientists  and  their  cooperators .   In  glancing  through  the  descriptions,  I 
found  one  that  begs  additional  questioning.   The  subject  is  mountain  biking  and 
is  found  on  Page  4-52  of  the  budget  justification.   It  reads: 

"Mountain  Biking:   An  Example  of  the  Impact  of  Technical  Advances  on  the 
Forest.   The  Pacific  Southwest  Forest  &  Range  Experiment  Station's  Wildland 
Recreation  and  Urban  Culture  Project  has  exeunined  mountain  biking  impacts  and 
accompanying  user  conflicts.   The  technological  advances  in  mountain  bikes 
along  with  increasing  popularity  of  riding,  present  a  challenge  to  forest 
management.   Meeting  the  recreation  needs  of  this  user  group,  while  continuing 
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to  address  the  needs  of  others  users  and  protect  resources  characterize  the 
main  challenges.   An  early  telephone  survey  of  forty  Forest  Service  amd  Bureau 
of  Land  Management  resource  managers  showed  the  wide  impact  of  mountain 
biking.   Most  agreed  mountain  biking  is  a  fast  growing  sport  with  impacts 
nationwide. 

A  more  extensive  cooperative  study  with  Southwest  Texas  University  eind  West 
Virginia  University  involved  750  mountain  bikers.   A  key  finding  of  this  study 
was  that  resource  mamagers  need  to  get  mountain  bike  riders  involved  as  groups 
to  establish  trial  etiquette  guidelines  so  as  to  minimize  conflicts  between 
bike  riders  and  other  recreation  resource  users." 

202.  Question:   I  am  not  a  scientist,  but  common  sense  tells  me  that  increased 
use  of  mountain  bikes  on  forest  trails  would  conflict  with  other  trail 
uses.   Past  management  experience  tells  me  that  it  is  important  to 
involve  various  users  in  minimizing  trail  conflicts.   Why  does  it  take  a 
tecun  of  scientists,  the  Southwest  Texas  University,  amd  the  West  Virginia 
University  to  come  to  that  conclusion? 

Answer :  Actually  two  studies  are  mentioned.   The  first  was  designed  to 
assess  resource  manager  opinions  eibout  mountain  bike  use  on  natural 
resource  areas;  the  results  suggested  more  information  was  needed  to 
manage  for  this  relatively  new  user  group.   A  second  study  involved 
mountain  bike  riders  themselves.   There  was  scant  literature  available  to 
inform  resource  memagers  about  who  these  users  were,  what  their  patterns 
of  recreation  were,  what  their  opinions  were  related  to  the  sport  of 
mountain  biking  in  general  and  mountain  biking  on  National  Forests  lands 
in  particular.   Previous  studies  also  indicate  that  conflicts  are  not 
always  viewed  as  conflicts  by  both  groups.   For  example,  cross  country 
skiers  are  more  likely  to  experience  and  articulate  conflicts  tham  are 
snow  mobile  riders.   No  information  was  available  on  the  mountain  bike 
user  groups  and  their  perceptions  of  conflict.   Three  states  were 
selected  for  inclusion  in  the  study;  one  on  the  west  coast,  one  on  the 
east  coast,  and  one  from  the  midwest.   The  completed  studies  were  a  first 
attempt  to  get  the  information  needed  to  manage  for  this  new  and 
increasing  use. 

203.  Question :   What  was  the  cost  of  this  project?   How  many  scientists  were 
involved? 

Answer:   The  study  of  resource  mamager's  opinions  cost  $1,000.   Two  PSW 
scientists  were  involved.   The  user  study  cost  $36,426.   One  scientist 
from  PSW;  one  from  Southwest  Texas  and  one  from  West  Virginia  were 
involved  in  this  study.   The  funds  were  expended  for  cooperative 
agreements  to  those  universities. 

204.  Question:   How  were  the  findings  of  this  study  transmitted  to 

on- the -ground  managers?   How  do  you  know  if  the  study  results  were  new 
and  useful? 

Answer:   The  first  study  was  published  by  the  Journal  of  Park  and 
Recreation  Administration  (Fall,  1993,  Vol.   11(3):  22-36).   This  was 
listed  as  a  new  publication  in  the  October  1993  version  of  the  Recreation 
Research  Update.   The  Update,  winner  of  the  1993  Chief's  award  for 
excellence  in  technology  transfer,  is  mailed  to  1700  people  nationwide. 
A  synopsis  of  the  user  study  was  in  the  June  1993  version  of  the 
Recreation  Research  Update.   Copies  of  the  journal  article  amd  the  report 
from  the  cooperators  are  made  available  upon  request.   We  have  sent  out 
over  50  copies  of  the  journal  article  amd  40  copies  of  the  research 
report.   As  recently  as  last  month,  at  a  training  session  for  recreation 
planners,  several  people  said  they  felt  this  research  was  assisting  them 
in  handling  mountain  bike  use  on  their  resource  areas. 

INTERNATIONAL  FORESTRY 

The  FY  1995  request  for  the  International  Forestry  appropriation  is  proposed 
for  a  43  percent  increase,  going  from  $7  million  in  FY  1994  to  $10  million  in 
FY  1995.   Although  this  request  is  considerably  more  reasonaible  than  the  FY 
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1994  request  of  $37  million,  it  is  still  the  largest  appropriation  increase  in 
the  Forest  Service  budget . 

205.  Question:   FTE's  are  proposed  to  increase  from  54  to  55  for  FY  1995. 
Where  will  the  55  FTE's  be  located  physically? 

Answer:   The  55  FTE's  include  35  located  in  Headquarters  and  20  in  field 
units,  including  the  international  institutes  in  Puerto  Rico  and  Hawaii. 
Headquarters  staff  are  limited  to  people  whose  international 
responsibilities  are  most  efficiently  conducted  in  a  central  location. 

The  budget  justification  states  that  the  Research,  National  Forest  Systems,  and 
State  &  Private  Forestry  appropriations  also  support  international  forestry. 

206.  Question:   Why  is  this  additional  support  necessary? 

Answer:   Congress  mandated  the  Forest  Service  to  expand  its  international 
program  and  to  utilize  the  expertise  of  scientists,  managers,  and 
technical  experts  from  throughout  the  agency  to  provide  international 
assistance  through  the  following: 

P.L.  101-624,  1990  Farm  Bill,  Title  XXIV,  Global  Climate  Change 
Prevention  Act,  provides  broad  authorities  to  the  Forest  Service  to 
engage  in  international  activities. 

P.L.  101-513,  Title  VI,  International  Forestry  Cooperation  Act,  section 
602,  provides  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  with  broad  authority  to 
provide  assistance  that  promotes  sustainable  development  smd  global 
environmental  staibility  outside  of  the  United  States  and  its 
territories.   Section  605  authorizes  the  Secretary  to  "provide 
assistance,  as  determined  appropriate  by  the  Secretary  to  carry  out  this 
title,  including  technical  and  financial  assistance,  equipment,  and 
facilities  without  reimbursement." 

Section  607  of  the  above  law  eunends  the  Forest  and  Rangeland  Renewable 
Resources  Research  Act  of  1978  (16  U.S.C.1641)  "to  authorize  the 
Secretary  to  expand  research  activities  to  encompass  international 
forestry  and  natural  resource  issues  on  a  global  scale." 

Section  607  also  amends  the  Cooperative  Forestry  Assistance  Act  of  1978 
to  expand  its  coverage  to  "the  United  States,  and  forest  lands  in  foreign 
countries,"  and  to  clarify  that  "the  term  'non-Federal  forest  land'  shall 
mean  any  forest  land  and  related  renewable  natural  resources  in  such 
countries . " 

The  Senate  Agiculture  Committee  Report  (101-357)  regarding  the  above 
legislation  states  in  part,  "This  legislation  would  authorize  the 
Secretary  to  draw  upon  the  skills  of  the  Forest  Service  to  complement  the 
forestry  and  natural  resource  work  of  AID,  focused  on  key  countries,  and 
to  provide  forestry  assistance  to  key  tropical  countries  not  currently 
receiving  AID  assistamce."   The  same  report  states,  "For  example, 
assistcuice  could  include  the  payment  of  travel  and  related  expenses  of  US 
Government  or  other  technical  experts  to  other  countries  to  advise  on 
forestry  and  natural  resource  management  issues." 

The  annual  Forest  Service  Appropriations  Act,  in  the  section  on 
"administrative  provisions  for  the  Forest  Service,"  states,  "Funds 
appropriated  to  the  Forest  Service  shall  be  available  for  assistance  to 
or  through  the  Agency  for  International  Development  and  the  Office  of 
International  Cooperation  ^u^d  Development  in  conncection  with  forest  and 
rangeleand  research,  technical  information,  and  assistance  in  foreign 
countries,  and  shall  be  availaible  to  support  forestry  amd  related  natural 
resource  activities  outside  the  United  States  and  its  territories  and 
possessions,  including  technical  assistance,  education  and  training,  and 
cooperation  with  United  States  and  international  organizations." 
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207.  Question:   What  is  the  justification  for  the  supplemental  funding?  Did 
Congress  provide  supplemental  funding  for  international  forestry 
activities?   If  so,  when  and  how  much? 

Answer:   The  international  activities  of  the  Forest  Service  to  carry  out 
the  above   fall  under  several  categories: 

-  Activities  funded  by  the  appropriation  for  international  forestry.   This 
is  the  only  line  in  the  Forest  Service  budget  which  is  specifically 
identified  for  international  activities.   In  FY  1994,  this  will  account 
for  about  half  of  the  total  Forest  Service  expenditures  related  to 
international  activities. 

-  Scientific  exchanges  and  cooperation.   A  considerable  amount  of  work 
funded  by  forest  research  involves  international  cooperation.   This  is 
especially  true  of  tropical  forest  research  and  research  related  to 
global  climate  change,  but  it  is  also  true  of  research  in  forest 
inventory,  economics,  international  trade  of  forest  products,  etc. 

-  The  Forest  Service  calls  upon  employees  from  all  branches  of  the  agency 
to  provide  technical  and  professional  assistance  for  short  periods  of 
time  (usually  less  them  6  weeks)  in  support  of  USAID,  international 
orgamizations,  and  International  Forestiry  programs.  Typically, 
international  travel  expenses  are  paid  by  the  cooperator,  and  Forest 
Service  salaries  are  paid  by  the  employee's  normal  budget.   This  is  an 
important  component  of  the  international  mission  of  the  agency. 

-  Each  year,  the  Forest  Service  hosts  several  hundred  international 
visitors.   The  majority  of  the  visitors  come  to  the  Forest  Service  for 
training.   In  addition,  visitors  include  high  ranking  government  forestry 
officials  who  meet  with  high  level  Forest  Service  officials  to  discuss 
international  policy  and  cooperation.   The  salary  costs  of  Forest  Service 
employees  who  are  involved  in  these  activities  are  charged  to  their 
normal  budget  lines. 

The  grand  total  for  all  international  activities  of  the  Forest  Service 
has  always  been  less  than  1%  of  the  total  agency  budget  in  any  year. 

Existing  accounting  systems  do  not  account  seperately  for  dollars  spent 
on  "international"  activities  except  for  the  International  Forestry 
appropriation.   Through  euuiual  accomplishment  reports  which  require  all 
FS  units  to  report  on  all  international  activities,  regardless  of  funding 
source,  total  annual  expenditures  from  all  budget  lines  other  than 
international  forestry  amount  to  between  S5  million  amd  $10  million  per 
year.   Typically,  about  two- thirds  of  this  is  from  forest  research  budget 
lines  for  research  work  which  involves  scientific  exchamge  and 
cooperation  with  researchers  in  other  countries. 

208.  Question:   What  levels  of  Forestry  Research,  National  Forest  Systems,  and 
State  &  Private  Forestry  funding  are  planned  for  FY  1994  international 
forestry  activities?  How  many  additional  FTEs  are  associated  with  this 
funding?   What  about  FY  1995? 

Answer:   As  discussed  sUoove,  there  are  no  firm  estimates  of  the  funding 
or  FTE's  levels  associated  with  these  contributed  activities  from  the 
other  Deputy  areas. 

209.  Question:   Are  the  cooperative  programs,  which  are  referenced  in  the 
Explcuiatory  Notes,  cost -shared  with  other  countries?   If  so,  what  are  the 
cost-share  levels? 

Answer:   Yes,  all  Forest  Service  cooperative  programs  involve  leveraging 
of  funds  from  cooperators  in  order  to  maximize  the  effectiveness  of  the 
Forest  Service  contributions.   In  FY  1994,  the  Forest  Service  is  engaged 
in  about  160  international  partnerships  in  55  countries.   The  financial 
contributions  of  the  partners  include  in- kind  services  in  the  case  of 
most  developing  countries,  cash  reimbursements  to  the  Forest  Service  from 
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major  partners  Buch  as  USAID,  and  co-funding  of  numerous  projects  which 
are  undertaken  in  cooperation  with  orgamizations  such  as  the  World  Beuik, 
the  US  Peace  Corps,  the  Smithsonian,  the  World  Resources  Institute,  euid 
numerous  others.   In  FY  1994,  the  estimated  value  of  the  contributions  of 
partners  is  $8  million.  This  includes  the  value  of  direct  contributions 
of  partners  to  specific  projects.   It  does  not  include  the  much  larger 
amounts  of  foreign  assistance  which  partners  such  as  USAID  or  the  World 
Bank  provide  to  other  countries  where  the  Forest  Service  provides 
technical  assistance. 

210.  Question:   What  is  the  International  Forestry's  role  in  the  President's 
Climate  Change  Action  Plan? 

Answer:   The  Global  Climate  Change  Prevention  Act,  Title  XXIV  of  the  1990 
Farm  Bill,  designated  the  Deputy  Chief  for  International  Forestry  to 
coordinate  international  activities  of  the  Forest  Service  related  to 
global  climate  change.   The  President's  Climate  Change  Action  Plan 
focuses  almost  entirely  on  domestic  actions  which  the  United  States  can 
take  which  will  contribute  to  stabilizing  the  global  climate.   Those 
domestic  activities  are  coordinated  by  Research  and  State  and  Private 
Forestry,  since  funding  for  those  activities  is  included  in  their 
appropriations  and  not  under  International  Forestry. 

211.  Question:   As  described  in  the  detailed  justification,  the  $3  million 
increase  will  enable  the  Forest  Service  to  further  programs  to  support 
sustainable  forest  management  both  at  home  and  abroad.   Why  is 
International  Forestry  proposing  to  fund  sustainable  forest  management 
activities  in  the  United  States? 

Answer:   The  statement  in  the  Explanatory  Notes,  "The  Forest  Service  is 
committed  to  sustainable  forest  management  at  home  amd  abroad, "  was 
intended  to  show  the  common  underpinnings  of  our  domestic  and 
international  programs.   In  particular,  the  President's  commitment  to 
sustainable  forest  management  in  the  United  States  by  the  year  2000  is  em 
important  linkage  between  US  domestic  and  international  forest  policies. 
This  statement  does  not  mean  that  international  forestry  funds  will  be 
used  for  domestic  work. 

ORGANIZATION  DOWNSIZING 

Many  of  the  agencies  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Interior  Appropriations 
Subcommittee  are  proposing  downsizing  and  streamlining  activities.   Program  and 
funding  changes  have  resulted  in  the  need  for  the  Forest  Service  to  adjust  its 
organization  over  the  last  few  years. 

212.  Question.   Quarterly  downsizing  reports  were  requested  by  the 
Appropriations  Committees  in  FYS  1993  and  1994.   So  far,  we  have  received 
one  report .   Where  are  the  other  reports?   When  can  we  expect  the  next 
report? 

Answer:  The  information  was  submitted  to  Congress  on  March  23,  1994. 
The  third  quarter  report  for  FY  1994  will  be  sent  to  Congress  in  July 
1994  . 

213.  Question:   FTE  levels  are  proposed  to  reduce  by  60S  from  FY  1994  (40,170) 
to  FY  1995  (39,564).   Will  the  Forest  Service  need  to  use 

reduction- in- force  to  achieve  your  downsizing  if  the  buyout  legislation 
is  not  available? 

Answer:   Under  the  Federal  Workforce  Restructuring  Act  of  1994,  the 
Forest  Service  has  received  authority  to  offer  voluntary  separation 
incentives  of  up  to  $25,000  to  regular  and  early  retirees,  and  employees 
who  resign  during  a  specified  period.   This  important  legislation  avoids 
the  need  to  use  reduction-in-force  to  reach  the  Agency's  workforce 
reduction  target  of  2,000  FTEs  and  will  allow  the  agency  to  reduce  and 
streamline  in  a  cost-effective  cind  humane  way.   As  of  April  14,  1994, 
approximately  2,200  employees  have  accepted  the  voluntary  separation 
incentive.   This  reduction  will  meet  the  fiscal  year  1994  and  1995 
reduction  needs  at  this  time. 
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214.  Question:   If  reduction- in -force  is  used,  will  it  be  more  expensive  than 
use  of  buy-out?   If  so,  how  much? 

Answer:   The  Agency  does  not  anticipate  the  need  to  use  reduction  in 
force  in  FY  1995.   Statistics,  however,  show  that  each  reduction -in -force 
(RIF)  costs  exceed  the  aunount  needed  to  retain  employees  on  the  payroll. 

Comparison  of  reduction- in-force  (RIF)  to  buyout  incentive: 

Estimated  RIF  costs: 

1,175  employees  x  $85,000  (average  cost)      =  $100  million 

Buyout  Incentive  costs: 

1,175  employees  x  $33,000  (average  cost)     =   $39  million 
(The  $33,000  includes  $25,000  buyout 
payment,  $5,000  for  annual  leave  lump 
sum  payment  and  $3,000  for  retirement 
fund  repayment) 

RIF  actions  also  create  higher  administrative  costs,  erode  diversity  of 
the  workforce,  and  reduce  morale  and  productivity  at  all  levels  of  the 
organization . 

215.  Question:   What  changes  in  fixed  costs  are  occurring  as  a  result  of 
downsizing  efforts?  What  steps  have  been  taken  to  ensure  fixed  costs 
reflect  organization  changes? 

Answer :   At  this  time  it  is  too  early  to  determine  precisely  what  chamges 
are  occurring  with  fixed  costs.   As  the  Reinvention  Team's 
recommendations  are  implemented,  savings  are  anticipated,  but  such 
savings  are  directly  related  to  the  recommendations  selected.   For 
excimple,  should  there  be  consolidation  of  Regions,  Stations,  Forest,  or 
other  units  related  fixed  cost  will  reduce. 

216.  Question:   Please  provide,  for  the  record,  the  number  of  permanent  amd 
temporary  employees  by  Washington  Office,  by  Region  without  the  Regional 
Office,  Research  Station,  State  and  Private  Forestry,  and  International 
Forestry  organizations  for  the  past  5  years.  . 

Answer:   Below  are  the  requested  data  as  reported  by  the  Personnel 
History  Data  Base.   Temporary  employment  in  late  March  is  normally  less 
than  temporary  employment  in  late  September,  therefore,  the  1994 
temporary  data  is  low. 

3/94      9/93      9/92      9/91      9/90      9/89 
Washington  Office  * 

Permanent  1,165     1,125     1,131     1,052     1,060     1,006 

Temp. /Other  65       71       79       73       74       75 

Region  w/o  RO's 

Permanent      25,077    25,700    26,508    24,722    26,151    25,028 
Temp. /Other    4,033    11,615    13,467    10,678    11,038    12,320 

Regional  Offices 

Permanent      3,036    3,168    3,222    3,114     3,157    3,133 
Temp. /Other       129       191       220       197       199       201 

Research  Stations  ** 

Permanent       2,619     2,654     2,603     2,469     2,364     2,340 
Temp. /Other       642       820       870       804       707       827 

State  and  Private  (NA)  **• 

Permanent        154      148       151       138      116      119 
Temp. /Other        10         9         12         21        30        46 
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International  Forestry- 
Permanent         51       4  8 

Temp  ■  /Other 2 2 : : : i 

TOTAL       36,983    72,534     48,263     43,268     44,896   45,095 

*   Excludes  International  Forestry 

**   Includes  International  Institute  of  Tropical  Forestry 

**♦  Does  not  include  WO  employees.  Fire,  or  S&PF  employees  in  the  NFS 

217,   Question:   As  a  means  of  streamlining  and  saving  rental  costs,  has  the 
Forest  Service  considered  co- locating  with  other  USDA  agencies  or  other 
agencies  outside  of  USDA?   Explain.   What  are  the  Administration's  plans 
for  co-location  of  agency  offices? 

Answer :   About  6  percent  or  over  60  of  our  units  are  located  in  the  same 
space  as  other  units  of  USDA  agencies.   Where  opportunities  exist  we 
continue  to  pursue  co-location  with  other  agencies.   Within  the  Forest 
Service,  about  75  distinct  field  administrative  units  share  the  same 
space.   The  most  common  internal  co-location  of  administrative  units  are 
Forest  Supervisor  offices  co- located  with  District  Ramger  offices  suid 
Research  units  co- located  with  District  and  Forest  offices.   Co-location 
examples  are: 

Region  1 :   Beaverhead  National  Forest  shares  space  with  ASCS  and  SCS . 
Deerlodge  NF,  Jefferson  Ranger  District  (Whitehall,  MT)  shares  space  with 
ASCS,  SCS,  and  other  Agriculture  agencies. 

Region  2 :   In  both  Gunnison  and  Montrose,  Colorado,  the  Forest  Service  is 
CO- located  with  the  BLM. 

Region  3 :   In  Samta  Fe,  the  National  Park  Service  and  the  Santa  Fe 
National  Forest  Supervisor's  office  are  co-located. 

Region  4 :   Co-location  efforts  include  "one  stop- shop"  information 
centers  where  Forest  Service  receptionists  serve  as  information  experts 
for  surrounding  areas,  such  as  local  cheunbers  of  commerce,  BLM,  state 
wildlife  resources.  National  Parka,  etc. 

Efforts  are  also  ongoing  with  BLM  to  co- locate  and  coordinate  management 
of  the  Boise  Front  Recreation  areas  in  Idaho.   Similar  efforts  are 
ongoing  with  the  National  Park  Service  to  coordinate  management  of  the 
Timpauiogos  Cave  Visitors  Center  in  Otzih. 

Region  9 :   In  Milwaukee,  Wisconsin  the  Forest  Service,  BLM,  and  the  Park 
Service  are  discussing  a  joint  information  center.   The  BIA  auid  state 
Department  of  Natural  Resources  have  been  invited  to  be  part  of  this  center. 

218.   Question:   Have  any  offices  recently  been  consolidated  to  assist  in  space 
savings?   If  so,  where  are  they  located? 

Answer:   The  Forest  Service  is  proposing  to  reduce  administrative  and 
overhead  costs,  increase  productivity,  streamline  agency  operations,  and 
improve  delivery  of  services  to  the  public  through  consolidation  of  field 
offices . 

The  USDA/OMB  Forest  Service  Field  Structure  Study  was  completed  in 
January  1993.   The  review's  purpose  was  to  evaluate  the  Forest  Service 
field  structure  to  improve  orgauiizational  efficiency  and  effectiveness 
while  maintaining  responsiveness  to  issues;  improve  service  to  the 
public;  and  ensure  the  size  of  Ranger  Districts  supports  competent  staff 
with  authority  to  match  the  responsibility  for  executing  land  management 
plans.   The  review  team  focused  principally  on  the  National  Forest  System 
(NFS)  component  of  the  Forest  Service  orgamization  auid  the  Regional 
office  level  of  the  National  Forest  System.   This  approach  was  chosen 
because  the  NFS  component  of  the  Forest  Service  represents  79  percent  of 
the  total  budget  and  92  percent  of  the  total  FTEs .   The  study  showed 
consolidation  of  Regional  office  levels  afford  the  greatest  opportunity 
for  savings  in  terms  of  both  costs  and  FTEs . 
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A  proposal  to  consolidate  4  research  stations  into  2  is  pending  approval 
of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

The  results  of  the  Field  Structure  Study  will  be  considered  by  the  Forest 
Service  reinvention  teaun  in  their  review  of  how  the  Forest  Service  should 
be  organized  to  provide  services  to  the  public.   Following  this  review, 
proposals  will  be  made  to  consolidate  offices,  including  some 
managementactivities  of  the  Agency. 

LAND  ACQUISITION 

219.   Question:   For  each  land  acquisition  project  requested  in  the  President's 
Budget,  please  furnish  a  table  displaying  the  amount  of  funds  previously 
provided  for  the  project  and  the  number  of  associated  acres;   the  FY  1995 
requested  amount,  the  number  of  associated  acres,  and  the  cost  per  acre ; 
the  future  land  acquisition  funding  needs,  the  number  of  associated 
acres,  and  the  cos\;  per  acre;   and  the  other  future  funding  needs 
(operation,  mainteneince,  visitor  centers,  etc) . 

Answer:   A  table  listing  the  Forest  Service  land  acquisition  projects  in 
the  President's  Budget  for  FY  1995  showing  prior  acquisitions  aind  planned 
acquisition  needs  is  attached.   The  projected  needs  are  based  on  a  5  year 
time  horizon  and  may  not  represent  total  acquisition  needs. 
Identification  of  a  project's  future  needs  does  not  assure  the  project 
will  continue  to  be  identified  in  the  President's  Budget  for 
acquisition.   The  projetts  are  reviewed  annually  and  reinked  according  to 
a  priority  system. 

The  taUsle  does  not  show  additional  out -year  costs  associated  with 
operation  auid  maintenance  of  acquired  lands.   These  figures  are  not 
available  because  future  management  of  acquired  lands  is  based  on 
cinalyses  that  occur  after  the  leind  is  acquired.   In  many  cases,  the 
acquisitions  reduce  administrative  costs  due  to  consolidated  lamd 
ownership  patterns.   Some  of  the  cost  savings  result  from  reduced 
surveying  costs,  elimination  of  trespass  cases,  and  gaining  public  access 
without  acquiring  additional  easements. 

220.  Question:   What  priority  is  the  land  acquisition  program  compared  to 
other  Forest  Service  programs?   For  instance,  are  the  land  acquisition 
projects  higher  priority  than  the  recreation  construction  backlog 
projects? 

Answer :   The  land  acquisition  program  is  critical  in  meeting  current  and 
future  demands  for  outdoor  recreation  and  protection  of  natural 
resources.   It  provides  benefits  and  support  to  many  program  areas  such 
as  recreation,  wildlife,  watershed,  and  ecosystem  management.   At  current 
program  levels,  we  are  acquiring  only  those  properties  that  best  meet  the 
objectives  of  the  National  Forest  System.   The  program  budget  is  designed 
to  be  a  provide  a  responsible  program  balance  with  other  budget  needs. 

221.  Question :   The  Department  of  the  "Interior  is  continuing  to  place  greater 
emphasis  on  its  land  exchange  efforts.   Why  is  the  Administration 
proposing  to  decrease  the  Forest  Service  land  exhange  progreim  while  it 
emphasizes  the  Department  of  the  Interior's  progreim? 

Answer:   We  commend  the  Department  of  the  Interior  for  the  increasing 
emphasis  it  has  placed  on  Icind  exchange  following  the  enactment  of  the 
Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976.   The  Forest  Service  has 
had  an  aggressive  and  significant  land  exchange  program  since  our  primary 
exchange  authorities  were  enacted  in  the  early  part  of  this  century. 
From  a  high  point  of  about  185,000  non-federal  acres  acquired  by  exchange 
in  1984,  the  Forest  Service  prograun  has  decreased  each  year  as  costs  have 
increased.   The  increased  costs  can  be  attributed  to  increasing  public 
awareness,  public  participation,  appeal  of  exchange  decisions,  and  a 
general  opposition  to  the  conveyance  of  existing  National  Forest  land. 
The  opposition  to  the  exchange  of  National  Forest  System  land  has 
intensified  over  the  last  ten  years  due  to  the  public's  recognition  and 
desire  to  protect  cultural  resources,  wetlands,  threatened  and  endangered 
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species,  and  wilderness  values.   The  cost  of  land  exchanges  is 
anticipated  to  increase  as  we  comply  with  regulations  involving  hazardous 
substances . 

222.  Question:   How  does  the  Forest  Service  land  exchcmge  program  con^lement 
the  Department  of  the  Interior's  prograun.? 

Answer:   The  Forest  Service  exchange  authorities  do  not  provide  for  the 
conveyamce  of  National  Forest  System  land  to  acquire  lands  for  the 
Department  of  the  Interior.   However,  we  cooperate  on  numerous  land 
exchanges  authorized  by  special  legislation  involving  large  acreages 
(e.g.:  Idaho-Arksmsas  Potlatch  Exchange,  State  of  Utah  Exchamge,  etc.). 

FOREST  LEGACY 

A  $6.7  million  Forest  Legacy  program  is  included  in  the  Forest  Service  budget 
request  to  Congress.   I  continue  to  be  concerned  about  the  unpredictable  and 
uncontrollable  situations  auid  costs  associated  with  this  prograun. 

223.  Question:   How  many  years  has  the  Forest  Service  received  funding  for  the 
Forest  Legacy  Program?   How  is  the  program  going?   What  management 
problems  (associated  with  Forest  Legacy  lands)  do  you  amticipate  10  years 
down  the  road? 

Answer :   The  Forest  Service  has  received  funding  in  Fiscal  Years  1992, 
1993,  and  1994.   The  program  is  going  well.   A  total  of  seventeen  states 
and  one  territory  are  either  already  in  the  program  or  going  through  a 
state-wide  assessement  of  need  in  order  to  join  the  program.   The 
Secretary  has  approved  five  Assessments  of  Need  and  five  other  states 
have  either  draft  or  final  Assessments  of  Need.   Two  Forest  Legacy 
accjuisitions  have  been  completed.   An  additional  30  acquisition  projects 
are  being  worked  on  totalling  over  61,000  acres. 

Management  problems  associated  with  Forest  Legacy  lands  10  years  from  now 
will  likely  be  very  similar  to  problems  experienced  by  conservation 
easement  holders  today.   The  original  landowner  who  chooses  to  sell  the 
conservation  easement  is  typically  very  supportive  of  the  concept  amd 
will  manage  his/her  interest  in  the  land  consistent  with  the  terms  of  the 
easement .   Subsequent  owners  may  not  be  similarly  motivated  and  the  need 
to  enforce  the  terms  of  the  easement  may  increase.   Partnerships  with 
state  and  local  governments  and  land  trusts  can  help  the  Forest  Service 
by  providing  local  monitoring  to  alert  us  to  any  easement  violations  so 
that  enforcement  action  cam  be  taken. 

224."  Question:   Where  does  this  fall  in  the  Forest  Service's  priorities?   For 
instance,  is  it  of  higher  priority  than  the  construction  and  maintenance 
backlogs  that  are  related  to  health  and  safety?   Is  it  of  higher  priority 
than  the  PNW  Forest  Plaui's  economic  assistamce  for  communities? 

Answer:   The  Forest  Legacy  prograun  continues  to  remain  a  high  priority 
effort  to  work  with  state  amd  other  partners  to  conserve  private  forest 
lands.   In  FY  1995  the  Forest  Service  will  pursue  many  programs. 
Comparisons  between  different  programs  are  very  difficult  to  make.   The 
President's  Budget  helps  clarify  priorities  and  as  such  it  demonstrates  a 
balanced  need  to  pursue  health  and  safety  related  construction  projects, 
assist  communities  in  the  Pacific  northwest,  and  pursue  a  Forest  Legacy 
program.   The  funding  proposed  in  the  President's  budget  shows  a 
commitment  to  maintain  the  Forest  Legacy  program  at  close  to  the  FY  1994 
level . 

224a.  Question:   What  impact  do  these  lands  have  on  State  and  county  tauces? 

Answer :   Where  lauids  are  acquired  in  fee  by  the  federal  government  a 
payment  in  lieu  of  taixes  is  made  euinually  to  the  local  taixing  authority. 
No  payments  in  lieu  of  tauces  will  be  paid  on  conservation  easements. 
Tauces  on  private  lamds  are  determined  by  local  assessors  based  on  the 
fair  market  value  of  the  property.   When  the  federal  government  purchases 
an  interest  in  lands,  the  value  of  the  prcjperty  rights  retained  by  the 
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landowner  may  be  reduced.  Local  officials  may,  at  their  discretion  and 
in  accord  with  applicable  state  laws,  assess  the  landowner  on  the  value 
of  the  land  with  rights  removed. 

Meiny  states  already  have  a  current  use  assessment  or  use  valuation 
progrcun  where  lands  are  taxed  according  to  their  productivity  and 
income -producing  ability.   This  means  that  managed  forest  land  is  taxed 
by  its  ability  to  produce  income,  for  excunple  from  timber  harvesting  and 
not,  by  its  ability  to  generate  income  should  it  be  subdivided  into 
residential  lots.   Therefore,  if  the  easement  does  not  affect  income 
production  capability,  the  taxation  may  be  unaffected  by  the  easement. 

225.  Question :   Does  the  Forest  Service  have  any  opportunity  to  contribute  to 
the  determination  of  whether  lands  are  declared  "threatened?"   With 
limited  funding,  how  will  consistency  between  land  proposals  be 
maintained  and  priorities  set  nationally? 

Answer :   The  Forest  Service  works  with  the  States  and  the  State  Forest 
Stewardship  Coordinating  Committees  during  the  preparation  of  the 
Assessment  of  Need  at  which  time  "threatened"  forest  lands  are  defined 
and  Forest  Legacy  Areas  are  mapped.   The  Forest  Service  relies  on  the 
States  and  the  Stewardship  Committee  to  nominate  the  highest  priority 
parcels  for  acquisition  with  the  limited  funds  available.   Funds  are 
allocated  to  Forest  Service  field  offices  from  the  Washington  Office. 
The  decisions  on  which  projects  to  fund  are  made  at  the  field  office 
level . 

226.  Question:   The  Forest  Service  is  responsible  for  designating  the 
government  entity  responsible  for  management  of  am  easement.   What  are 
the  management  designations  of  easements  transactions  which  have  occurred 
to  date? 

Answer:   For  the  Cow  Mountain  Pond  project  in  Vermont  the  Town  of  Granby 
will  manage  the  property  in  cooperation  with  the  State  of  Vermont.   The 
Green  Mountain  National  Forest  will  provide  federal  oversight  and  be  the 
recipient  of  an  annual  monitoring  plan.   The  Forest  Service  is  also 
cooperating  with  the  State  and  Town  in  developing  the  Town's  five-year 
management  plan  for  the  property. 

The  Rangeley  Lakes  property  in  Maine  will  be  managed  by  the  State.   The 
White  Mountain  National  Forest  will  provide  federal  oversight  and  be  the 
recipient  of  the  amnual  monitoring  plsm. 

227.  Question :   What  management  designations  are  anticipated  for  easement 
purchases  currently  under  way?   What  Forest  Service  costs  are  associated 
with  each  of  these  management  responsibilities? 

Answer:   Similar  arrangements  for  the  purchases  under  way  are  planned  as 
have  been  established  for  the  two  completed  projects.   The  Forest  Service 
will  provide  federal  oversight  through  annually  accepting  the  monitoring 
plan  prepared  by  the  State  or  Local  government  assigned  management 
responsibilities  through  a  tract-specific  memorandum  of  understanding. 
The  cost  to  the  Forest  Service  is  limited,  and  typically  would  include 
salary  and  travel  expenses  (if  needed)  to  make  one  contact  per  tract  per 
year  to  receive  the  cuinual  monitoring  plan.   Any  violations  of  the  terms 
of  the  easement  would  entail  greater  Forest  Service  involvement,  up  to 
and  including,  preparing  a  court  case  with  the  USDA  Office  of  General 
Counsel  and  Department  of  Justice. 

228.  Question:   The  same  National  Forest  rules  and  regulations  apply  to  these 
land  easements  as  apply  to  the  National  Forest  System.   What 
responsibility  does  the  Forest  Service  have  for  protection  of  these  lands 
against  fire,  insect  and  disease,  degradation  of  the  resources,  and  so 
forth?   What  is  the  estimated  cost  to  the  Forest  Service  associated  with 
these  protection  responsiblities? 

T^swer :  With  the  two  completed  projects  and  most  of  the  projects  under 
way,  the  Forest  Service  will  not  own  the  trees.   They  will  remain  private 
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property,  managed  under  the  terms  of  the  conservation  easement  and  a 
Stewardship  Management  Plan.   Since  the  federal  government  will  not  own 
the  trees  or  the  lauid  itself,  the  responsibility  for  fire,  insect  and 
disease,  etc.  will  rest  with  the  Izuidowner  and  the  State  and  local 
authorities  who  currently  have  jurisidiction  regarding  these  matters. 
The  Forest  Service  cam  provide  technical  assistance,  typically  through 
the  States,  to  assist  these  lamdowners  in  the  saune  way  that  other  private 
forest  landowners  receive  this  )cind  of  assistance.   There  is  no  estimated 
cost  to  the  Forest  Service  because  none  of  the  projects  under  way 
currently  are  geared  to  federal  purchase  of  the  timber.   During 
negotiations  with  the  landowners  this  could  change  in  a  few  cases  so  we 
cannot  say  categorically  that  we  will  not  acquire  timber  ownership,  but 
the  goal  is  to  have  the  timber  remain  in  private  ownership. 

CONTINGENCY  COSTS 

The  FY  1994  FS  appropriations  included  funds  to  assist  the  Forest  Service  in 
meeting  organization  needs  associated  with  downsizing,  market  demand 
requirements,  and  other  priority  concerns. 

229.  Question:   What  activities  have  been  finemced  from  the  contingency  fund? 

Answer:   At  the  present  time,  no  activities  have  been  financed  from  the 
contingency  fund. 

230.  Question:   What  remains  to  be  done? 

Answer:   The  Forest  Service  is  in  the  process  of  implementing  the 
Federal  Workforce  Restructuring  Act  of  1994 .   The  contingency  fund  will 
be  used  to  cover  costs  associated  with  implementing  the  voluntary 
separation  incentive  activities,  including  out -placement  of  surplus 
employees,  directed  reassignments,  and  retraining  of  employees  where 
program  changes  require  downsizing. 

In  FY  1994,  the  Forest  Service  will  probably  submit  a  reprograunming 
request  to  Congress  to  re -mix  the  $58  million  so  that  appropriate  funds 
are  charged  within  the  total  availeUale,  and  to  avoid  negative  impacts  on 
the  resource  prograuns  . 

231.  Question:   What  is  the  remaining  balance  of  the  contingency  fund?   How  is 
it  being  tracked? 

Answer :   The  original  S58  million  contingency  fund  is  remaining  at  the 
present  time.   Specialized  reports  have  been  developed  to  display  all 
separation  incentive  activities,  such  as  the  separation  incentive,  lump 
sum  annual  leave,  and  the  9  percent  repayment  to  the  retirement  fund. 
The  costs  will  also  be  monitored  emd  tracked  using  actual  budget  object 
code  data  generated  by  the  National  Finauice  Center. 

TIMBER  SALES 

Within  the  National  Forest  Systems  account,  the  timber  sales  program  request  of 
$173.7  million  is  $10.8  million  less  (-5  percent)  than  the  FY  1994  level  of 
$184. S  million.   The  proposed  funding  level  will  support  a  timber  sale  volume 
of  4.4  billion  board  feet  (BBF) .   ;^proximately  30  percent  of  the  FY  1995 
volume  is  salvage  sales.   For  comparison,  the  FY  1990  timber  sales  program  was 
provided  with  $251.8  million  to  prepare  and  offer  11.1  BBF. 

232.  Question:   What  is  happening  with  current  softwood  lumber  prices? 

Answer:   For  the  years  1991  and  1992,  softwood  lumber  prices  hovered 
around  the  $300  per  thousand  board  foot  mark.   Starting  in  late  1992  and 
extending  to  mid  March  of  1993,  prices  rapidly  increased  to  over   $500 
per  MBF  as  a  result  of  an   anticipated  recovery  in  the  economy  (including 
housing  starts)  in  combination  with  a  shortage  of  timber.   Prices 
immediately  plummeted  to  $200  per  MBF  after  mid  March  because  the 
anticipated  recovery  in  the  economy  didn't  occur  amd   there  was  an  over 
inventory  of  high  priced  lumber.   Since  mid  1993  through  the  end  of  1993, 


613 

prices  increased  to  the  $500  per  MBF  level  as  the  result  of  the  improved 
economy  and  housing  starts.   Since  the  beginning  of  1994,  prices  have 
fluctuated  up  and  down  due  to  bad  weather  in  the  eastern  United  States 
and  the  possible  effect  of  increasing  interest  rates.   As  of  March  18, 
1994,  the  composite  price  for  frcuning  lumber  was  $44  3  per  MBF. 

233.   Question:  What  is  driving  up  the  increased  prices? 

Answer:   The  price  of  softwood  lumber  is  determined  by  supply  and 
demcuid.   The  demand  side  is  affected  by  anticipated  residential 
construction,  which  accounts  for  the  greatest  use  of  softwood  lumber,  and 
demands  in  other  facets  of  the  economy  such  as  the  need  for  crates  and 
pallets.   The  export  of  lumber  and  logs  also  affects  the  demand  side  of 
the  equation.   The  demand  side,  on  a  short  term  basis,  is  affected  by 
investments  in  inventory  by  suppliers  and  others.   This  sometimes  results 
in  panic  buying  when  there  is  a  change  in  demand  projections  or  when 
something  adverse  happens  that  might  affect  supply.   Weather  patterns 
have  a  significant  effect  on  demzmd  such  as  the  harsh  winter  that  hit  the 
eastern  United  States  this  year,  which  has  resulted  in  a  decline  of 
prices  since  early  January. 

There  is  optimism  that  housing  will  remain  strong  this  year  because  some 
fear  interest  rates  will  continue  to  rise  in  the  future  and  there  is 
still  a  pent  up  demand  for  homes. 

On  an  adjusted  dollar  basis,  lumber  prices  are  ec:ual  to  lumber  prices 
experienced  in  1979  when  inflationary  factors  resulted  in  about  2.1 
million  housing  starts.   Today  the  same  prices  are  being  experienced  on 
housing  starts  at  the  1.3  to  1.4  million  level.   In  1979,  supply  was  not 
a  constraint  as  it  is  today  which  provides  a  good  indication  that  supply 
shortages  have  a  major  influence  on  prices. 

On  the  supply  side,  domestic  production  is  limited  by  the  supply  of 
timber  from  private  and  public  lamds .   Supply  from  domestic  mills  is 
supplemented  by  imports,  primarily  softwood  lumber  from  Canada.   Over  the 
past  5  years,  imports  have  comprised  between  2G.8  percent  eind  31.7 
percent  of  U.S.  consumption.   Imports  from  Canada  are  expected  to 
decrease  as  forest  land  is  set  aside  for  wilderness,  wildlife  habitat, 
and  other  environmental  and  ecological  reasons. 

The  supply  side  factor  which  has  resulted  in  a  substantial  increase  in 
lumber  prices  is  the  decline  in  timber  hairvesting  from  federal  and  state 
lands  from  13.6  billion  board  feet  (BBF)  in  1987  to  7.35  BBF  in  1993. 
This  is  expressed  on  a  log  scale  basis  which  when  multiplied  by 
approximately  1.5  would  put  the  difference  on  a  lumber  tally  basis. 
Declines  in  harvest  levels  from  federal  and  state  lands  will  become  more 
pronounced  in  1994  euid  beyond  as  timber  held  under  contract  from  timber 
sales  sold  2  to  5  years  ago  are  harvested  to  completion.   In  the  future, 
the  sale  of  timber  from  federal  amd  state  lands  will  be  between  1/3  to 
1/2  of  the  1987  level. 

Declines  in  harvest  levels  from  Federal  cuid  State  lands  are  being 
partially  offset  by  increases  in  harvesting  from  private  lands,  primarily 
on  the  small  non- industrial  private  lands.   In  1987,  the  harvest  level 
was  24.9  BBF  and  by  199  3,  harvesting  has  increased  to  27.1  BBF.   It  is 
expected  there  will  be  very  little  additional  increase  in  timber 
harvesting  from  private  lemds . 

Higher  lumber  prices  will  result  in  a  shift  towards  the  use  of  alternate 
materials  for  construction  and  remodeling.   In  the  future,  greater 
efforts  will  be  made  to  get  more  lumber  out  of  each  log  and  to  develop 
engineered  wood  products  to  substitute  for  sawn  lumber.   Increased 
amounts  of  fiber  normally  recycled  into  paper  products  may  be 
reconstituted  into  construction,  remodeling,  and  shipping  material. 

234 .   Question:   How  much  softwood  lumber  is  imported  from  Cauiada? 
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Answer :   The  amount  of  softwood  lumber  inported  from  Canada  has  ranged 
between  26.8  percent  and  31.7  of  the  U.S.  consumption,  with  a  record 
level  of  15.1  billion  board  feet  imported  in  1993. 

235.  Question:   What  is  happening  with  environmental  restrictions  in  Canada? 
How  will  this  affect  Canadicui  lumber  imports? 

Answer :   Increasing  environmental  restrictions  are  being  placed  on 
Canadian  forests  such  as  setting  aside  areas  for  old  growth,  wildlife, 
and  wilderness;  as  well  as  greater  environmental  sensitivity  being  placed 
on  timber  sales.   Over  the  long  run,  this  will  restrict  the  cunount  of 
timber  being  produced  in  Canada  and  most  likely  restrict  exports  into  the 
U.S. 

On  a  short  term  basis,  exports  into  the  U.S.  should  not  be  hampered, ^£ 
long  as  lumber  prices  remain  high.   Less  lumber  is  being  shippe^^to 
Europe  because  of  the  restrictions  being  placed  on  lumber  shipped  there. 
They  require  all  lumber  be  kiln  dried  before  shipment  because  of  the 
threat  of  nematodes. 

236.  Question:   What  will  be  used  as  building  materials  to  replace  lumber  - 
steel  studs?  How  will  these  other  materials  affect  the  environment.? 

Answer: 

Energy  Needed  to  Manufacture  100  feet  of  Wall  in  Million  of  BTU' s  -  Oil 

Equivalent : 

1.  Plywood  siding,  2X4  studs  (lumber)  1,988 

2.  Concrete  building  block  -  no  insulation  17,087 

3.  Aluminum  siding,  plywood  insulation  board  over  2X4  freime  4,953 

4.  Medium  density  fiberboard  siding,  plywood  sheathing  steel  studs  5,106 

5.  Medium  density  fiberboard  siding,  plywood  sheathing  2X4  studs  2,541 

Wood  has  many  uses,  such  as  energy  for  logging,  hauling,  manufacture, 
transport  to  site,  amd  erection. 

The  use  of  steel  studs  is  becoming  more  common  as  the  price  of  lumber 
increases.   Aluminum  siding  is  quite  commonly  used. 

Reference:   C.W.  Boyd,  P.  Koch,  H.B.  McKean,  C.R.  Morschhauser ,  S.B. 
Preston,  and  F.F.  Wangaard.   Wood  for  Structure  and  Architectural 
Purposes  (1976),  Wood  &  Fiber  8(1)  :3-72 

BELOW  COST  TIMBER  SALES 

237.  Question:   What  effect  do  the  new  ecosystem  management  activities  have  on 
the  below- cost  sales  situation? 

Answer :   Ecosystem  management  activities  may  have  the  effect  of 
increasing  costs  in  some  Forests  which  could  result  in  additional 
below-cost  progreuns  under  the  current  accounting  system.   However,  the 
timber  prograun  will  not  bear  the  entire  cost  of  ecosystem  management.   To 
the  extent  practical,  joint  costs  will  be  allocated  between  progreuns.   As 
sm  example,  if  multi- resource  inventories  are  used,  only  a  portion  of  the 
cost  would  be  allocated  to  the  timber  program.   While  additional  costs 
may  be  inevitable,  additional  benefits  are  anticipated  from  timber  sales 
designed  under  ecosystem  management  principles.   By  using  timber  harvest 
as  a  management  tool  to  help  us  sustain  healthy  ecosystems,  benefits  to 
other  resources,  such  as  wildlife,  can  be  improved  in  a  cost  efficient 
manner.   While  these  benefits  do  not  show  up  on  the  profit  and  loss 
scale,  they  are  designed  results  of  management  included  in  forest  pleuis . 
Alternatives  are  being  explored  to  the  Timber  Sale  Program  Information 
Reporting  System  (TSPIRS)  to  explain  the  full  range  of  costs  and  benefits 
associated  with  timber  sales. 

238.  Question:   Chief  Thomas,  a  February  27,  1994,  article  in  the  Oregoniam 
quoted  you  on  phasing  out  below-cost  timber  sales:   "I  think  we'll 
ultimately  end  up  looking  at  whether  sales  are  below  benefit,  not  below 
cost."   Would  you  explain  what  you  meant  by  that  statement?   Does  the 
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Forest  Service  have  any  immediate  or  future  plsms  to  begin  selling  timber 
sales  which  may  benefit  other  resources  but  may  be  below- cost? 

Answer :   The  Forest  Service  strives  to  conduct  its  operations  in  a  manner 
that  maximizes  net  public  benefits.   Not  all  costs  and  benefits  have  a 
monetary  value  associated  with  them.   As  an  example,  some  timber  sales 
are  specifically  designed  to  improve  habitat  for  endangered  wildlife 
species  or  to  restore  ecosystems  to  healthy  and  productive  conditions. 
These  are  benefits  that  cannot  be  assigned  monetary  values.   In  addition, 
some  sales  will  produce  environmental  costs,  such  as  stream  siltation, 
that  are  not  measured  in  monetary  terms.   When  decisions  are  made  about 
timber  sales  and  timber  sale  programs,  the  costs  amd  benefits  must  be 
weighed,  both  monetary  and  non-monetary,  to  arrive  at  strategies  which 
maximize  net  benefits  to  the  public.   Addressing  the  below-cost  timber 
sale  issue  by  using  only  profitability  criteria  does  not  consider  all  of 
the  costs  and  benefits,  both  monetary  and  nonmonetary.   While  we  have 
always  operated  some  below-cost  sales  that  benefit  other  resources,  in  FY 
1993  new  procedures  were  implemented  to  track  sales  designed  "primarily" 
to  benefit  non- timber  resources. 

TIMBER  SALE  PIPELINE 

239 .  Question:   How  much  volume  does  the  Forest  Service  believe  should  be 
prepared  for  offer  at  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year?  Why? 

Answer:   It  takes  several  field  seasons  to  prepare  a  timber  sale  for 
offer.   Therefore,  funding  is  used  to  prepare  timber  sales  for  that 
fiscal  year  as  well  as  future  years.   Under  ideal  circumstances  70%  to 
75%  of  the  timber  sale  offer  program  should  be  prepared,  NEPA  completed 
and  field  work  substantially  completed,  at  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal 
year.   The  25%  to  30%  not  completed  comes  from  permits,  small  sales,  and 
a  portion  of  the  salvage  sale  prograun.   In  each  of  these  cases,  the 
actual  trees  selected  for  harvest  are  determined  through  events  that 
occur  during  the  fiscal  year.   For  example  a  forest  can  predict  some 
trees  will  be  damaged  over  the  winter  but  will  not  know  which  ones  until 
after  storms  occur. 

240.  Question:   How  much  volume  will  be  ready  to  offer  at  the  beginning  of  FY 
1995? 

Answer :   We  do  not  know  this  at  this  time.   Most  of  the  advanced  sale 
preparation  work  is  completed  during  the  last  quarter  of  the  preceding 
fiscal  year,  the  field  season.   At  the  beginning  of  FY  1993,  40%  of  the 
timber  sale  volume  had  completed  NEPA  documents  and  20%  was  also  field 
prepared.   At  the  beginning  of  FY  1994,  50%  of  the  timber  sale  volume  had 
completed  NEPA  documents  and  23%  was  field  prepared.   A  similar  situation 
is  expected  to  occur  at  the  beginning  of  FY  1995.   Regions  3,  5,  and  6 
started  FY  1994  with  less  than  30%  of  the  timber  program  through  NEPA. 
This  is  directly  related  to  the  uncertainty  of  the  timber  program  in 
those  regions . 

241.  Question:   How  much  funding  is  requested  in  the  FY  1995  President's 
Budget  for  preparation  of  sales  beyond  FY  1995? 

Answer;   As  stated  above,  the  annual  funding  of  the  timber  sale  program 
is  used  to  finalize  sales  for  the  current  fiscal  year  and  to  initiate, 
conduct  NEPA  analysis  and  field  work  for  future  timber  sales.   We  do  not 
have  specific  information  on  how  much  of  the  FY  1995  President's  Budget 
will  be  used  for  future  sales.   The  FY  1995  President's  Budget  does  not 
include  a  request  for  additional  funding  to  accelerate  restoring  the 
timber  pipeline. 

242.  Question:   Is  the  Forest  Service  continuing  to  experience  the  same 
difficulties  with  timber  sale  pipeline  work  being  held  up  due  to 
challenges  causing  work  to  be  redone  or  postponed?   Explain. 

Answer:   Yes,  there  is  still  considerable  uncertainty  in  the  timber  sale 
program.   The  timber  sale  pipeline  is  affected  in  several  ways:   1.) 
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Forests  will  move  future  sales  to  the  current  fiscal  year,  if  a  current 
sale  is  dropped  or  postponed  -  this  reduces  the  pipeline.   2.)  NEPA 
documentation  is  part  of  the  pipeline  and  ideally  should  be  completed 
prior  to  the  fiscal  year  in  which  the  sale  was  scheduled  for  offer.   Thus 
any  delays  in  NEPA,  appeals  or  lawsuits,  will  reduce  the  pipeline.   3.) 
Additional  analysis  or  consultation  will  require  the  delay  of  future 
sales  as  these  sales  must  incorporate  all  requirements  at  the  time  they 
are  offered  for  sale.   4.)  Uncertainty  over  future  direction,  such  as  the 
Spotted  Owl  amd  Draft  Plan  for  the  Pacific  Northwest,  delays  future  sales 
as  NEPA  can  not  be  conqjleted  until  a  decision  is  made  at  a  higher  level. 
5.)  Reworking  of  existing  or  current  year  timber  sales  redirects  people 
from  working  on  future  sales.   This  is  occurring  in  Region  3  with 
reworking  of  sales  in  Mexican  Spotted  Owl  habitat.   Numerous  other  events 
can  reduce  the  pipeline. 

243.  Question:   Do  you  have  an  accounting  of  the  coste  incurred  due  to  the 
reworking  of  these  sales?  Are  these  costs  reflected  in  the  TSPIRS 
reports?   If  so,  how  does  the  reworking  impact  the  cost  of  a  timber  sale? 

Answer:   At  the  request  of  Congress,  the  Forest  Service  begaui  tracking 
the  costs  of  timber  sale  appeals  and  litigation  in  FY  1992.   In  FY  1993, 
the  total  cost  of  timber  sale  appeals  was  approximately  $10  million.   Of 
that,  nearly  $2  million  was  spent  for  "reworking"  timber  sales,  and  the 
rest  for  processing  administrative  appeals  amd  litigation.   In  addition, 
the  FY  1992  TSPIRS  report  indicated  that  $160-170  million  had  been 
invested  in  sales  that  are  held  up  as  a  result  of  pending  appeals  or 
litigation.   A  substauitial  portion  of  that  investment  is  tied  up  with  the 
spotted  owl  litigation  in  the  Pacific  Northwest.   All  of  these  costs  are 
included  as  expenses  in  the  TSPIRS  reports.   If  a  resolution  can  be 
reached  of  the  spotted  owl  issue  in  FY  1994,  we  should  be  aOale  to 
calculate  which  portion  of  the  sales  cam  proceed  and  where  we  will  need 
to  write  off  the  investments.   To  the  extent  that  they  cam  be  written 
off,  they  will  no  longer  be  carried  as  investments  and  expensed  in 
TSPIRS. 

NATIONAL  BIOLOGICAL  SURVEY 

244.  Question:   The  Forest  Service  has  an  estaiblished  research  effort  of  mamy 
years  amd  has  worked  cooperatively  on  research  projects  with  Department 
of  the  Interior  bureaus.   How  much  interaction  is  occurring  between  the 
Forest  Service  amd  the  National  Biological  Survey (NBS)?  How  do  you  see 
the  Bureau's  activities  interfacing  with  the  Forest  Service  research 
efforts? 

Answer :   The  Forest  Service  has  the  largest  natural  resource  research 
organization  in  the  Nation,  and  as  such,  we  have  an  high  level  of 
interest  in  cooperation,  coordination  and  collaboration  with  DOT  and  the 
newly  formed  National  Biological  Survey  (NBS).   In  1993,  Forest  Service 
Research  provided  two  senior  research  managers  to  NBS  for  4  months  to 
assist  in  the  development  of  NBS  initiatives  amd  the  FY  1994  Budget 
Justification  package.   Effective  FY  1994,  a  formal  FS/NBS  Liaison 
position  has  been  estaiblished,  whose  responsibility  is  to  serve  as  a 
linkage  between  our  two  research  organizations  at  the  National  level,  and 
to  reduce  the  likelihood  of  duplication.   At  the  field  level,  numerous 
collaborative  projects  are  ongoing  which  were  in  place  prior  to  the 
formation  of  NBS  with  scientists  from  other  Interior  bureaus,  who  are  now 
employees  of  NBS.   Cooperation  in  management  activities  between  DOI  amd 
the  Forest  Service  will  be  enhanced  amd  facilitated  by  our  respective 
research  organizations,  NBS  amd  FSR. 

245.  Question:   Is  the  Forest  Service  continuing  to  perform  research  for  or  in 
conjunction  with  Department  of  the  Interior  bureaus?   Explain. 

Answer:   Forest  Service  research  projects  developed  in  cooperation  with 
Interior  research  and  management  functions  are  continuing.   For  example, 
the  FS  Research  Work  Unit  in  Corvallis  OR  is  participating  in  the 
Biodiversity  Research  Consortium,  of  which  NBS,  EPA  and  Oregon  State 
University  are  partners.   An  excellent  example  of  active  collaboration  is 
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the  Southern  Forested  Wetlands  project.   This  project  was  jointly 
developed  by  the  Southeastern  and  Southern  Forest  Experiment  Stations, 
the  National  Wetlands  Research  Center  (NBS)  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers- 
Waterways  Experiment  Station,  to  study  wetland  functions  and  restoration 
methods  at  several  locations  in  the  south  (SC,  GA,  LA,  MS) .   Funding  was 
approved  in  FY  1994  by  both  the  Forest  Service  and  NBS. 

Winding  Stair  Mountain  National  Recreation  and  Wilderness  Area 

The  following  projects  were  recommended  and  prioritized  by  the  Winding 
Stair  Tourism  and  Recreation  Advisoiry  Council  to  continue  the  enhzmcement 
of  resources  at  Winding  Stair. 

Complete  Phase  II  of  the  Cedar  Lake  Recreation  Area  rehabilitation, 

consisting  of  improvements  to  the  North  Shore  Day  Use  Area  and  the 

South  Shore  campground.  $810,000 

Continue  with  vegetation  management  to  create  and  maintain  vistas 

along  the  Talimena  Scenic  Byway.  $  25,000 

Continue  with  trail  construction  program.  $  57,000 

Replace  the  bathroom  at  Pipe  Springs  picnic  area.                 $  36,000 

Develop  primitive  camping  areas.  $  50,000 

Construct  two  archery  ranges.  $  15,000 

Relocate  the  Kiamichi  Rifle  Range.  $  75,000 

Wildlife  hcUsitat  improvement.  $  25,000 

Feasibility  study  for  the  development  of  new  recreation  facilities 
adjacent  to  Talimena  State  Park.  $100,000 

Implement  projects  identified  in  the  National  Research  Area  Interpretive  ■ 
Plan  including  construction  of  roadside  exhibits,  upgrade  the  interpretive 
exhibits  at  Kerr  Arboretum,  and  develop  interpretive  trails.       $200,000 

Plan  and  design  a  new  Forest  Service  Administrative-Visitor  Information 
building  to  replace  the  existing  office.  S  75,000 

Lodge  feasibility  study.  $  75,000 

TOTAL  $1,543,000 

246.  Question:   What  is  the  funding  capability  of  the  Forest  Service  for  these 
projects  in  fiscal  year  1994? 

Answer:   None.   These  are  all  new  projects  for  the  NRA  and  were  not 

funded  in  FY  1994. 

BROKEN  BOW  LAKE 

For  several  years  now  the  Forest  Service  and  the  Weyerhauser  Corporation  have 
been  negotiating  on  a  proposal  to  transfer  ownership  of  75,000  acres 
surrounding  Broken  Bow  Lake  in  southeastern  Oklahoma  by  either  sale  or 
exchange.   The  most  recent  proposal  involves  a  multi -state  (Oklahoma  and 
Arkansas)  and  multi -agency  (Forest  Service  and  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service)  land 
exchange . 

247.  Question:   What  is  the  status  of  the  Forest  Service's  efforts  to  secure 
ownership  of  the  Weyerhauser  lands  surrounding  Broken  Bow  Lake? 

Answer :    At  several  meetings  the  proposal  has  been  discussed  with 
Weyerhauser  Corporation,  but  no  formal  agreements  have  been  reached. 

248.  Question:   If  the  Forest  Service  were  to  obtain  this  land,  what  would  the 
annual  additional  costs  be  to  properly  maintain  and  develop  it  for 
recreational  purposes? 
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Answer :   If  this  land  were  obtained,  detailed  plans  would  be  developed, 
including  a  feasibility  study,  to  determine  the  management  policies  for 
the  area  and  to  identify  what  recreation  facilities  would  be 
appropriate.   Cost  for  this  planning  effort  is  estimated  at  $200,000. 
Until  this  initial  planning  phase  is  completed,  the  development  and 
annual  operating  costs  cannot  be  determined. 

249.   Question:   Is  the  Forest  Service  prepared  to  request  these  additional 
funds  in  next  year's  budget? 

Answer:   Yes,  this  is  a  high  priority  project  and  these  funds  will  be 
requested  next  fiscal  year. 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  TED  STEVENS 

TTRA  provided  100  foot  buffer  strips  on  Class  I  emd  Class  II  streeuns. 
Standards  and  Guidelines  allow  buffer  strips  to  be  increased  specific  to  the 
needs  of  the  site. 

250.  Question :   Is  the  buffer  system  under  TTRA  and  standards  and  guidelines  a 
problem? 

Answer :   Administratively  it  is  not  a  problem;   a  buffer  system  is 
needed.   We  do  not  know  if  the  TTRA  buffer  system  standards  and  guidelines 
are  adequate  to  protect  anadromous  fish  stocks  over  time.   Buffer  systems 
help  protect  fish  habitat  components.   We  do  increase  buffer  widths  beyond 
the  100  foot  minimum  based  on  site  specific  analysis  and  current  standards 
and  guidelines,  including  the  Aquatic  Habitat  Management  Handbook  (FSH 
2609.24),  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  Handbook,  eind  other  regional 
policies.   The  FY  1994  Anadromous  Fish  Habitat  Assessment  study  required 
by  the  Interior  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriations  Act  is  addressing  the 
question  of  effectiveness  over  time  and  space.   We  will  draw  conclusions 
and  make  reccomendations  at  the  conclusion  of  the  study. 

The  PACFISH  appropriations  report  language  was  specif ic- -the  Forest  Service  was 
to  (1)  go  forward  with  stream  analysis,  (2)  review  procedures  related  to  the 
PACFISH  strategy,  and  (3)  study  the  effectiveness  of  current  procedures  in  the 

Tongas s . 

251.  Question :   How  does  the  study  requested  in  the  FY  94  Interior 
Appropriations  Report  deal  with  the  effectiveness  of  current  procedures? 

Answer :   Pursuant  to  the  study  requested  in  the  FY  94  Interior 
^propriations  Report,  we  will  compile  related  research  and  monitoring 
information  from  studies  conducted  to  date.   This  effort  will  focus  on 
compiling,  summarizing,  and  evaluating  work  done  in  Alaska,  information 
used  in  formulating  the  PACFISH  proposal,  and  related  studies  done 
elsewhere.   Where  possible  the  study  will   draw  inferences,  clearly 
stating  the  limitations  of  and  the  assumptions  underlying  the 
conclusions.   In  addition,  a  forest-wide  monitoring  program  for  FY  1994 
will  be  developed  emd  implemented  to  provide  new  information  to  help 
evaluate  the  effectiveness  of  current  procedures. 

Further,  we  will  conduct  a  comparative  analysis  of  current  procedures,  as 
reflected  in  Forest  Service  line  officer  Records  of  Decisions  since 
enactment  of  the  Tongass  Timber  Reform  Act  of  1990  (TTRA) ,  with  the 
proposed  PACFISH  procedures,  and  the  results  from  pilot  watershed  tests. 
By  this  analysis  allowed  activities  and  outcomes  will  be  compared  and 
contrasted.   In  order  to  complete  the  analysis  needed  to  respond  to  the  FY 
94  Interior  Appropriations  Report,  the  pilot  watershed  tests  will  identify 
the  specific  fish  haUjitat  protection  measures  that  hypothetically  would  be 
implemented  on  the  test  watersheds  as  a  result  of  Watershed  Analysis  under 
the  proposed  PACFISH  procedures. 

252.  Question:   What  studies  are  being  done  to  come  up  with  the  information 

(i.e.,  effectiveness  of  current  buffer  and  stsmdard  and  guidelines 
procedures)  required  in  the  appropriations  report? 
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Answer:  In  brief,  the  Fish  Heibitat  Analysis  Team  will  deal  with  this 
issue  by  providing  a  description  of  the  elements  of  current  management  and 
procedures  and  a  gauge  against  which  to  measure  the  effectiveness. 
Information  on  current  procedures,  the  individual  components,  and  linkages 
with  the  physical  processes  will  come  from  a  variety  of  sources,  including 
related  research  and  monitoring  information  conducted  in  recent  years,  and 
a  variety  of  studies  being  conducted  in  FY94 . 

253.  Question:   What  stream  analysis  is  being  done? 

Answer:   The  Forest  Service  is  using  pertinent  existing  information  and 
new  information  developed  through  studies  conducted  this  year  to  prepare 
our  response  to  the  FY  1994  Interior  Appropriations  Report.   An  important 
part  of  the  analysis  will  be  a  review  of  existing  research  and  findings. 
This  information  will  be  integrated  with  the  results  from  three  test 
watersheds  that  are  being  assessed  specifically  to  enable  the  Region  to 
respond  to  the  Appropriations  Report  request.   Additionally,  the  results 
from  monitoring  and  studies  that  are  in  progress  as  part  of  normal 
operations  of  the  Region  and  the  Juneau  Forestry  Sciences  Laboratory 
(e.g..  Forestry  Sciences  Laboratory  Buffer  Strip  Study,  and  Alaska  Region 
Cumulative  Effects  contract  with  Dr.  Stedman)  will  be  included  to  the 
extent  they  are  relevant  to  the  issue. 

By  definition,  an  amalysis  requires  the  study  of  separate  parts  in  order 
to  reach  a  determination  about  the  whole.   As  such,  stream  analysis 
encompasses  a  broad  array  of  studies  that  have  been  or  are  being  conducted 
within  the  Tongass  National  Forest.   Some  excunples  are  the  cunalysis  of  the 
channel  attribute  database  and  basin-wide  surveys,  as  well  as  the  work 
being  done  by  the  Regional  and  Area  Watershed  Analysis  Teams  on  the  three 
test  watersheds.   Please  refer  to  the  Anadromous  Fish  Habitat  Plan  for 
further  details. 

254.  Question:   When  will  those  studies  be  completed  for  each  fish  bearing 
stream  in  the  Tongass? 

Answer :   It  is  not  the  intent  nor  is  it  necessary  to  conduct  100  percent 
sampling  on  all  of  the  fish  bearing  streams  of  the  Tongass  National  Forest 
to  gather  adequate  information.   There  are  approximately  12,200  miles  of 
anadromous  fish  bearing  streams  and  11,800  miles  of  resident  fish  bearing 
streams  on  this  forest.   However,  the  studies  will  be  conducted  in  a 
manner  which  will  provide  information  necessary  to  respond  to  the  request 
in  the  FY  1994  Interior  ^^propriations  report. 

255.  Question:   How  does  implementation  of  the  PACFISH  strategy  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest  differ  from  the  "study  exercises"  in  the  Tongass? 

Answer:   In  the  Pacific  Northwest  decisions  based  on  the  Final 
Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  Management  of  HcUpitat  for 
Late-Successional  and  Old-Growth  Forest  Related  Species  Within  the  Range 
of  the  Northern  Spotted  Owl  would -xesult  in  amendment  of  forest  pleins,  and 
chcinges  in  "on -the -ground"  management  of  projects  and  activities  on  lands 
within  the  range  of  the  northern  spotted  owl  that  are  administered  by  the 
Forest  Service  (FS)  or  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM) .   For  those 
anadromous  fish-producing  lands  in  California,  Oregon,  Washington  and 
Idaho  that  are  outside  the  range  of  the  northern  spotted  owl,  the  FS  and 
the  BLM  are  considering  implementation  of  interim  management  direction  and 
mitigation  measures  on  all  or  parts  of  15  national  forests  in  4  FS  Regions 
in  4  states,  and  7  BLM  districts  in  4  states  while  longer-term  options  are 
examined  in  geographically  specific  environmental  impact  statements 
(EISs) .   As  proposed  in  a  recently  completed  environmental  assessment 
(EA) ,  the  preferred  alternative  for  interim  direction  would  amend  forest 
plans  for  each  of  the  15  national  forests  and  be  incorporated  into  BLM 
Land  Use  Plans  (where  it  is  in  conformance) .   The  geographically  specific 
EISs,  which  are  scheduled  to  be  completed  in  18  months,  could  result  in 
decisions  that  would  supersede  the  interim  direction  and  require  further 
modifications  to  projects  and  activities.   A  decision  regarding 
implementation  of  interim  direction  will  be  made  following  review  of 
comments  on  the  EA  submitted  by  the  public,  and  completion  of  Endamgered 
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Species  Act  consultation  with  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  and 
the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

The  "study  exercise"  on  the  Tongass  National  Forest  is  being  undertaken  to 
respond  to  direction  from  Congress  included  in  the  FY  1994  Interior  and 
Related  Agencies  Appropriations  Act.   Pursuant  to  that  direction,  the 
Forest  Service  is  not  implementing  PACFISH  standards  and   cfuidelines  on  the 
Tongass  National  Forest  (i.e.  no  change  to  management  direction  has  been 
made  or  proposed) ,  and  is  conducting  stream  analyses  and  studies  as  well 
as  reviewing  procedures  regarding  lauid  management  to  evaluate  the 
effectiveness  of  current  stre2un  protections.   These  studies  will  provide 
the  information  upon  which  the  Forest  Service  will  determine  the  need  for 
additional  protection  of  lands  and  resources  administered  by  the  agency  in 
Alaska. 

256.  Question:   What  does  PACFISH  implementation  involve  in  the  South  48? 

Answer:   Implementation  of  the  PACFISH  strategy  ir  the  South  48  is  being 
pursued  in  two  parts.   In  western  Oregon  and  Washington,  and  northern 
California,  measures  for  maintaining  and  restoring  anadromous  fish  habitat 
are  included  in  the  Final  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on 
Management  of  Habitat  for  Late-Successional  and  Old-Growth  Forest  Related 
Species  Within  the  Range  of  the  Northern  Spotted  Owl  (FSEIS) .   Decisions 
based  on  the  FSEIS  could  result  in  eunendment  of  forest  plcuis  and  land  use 
plans,  and  changes  in  "on -the -ground"  meinagement  of  projects  and 
activities  on  lauids  within  the  range  of  the  northern  spotted  owl  that  are 
administered  by  the  Forest  Service  (FS)  or  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
(BLM) . 

For  those  lands  in  the  lower  4  8  outside  the  range  of  the  northern  spotted 
owl,  the  Forest  Service  and  the  Bureau  of  Leind  Management  recently 
completed  an  environmental  assessment  (EA)  evaluating  a  range  of 
ecosystem-based  interim  management  strategies  that  are  designed  to  arrest 
the  degradation  and  begin  the  restoration  of  aquatic  habitat  and  riparian 
areas  on  leuids  administered  by  the  Agencies  in  anadromous  fish -producing 
watersheds  in  Oregon,  Idaho,  Washington,  and  California.   The  preferred 
alternative  examined  in  the  EA  would  establish  "interim"  mamagement 
direction  on  all  or  parts  of  15  national  forests  in  4  Forest  Service 
Regions  in  4  states,  and  7  BLM  districts  in  4  states  while  the  Agencies 
examine  longer-term  options  in  geographically  specific  environmental 
impact  statements  (EISs) .   As  proposed,  the  preferred  alternative  would 
amend  forest  plans  for  each  of  the  15  national  forests  to  establish 
consistent  Riparisui  Goals  and  Interim  Riparian  Management  Objectives, 
define  interim  Riparian  Habitat  Conservation  Areas  (RHCAs) ,  specify  new 
standards  and  guidelines  for  the  RHCAs,  provide  criteria  for  designation 
of  Key  Watersheds,  establish  a  protocol  for  Watershed  Analysis,  and 
provide  landscape/watershed  level  direction  for  watershed  restoration. 

The  geographically  specific  EISs,  which  are  scheduled  to  be  completed  in 
18  months,  could  result  in  decisions  that  would  supersede  the  interim 
direction  and  require  further  amendment  of  forest  plans  and  modifications 
to  projects  and  activities.   The  EA  examining  interim  strategies  is 
available  for  public  review  and  comment  until  May  9,  1994.   A  decision 
regarding  implementation  of  interim  direction  will  be  made  following 
review  of  comments  submitted  by  the  public,  aind  completion  of  Endangered 
Species  Act  consultation  with  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  and 
the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

257.  Question:   Is  it  [PACFISH]  implemented  differently  in  different  States, 
regions,  or  raunger  districts?   If  so,  how  are  the  differences  implemented 
on  the  ground? 

Answer :   The  administrative  procedures  by  which  management  direction  for 
aquatic  habitat  and  riparian -areas  on  leuids  administered  by  the  Forest 
Service  (FS)  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  in  California,  Idaho, 
Oregon,  euid  Washington  would  be  implemented  varies. 
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1)  within  the  r2mge  of  the  northern  spotted  owl  (western  Oregon  and 
Washington,  and  parts  of  northern  California),  options  for  longer-term 
management  have  been  examined  in  the  Final  Supplemental  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  on  Management  of  Habitat  for  Late-Successional  and 
Old-Growth  Forest  Related  Species  Within  the  Range  of  the  Northern  Spotted 
Owl  (FSEIS) .   A  final  Record  of  Decision  is  pending,  and  could  result  in 
the  amendment  of  forest  plans  2uid  BLM  land  use  plans  for  the  15  national 
forests  auid  6  BLM  districts  with  lands  within  the  range  of  the  northern 
spotted  owl.   This  process  has  led  to  what  is  now  referred  to  as  the 
President's  Plan. 

2)  Outside  the  range  of  the  northern  spotted  owl  (and  excluding  Alaska) , 
options  for  interim  direction  have  been  exaunined  in  the  Environmental 
Assessment  for  the  Implementation  of  Interim  Strategies  for  Managing 
Anadromous  Fish -producing  Watersheds  in  Eastern  Oregon  and  Washington. 
Idatho.  and  Portions  of  California  (EA) .   A  decision  regarding 
implementation  of  interim  direction  will  be  made  following  review  of 
comments  submitted  by  the  public,  and  completion  of  Endangered  Species  Act 
consultation  with  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  and  the  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service.   As  proposed  in  the  EA,  the  preferred  alternative 
for  interim  direction  would  amend  forest  plans  for  each  of  the  15  national 
forests  and  be  incorporated  into  BLM  Land  Use  Pleuis  (where  it  is  in 
conformance)  for  the  7  BLM  districts  within  the  range  of  Pacific 
anadromous  fish  (excluding  Alaslca) ,  but  outside  the  range  of  the  northern 
spotted  owl . 

3)  Outside  the  range  of  the  northern  spotted  owl  (and  excluding  Alas)ca) , 
options  for  longer-term  management  strategies  will  be  examined  in 
geographically  specific  EISs.   The  EIS  for  eastern  Oregon  and  Washington 
already  has  been  initiated.   Notices  of  Intent  are  in  preparation  for  the 
remaining  areas  (i.e.  Idaho  and  California).   The  geographically  specific 
EISs  will  determine  if  amendments  to  forest  plans,  land  use  plams,  or 
regional  guides  in  California,  Idaho,  Oregon,  and  Washington,  are 
necessary. 

A  number  of  aspects  of  the  preferred  PACFISH  alternative  would  provide  for 

flexibility  in  on- the-ground  implementation  to  ensure  that  the  strategy 

responds  to  variation  in  landscape,  habitat  condition,  auid  haUoitat 
capability. 

1)  The  preferred  alternative  would  estaiblish  a  protocol  for  conducting 
Watershed  Analysis.   In  addition  to  providing  a  screen  of  current 
watershed  condition,  interpreting  watershed  history,  and   otherwise 
assessing  cumulative  effects  of  environmental  and  human- induced  changes. 
Watershed  Analysis  would  provide  the  scientific  basis  for 

watershed- specif ic  adjustments  to  the  interim  Riparian  Mauiagement 
Objectives  (RMOs)  and  interim  Ripariam  HaJaitat  Conservation  Areas 
(RHCAs) .   Following  Watershed  Analysis  the  lamdscape- scale  interim  RMOs 
(specifying,  for  example,  the  number  of  pools  per  mile,  water  temperature, 
the  aunount  of  woody  debris,  streaun  banic  staibility,  width-to-depth  ratio, 
or  bank  angle)  would  be  modified,  as  rtecessary,  to  reflect  the 
capabilities  of  a  given  watershed.   Similarly,  the  width  of  interim  RHCAs 
also  could  be  increased,  decreased,  or  maintained  on  the  basis  of 
watershed- specif ic  information  developed  through  Watershed  Analysis. 

2)  The  preferred  alternative  would  establish  new  standards  and  guidelines 
(SiGs)  for  management  of  timber,  roads,  grazing  and  recreation  resources, 

minerals,  fire  and  fuels,  amd  general  riparian  areas,  as  well  as  for  land 
uses  such  as  those  governed  by  leases,  permits,  rights-of-way,  and 
easements.   New  S&Gs  also  would  be  established  for  the  restoration  of 
watershed,  fisheries,  and  wildlife  haUaitat.   Mamy  of  these  S&Gs  would 
require  practices  be  modified  to  "eliminate  impacts  that  are  inconsistent 
with  attainment  of  RMOs."   Because  watershed  condition  varies  across  the 
proposed  action  area,  the  implications  of  the  S&Gs  to  memagement  of 
projects  and  activities  also  will  vary.   That  is,  "healthy"  watersheds  are 
more  resilient  and  have  a  greater  aibility  to  support  the  production  of 
goods  and  services  thaui  do  "degraded"  watersheds.   As  a  result,  the  saune 
S&Gs  could  result  in  the  imposition  of  different  mitigation  measures  on 
similar  projects  amd  activities  in  different  watersheds. 
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258.  Question:   Ib  the  Forest  Service  proceeding  with  a   mini-PACFISH  approach 
in  the  Tongass? 

Answer:   No.   The  Forest  Service  is  not  proceeding  with  a  mini-PACFISH 
approach  in  the  Tongass .   We  are  actively  working  to  respond  to  the 
Conference  Cotranittee  direction  that  the  Forest  Service  "...should  proceed 
with  stream  analyses  and  studies  and  review  procedures  related  to  the 
PACFISH  strategy  in  1994  in  order  to  study  the  effectiveness  of  the 
current  procedures,  such  as  buffer  strips,  and  to  determine  if  any 
additional  protection  is  needed."   The  watershed  analyses  that  is  part  of 
the  study  as  well  as  a  component  of  conducting  regular  planning  and 
assessment  work  on  the  Tongass  National  Forest,  should  not  be  interpreted 
as  implementing  a  mini-PACFISH  approach  on  the  Tongass.   Pursuant  to 
direction  in  the  FY  1994  Interior  Appropriations  report,  the  Forest 
Service  is  not  implementing  PACFISH  standards  cmd  guidelines  on  the 
Tongass  National  Forest  (i.e.  no  change  to  management  direction  has  been 
made  or  proposed) 

259.  Question :   What  size  are  the  buffers  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  and  are  they 
uniformly  applied? 

Answer:   There  is  no  standard  size  for  buffers  identified  in  current 
forest  plains.   The  size  of  the  buffers  vary  from  0  feet  to  more  than  200 
feet  depending  on  the  allowed  management  activities,  the  geomorphology, 
and  the  aquatic  resources  to  be  protected.   Some  forests  have  specific 
land  allocations  for  streauns  with  anadromous  fish  that  may  extend  1/2  mile 
on  each  side  of  a  stream  -  these  are  not  referred  to  as  buffers. 

As  implied  above,  buffers  are  not  uniformly  applied  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest.   However,  the  Forest  Service  and  the  Bureau  of  I>amd  Management 
are  considering  strategies  that  would  result  in  greater  consistency  in 
management  of  riparian  and  aquatic  resources.   Within  the  ramge  of  the 
northern  spotted  owl,  in  western  Qregon  and  Washington  and  northern 
California,  the  Final  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on 
Mamaqement  of  Haibitat  for  Late-Successional  and  Old-Growth  Forest  Related 
Species  Within  the  Rauiqe  of  the  Northern  Spotted  Owl  (FSEIS)  has  examined 
establishment  of  interim  "riparian  reserves."   The  Environmental 
Assessment  for  the  Implementation  of  Interim  Strategies  for  Managing 
Anadromous  Fish-producing  Watersheds  in  Eastern  Oregon  and  Washington. 
Idaho,  and  Portions  of  California  (EA)  examines  the  establishment  of 
interim  "Riparian  Habitat  Conservation  Areas"  (RHCAs)  in  areas  outside  the 
range  of  the  northern  spotted  owl  (excluding  Alaska)  for  an  18  month 
period  while  geographically  specific  environmental  impact  statements 
analyze  options  for  longer-term  mainagement .   If  a  decision  is  made  to 
implement  the  preferred  alternatives  described  in  either  the  FSEIS  or  the 
EA,  the  widths  used  to  delineate  interim  riparian  reserves  or  RHCAs  would 
be  subject  to  watershed-specific  tailoring  after  Watershed  Analysis  has 
been  completed.   The  geographically  specific  EISs  are  likely  to  include 
similar  provisions  aunong  the  alternatives  examined. 

260.  Question :   Are  they  [buffers  in  the  Pacific  northwest]  required  by  state 
or  federal  statute?   regulation? 

Answer:   Some  buffers  are  required  by  the  States  through  the  Clean  Water 
Act.   Virtually  all  buffers  on  national  forests  in  the  Pacific  northwest, 
which  range  from  0  feet  to  more  than  200  feet,  exceed  requirements 
established  by  the  States.   In  cases  where  a  forest  has  a  0  foot  buffer, 
the  State  requirement  is  0  feet.   The  only  federal  regulation  bearing  on 
buffers  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  is  50  CFR  Part  226,  which  designated 
critical  habitat  for  the  salmon  in  the  Snake  River  Basin  listed  pursuant 
to  the  Endangered  Species  Act.   The  width  specified  in  this  regulation  is 
300  feet  horizontal  distance  (however,  its  understood  the  National  Marine 
Fisheries  Service  is  changing  their  regulation  to  slope  distance  to 
reflect  the  conclusions  of  the  Forest  Ecosystem  Management  Asessment  Team 
report) .   Direction  regarding  buffers  as  well  as  riparian  area  and  aquatic 
habitat  management  also  cam  be  found  in  forest  plans.   This  direction  may 
be  aunended  as  a  result  of  decisions  resulting  from  the  Final  Supplemental 
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Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  Management  of  Habitat  for 
Late-Successional  amd  Old-Growth  Forest  Related  Species  Within  the  Range 
of  the  Northern  Spotted  Owl  (FSEIS)  ,  the  Environmental  Assessment  for  the 
Implementation  of  Interim  Strategies  for  Managing  Anadromous 
Fish-producing  Watersheds  in  Eastern  Oregon  and  Washington.  Idaho,  and 
Portions  of  California  (EA) ,  and  from  the  more  geographically  specific 
environmental  impact  statements  that  will  examine  options  for  longer-term 
management  of  Pacific  anadromous  fish  habitat  outside  the  range  of  the 
northern  spotted  owl  (excluding  Alaska) . 

261.  Question:   Are  buffers  in  Alaska  greater  than  those  required  under  TTRA? 

Answer:   The  100  foot  buffer  required  by  the  Tongass  Timber  Reform  Act  is 
a  minimum.   The  Region  10  Aquatic  Habitat  Management  Handbook  is  the 
current  direction  for  setting  Aquatic  Habitat  Management  Unit  (AHMU) 
boundaries  beyond  the  TTRA  minimum  buffer  as  well  as  for  Class  III 
streams.   Some  AHMU  are  wider  than  the  TTRA  minimum  due  to  site-specific 
conditions.   One  study  to  evaluate  implementation  of  TTRA  on  the  Ketchikan 
Area  (Geier,  1993)  found  that  the  average  width  of  TTRA  buffers 
estciblished  on  Class  I  and  certain  Class  II  streams  was  168  feet. 

262.  Question:   Are  buffers  in  Alaska  greater  than  those  required  by  law  in  the 
South  48? 

Answer :   The  Tongass  Timber  Reform  Act  specifies  minimum  buffers  of  100 
feet  on  Class  I  emd  Class  II  streauns,  and  is  silent  on  buffers  for  Class 
III  streauns.   Some  buffers  in  Alaska  are  wider  than  is  required  by  law 
(i.e.  TTRA)  due  to  site-specific  conditions.   One  study  evaluating 
implementation  of  TTRA  on  the  Ketchikan  Area  (Geier,  1993)  found  that  the 
average  width  of  TTRA  buffers  established  on  Class  I  and  certain  Class  II 
streams  was  168  feet. 

There  is  no  standard  size  specified  by  law  for  buffers  on  Class  I,  II,  or 
III  streams  in  the  south  48.   Some  buffers  in  the  south  48  are  required  by 
the  States  through  the  Clean  Water  Act  (CWA) ,  although  virtually  all 
buffers  on  national  forests  in  these  states  exceed  the  state-specified  CWA 
requirements.   Regulations  implementing  the  Endangered  Species  Act  have 
specified  300  feet  horizontal  distance  for  buffers  within  the  critical 
habitat  of  salmon  in  the  Snake  River  Basin  that  have  been  listed  as 
threatened  or  endangered.   We  understand  that  the  National  Marine 
Fisheries  Service  is  changing  this  requirement  to  300  feet  slope  distance. 

263.  Question:   Are  buffers  in  Alaska  greater  than  those  required  by  standards 
and  guidelines  in  the  South  4  8? 

Answer :   The  Tongass  Timber  Reform  Act  specifies  minimum  buffers  of  100 
feet  on  Class  I  auid  Class  II  streams,  and  is  silent  on  Class  III  streams. 
'  Some  buffers  in  Alaska  are  wider  than  is  required  by  law  (i.e.  TTRA)  due 

to  site -specific  conditions.   The  Region  10  Aquatic  Habitat  Management 
Handbook  is  the  current  direction  for  setting  Aquatic  Habitat  Management 
Unit  (AHMU)  boundaries  beyond  the  TTRA  minimum  buffer  as  well  as  for  the 
Class  III  streams.   One  study  evaluating  implementation  of  TTRA  on  the 
Ketchikan  Area  (Geier,  1993)  found  the  average  width  of  TTRA  buffers 
established  on  Class  I  auid  certain  Class  II  streams  was  168  feet. 

There  is  no  standard  size  for  buffers  in  the  south  48  identified  in 
current  forest  plan  standards  and  guidelines.   The  size  of  buffers  varies 
from  0  feet  to  more  than  200  feet  depending  on  the  allowed  management 
activities,  geomorphology,  and  the  aquatic  resources  to  be  proteced.   Some 
forests  have  specific  land  allocations  for  streams  with  amadromous  fish 
that  may  extend  1/2  mile  on  each  side  of  a  stream  -  these  are  not  referred 
to  as  buffers. 

The  direction  provided  by  stamdards  and  guidelines  in  current  forest  plams 
in  the  south  48  may  be  aunended  as  a  result  of  decisions  resulting  from  the 
Final  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  Management  of  Habitat 
for  Late-Successional  and  Old-Growth  Forest  Related  Species  Within  the 
Range  of  the  Northern  Spotted  Owl  (FSEIS) ,  the  Environmental  AsseBsment 


624 

for  the  Implementation  of  Interim  Strategies  for  Mctnaging  Anadromous 
Fish-producing  Watersheds  in  Eastern  Oregon  and  Washington.  Idaiho.  and 
Portions  of  California  (RR) ,  eind  from  the  more  geographically  specific 
environmental  impact  statements  that  will  examine  options  for  longer-term 
management  of  Pacific  anadromous  fish  heibitat  outside  the  rcinge  of  the 
northern  spotted  owl  (excluding  Alaslca)  .   The  FSEIS  cuid  the  EA  examine 
various  alternatives  that  would  specify  riparian  areas  {riparian  reserves, 
and  Riparian  Habitat  Conservation  Areas,  respectively)  with  widths 
dependent  on  the  type  of  stream  or  area  and  which,  on  average,  vary  from 
50  feet  to  300  feet  on  either  side  of  the  water  body.   Depending  on  the 
alternative,  the  riparieui  areas  examined  in  the  FSEIS  and  the  EA  could 
include  permanent  and  intermittent  streams,  wetlands,  ponds,  lakes, 
reservoirs,  and  lemdslide  or  landslide -prone  areas.   The  geographically 
specific  EISs  are  likely  to  include  similar  provisions  among  the 
alternatives  examined. 

My  language  in  the  conference  report  (FY  94  Interior  Bill)  called  for  "stream 
studies",  a  much  narrower  approach  than  costly  watershed  studies.   We  were 
specific  with  respect  to  streams . 

264.  Question:   In  terms  of  what  you  are  doing  in  the  Tongass,  what  is  the 
difference  between  strecun  cmd  watershed  einalysis? 

Answer:   Although  used  in  the  FY  1994  Interior  Appropriations  report,  the 
term  "stream  analysis"  does  not  have  a  common  definition.   Watershed 
Analysis  generally  is  understood  to  be  a  systematic  procedure  for 
characterizing  watershed  cind  ecological  processes  to  meet  specific 
management  objectives.   In  order  to  meet  the  request  of  the  FY  94  Interior 
Appropriations  report,  related  research  eind  monitoring  information  is 
being  compiled  from  studies  conducted  to  date,  as  well  as  from  studies 
being  conducted  this  year  through  the  "normal"  course  of  business.   For 
example,  the  stream  survey  data,  channel -type  verification  data,  and  fish 
habitat  survey  information  are  being  updated.   Once  the  strecun  information 
has  been  analyzed  statistically  it  will  represent  a  Tongass-wide  stream 
habitat  data  set  for  msmaged  and  unmanaged  stresuns .   This  information  will 
be  integrated  with  the  results  from  three  test  watersheds  are  being 
assessed  specifically  to  respond  to  the  Appropriations  report. 

265.  Question:   How  many  watersheds  are  there  in  the  Tongass? 

Answer:   There  are  873  value  comparison  units  (VCU's)  on  the  Tongass. 
VCU's  roughly  equate  to  large  watersheds. 

266.  Question:   How  many  streams  are  there  in  each  watershed? 

Answer:   By  definition  a  watershed  is  the  land  above  a  single  stream. 
However,  watersheds  typically  also  have  a  system  of  tributary  channels 
flowing  into  the  main  stream.   There  are  an  estimated  43,000  miles  of 
strecims  on  the  Tongass.   Therefore,  within  each  large  watershed  (or  VCU) 
there  are  approximately  50  miles  of  stresun. 

267.  Question:   Have  the  Forest  Supervisors  in  the  Tongass  stated  that  they  do 
not  have  enough  personnel  and  budget  to  provide  this  detailed  watershed 
information?   Do  they? 

Answer:   The  original  proposal  was  to  exaunine  eight  watersheds  for 
purposes  of  the  Anadromous  Fish  Heibitat  Assessment.   In  November  1993,  the 
Forest  Supervisors  decided  that  because  of  other  pressing  workload  on  key 
specialist,  detailed  examination  of  only  three  watersheds  could  be 
afforded.   Funds  available  in  FY  1994  are  sufficient  for  examination  of 
three  watersheds.   At  the  time  the  FY  1995  budget  was  formulated,  no  funds 
were  designated  for  the  Anadromous  Fish  Habitat  Assessment. 

268.  Question:   Based  upon  what  information  you  have,  please  tell  me  how  mamy 
class  I,  II,  and  III  streams  are  in  the  Tongass.   Is  this  information 
available  on  a  watershed  basis?   If  so,  please  provide  it. 
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Answer:   There  are  approximately  14,500  miles  of  Class  I,  9,500  miles  of 

Class  II,  and  18,500  miles  of  Class  III  stre2uns  on  the  Tongass .  On 

average,  this  equates  to  17  miles  of  Class  I,  11  miles  of  Class  II,  and  21 
miles  of  Class  III  streeun  per  large  watershed  (VCU) . 

269.  Question:   What  is  your  estimate  of  how  many  streams  would  be  affected  by 
immediate  imposition  of  interim  guidelines  of  PACFISH  in  the  Tongass? 
Please  list  the  total  number  of  streams  (by  class)  affected  and  the  total 
ASQ  affect. 

Answer :   Management  in  about  half  of  the  873  large  watersheds  (VCU's) 
would  be  directly  affected  by  imposition  of  PACFISH  interim  guidelines. 
About  half  the  large  watersheds  are  in  wilderness  (LUD  I)  or  primitive 
wildland  (LUD  II)  where  PACFISH  interim  guidelines  would  have  very  little 
effect  on  management . 

In  the  watersheds  that  would  see  a  change  in  on -  the - ground  management  if 
PACFISH  interim  guidelines  were  implemented,  the  activities  most  directly 
effected  would  be  timber  harvest,  and  roading  or  mineral  development. 
Assuming  that  400  watersheds  would  be  directly  affected,  we  estimate  that 
approximately  19,000  miles  of  stream  would  be  involved.   Of  that  aunount, 
approximately  34V  are  Class  I  (6,600  miles),  22V  are  Class  II  (4,300 
miles),  and  43V  are  Class  III  (8,400  miles). 

As  con^ared  to  Alternative  P  (the  preferred  alternative)  of  the  Supplement 
to  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Tongass  Forest  Plan 
Revision,  it  is  estimated  that  PACFISH  interim  direction  would  affect 
about  22V  of  the  suitaUsle-availeUsle  acres.   The  ASQ  for  Alternative  P,  as 
proposed,  is  418  MMBF  per  year.   Implementation  of  PACFISH  interim 
direction  would  result  in  an  ASQ  of  aJDOut  330  MMBF  per  year. 

NOTE:  The  above  ASQ  calculation  associated  with  implementation  of  PACFISH 
interim  direction  assumes  300  foot  buffers  on  Class  1  and  2  streams;  150 
foot  buffers  on  Class  3  streams,  floodplains,  and  riparian  soils  mapping 
units;  150  foot  buffers  on  laJces;  and  150  foot  buffers  on  extreme  hazard 
soils.  A  small  adjustment  also  is  made  for  intermittent  streams.  No 
acres  are  double  counted,  and  acres  within  the  mandatory  100  foot  buffer 
from  the  Tongass  Timber  Reform  Act  are  not  attributed  to  PACFISH. 

270.  Question:   What  is  your  estimate  of  how  many  stresuns  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest  would  be  affected  lay  imposition  of  interim  guidelines? 

Answer:   The  proposed  Environmental  Assessment  that  is  currently  out  for 
public  comment  analyzes  five  alternatives  on  Ismds  managed  by  the  Forest 
Service  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management  within  the  range  of  Pacific 
anadromous  fish  in  eastern  Oregon  and  Washington  and  portions  of 
California  and  Idaiho.   The  Forest  Service  manages  about  13,800  stream 
miles  in  these  areas  eind  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  administered  lands 
include  approximately  3,000  streeun  miles  of  anadromous  fish  habitat. 

271.  Question:   Which  watersheds  in  the  Tongass  are  now  being  studied?   What  is 
their  current  management  status  and  their  past  activity  in  terms  of  timber 
2uid  other  uses?   Do  they  represent  the  Tongass  on  a  forest -wide  basis? 
Why  were  they  chosen? 

Answer:   The  three  watersheds  selected  for  pilot  Watershed  Analysis  are 
Kada);;e  Cree)c,  Game  Cree)c,  and  Upper  Old  Fran)cs  Cree)c.   Selection  was  based 
on  such  criteria  as  memagement  intensity,  size,  available  data,  a 
post-TTRA  ROD,  watershed  condition,  and  channel -type  and  ha±)itat 
complexity.   Upper  Old  Fran)cs  watershed  is  relatively  small  (16  sq.  mi.), 
while  Kada)ce  is  larger  (50  sq.mi.).   Game  CreeJc  watershed  is  of 
intermediate  size  (25  sq.  mi.;  with  9  sq.  mi.  in  private  ownership).   High 
to  moderate  amounts  of  data  are  currently  available  in  all  three 
watersheds.   All  three  watersheds  have  high  habitat  complexity.   Both 
KadaJce  and  Game  Creek  watersheds  have  significant  historical  management 
activity,  while  Upper  Old  Fram)cs  watershed  only  recently  has  been  entered 
amd  represents  the  low  end  of  management  intensity.   The  pilot  Watershed 
Analyses  will  display  watershed- level  information,  such  as  past  logging 
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and  reading  activity.   These  three  watersheds  were  selected  to  represent 
as  much  as  possible  the  range  of  conditions  on  the  Tongass . 

272 .  Question:   Please  provide  information  on  the  memiiers  of  the  team  which  is 
studying  PACFISH  in  Alaska?   How  were  they  chosen?   Are  they 
representative  of  the  various  perspectives  in  the  Tongass? 

Answer :   Study  team  members  were  chosen  by  the  Regional  Leadership  Team  to 
create  an  Interdisciplinary  Team  with  skills  suitable  to  respond  to  the 
question.   Other  team  members  were  added  to  include  experience  from  the 
Lower  48,  as  well  as  to  include  the  perspective  of  the  State  of  Alaska  and 
the  Forest  Supervisor's  Office. 

273.  Question:   Is  the  Forest  Service  coordinating  with  the  State  of  Alaska  and 
private  industry  on  its  PACFISH  studies?   Is  the  State  Forest  Practices 
Working  Group  involved?   If  so,  how? 

Answer:   The  Alaska  Region  of  the  Forest  Service  is  not  currently 
conducting  any  PACFISH  studies.   However,  the  Anadromous  Fish  Habitat  Plan 
(Plan)  developed  to  respond  to  the  FY94  Interior  impropriation  report  does 
include  close  coordination  with  the  State  of  Alaska.   Please  refer  to  the 
Plan  for  further  details. 

In  addition,  the  Forest  Service  is  developing  a  memorandum  of 
understanding  (MOU)  with  the  private  corporation  who  owns  part  of  the  land 
on  two  of  the  three  watersheds  where  the  test  watershed  euialyses  will  be 
conducted  this  fiscal  year.   This  corporation,  in  conjunction  with  the 
Alaska  Forest  Association  and  the  Alaska  Working  Group  on  Cooperative 
Fisheries/Forestry  Research  (Working  Group) ,  has  conducted  streeun  studies 
in  1992-1994  and  the  MOU  would  allow  the  Forest  Service  to  access  and 
utilize  the  data  collected  in  these  studies. 

Several  members  of  the  teams  involved  in  the  Plan  also  are  members  of  the 
Working  Group  and  in  that  capacity  provide  briefing  updates  at  their 
regularly- scheduled  meetings. 

The  Forest  Service  is  eager  to  identify  and  use  all  available  data  sources 
and  expertise  to  help  answer  the  questions  identified  in  the  FY  1994 
Interior  .^propriations  report.   However,  recent  litigation  against  the 
federal  government  has  heightened  concerns  for  compliance  with  the  Federal 
Advisory  Committee  Act(FACA)   with  respect  to  smy  agency  interaction  with 
nonfederal  parties.   The  Forest  Service,  in  order  to  comply  with  the 
intent  of  FACA,  may  have  to  limit  the  role  of  nonfederal  groups  in  this 
effort. 

274.  Question:   Does  the  PACFISH  Policy  extend  to  the  Atlantic  coast  in  any 
way? 

Answer :   PACFISH  is  an  effort  to  develop  a  strategy  for  meinaging  Pacific 
anadromous  fish  hsibitat  on  agency  administered  leinds,  cuid  was  initiated  to 
respond  to  new  information  documenting  broad  declines  in  naturally 
reproducing  Pacific  salmon,  steelhead,  and  sea-run  cutthroat  trout,  and 
widespread  degradation  of  the  habitat  upon  which  these  fish  depend. 
PACFISH  is  being  developed  to  auiswer  a  cjuestion  posed  by  the  Forest 
Service  (FS)  Chief  in  1992,  and  joined  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
(BLM)  Director  in  1993:   "What  is  the  most  appropriate  strategy  for 
memagement  of  Pacific  salmon,  steelhead,  and  sea- run  cutthroat  trout 
habitats  on  national  forests  and  BLM  public  lands." 

To  amswer  this  question,  the  FS  and  BLM  estciblished  two  technical  teams- -a 
Field  Teaim  and  a  Washington  Office  Work  Group- -and  one  Washington  Office 
Policy  Group.   All  three  were  composed  of  Agency  research  scientists  and 
managers.   Once  esteUjlished,  the  goal  of  the  technical  teams  and  policy 
group  was  to  develop  a  strategy  for  management  of  watersheds  through  the 
planning  process  that  provides  habitat  conditions  which  contribute  to 
recovery  and  sustained  natural  production  of  Pacific  salmon  and  steelhead; 
strengthens  the  Agencies'  leadership  role  in  management  of  these  habitats, - 
and  promotes  effective  consultation  and  coordination  with  others.   While 
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not  envisioned  during  its  development  for  use  outside  the  range  of  Pacific 
anadromous  fish,  the  proposed  strategy  includes  provisions  to  tailor 
management  direction  to  local  landscapes,  and  as  a  result  could 
appropriately  be  applied  anywhere  in  the  world  where  anadromous  fish  occur 
(i.e.  North  America,  the  British  Isles,  Scandinavia,  the  Russian  Far  East, 
and  Northern  Japan) . 

The  FS  and  BLM  are  exsunining  a  range  of  alternatives  for  management  of 
Pacific  anadromous  fish-producing  watersheds  in  California,  Idaho,  Oregon, 
and  Washington.   Within  the  range  of  the  northern  spotted  owl,  this 
examination  is  documented  in  the  Final  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  on  Management  of  Habitat  for  Late-Successional  and  Old-Growth 
Forest  Related  Species  Within  the  Range  of  the  Northern  Spotted  Owl 
(FSEIS) .   Decisions  based  on  the  FSEIS  could  result  in  amendment  of  forest 
plans  and  land  use  plans,  and  lead  to  changes  in  on -the -ground  mainagement 
of  projects  and  activities  within  the  range  of  the  northern  spotted  owl  on 
lands  administered  by  the  Agencies.   Outside  the  range  of  the  northern 
spotted  owl,  the  examination  is  documented  in  the  Environmental  Assessment 
for  the  Implementation  of  Interim  Strategies  for  Managing  Anadromous 
Fish -producing  Watersheds  in  Eastern  Oregon  and  Washington.  Ideiho.  etnd 
Portions  of  California  (EA) .   A  decision  based  on  the  EA  regarding 
implementation  of  interim  direction  will  be  made  following  review  of 
comments  submitted  by  the  public,  and  completion  of  Endangered  Species  Act 
consultation  with  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  and  the  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildilfe  Service.   Longer-term  management  strategies  for  areas  in 
California,  Idatho,  Oregon,  and  Washington  outside  the  range  of  the 
northern  spotted  owl  will  be  exeunined  in  geographically  specific  ElSs. 

As  a  result  of  direction  in  the  FY  1994  Interior  Appropriations  report, 
the  FS  is  not  implementing  PACFISH  standards  and  guidelines  on  the  Tongass 
National  Forest,  but  is  conducting  stream  analysis,  reviewing  procedures 
related  to  the  PACFISH  strategy,  and  studying  the  effectiveness  of  current 
procedures  in  the  Tongass  National  Forest  in  Alaska. 

Ouestion :   Are  there  stocks  of  Atlantic  [salmon]  that  are  in  decline  or 
threatened  in  any  way? 

Answer :   In  1991,  five  river- specif ic  stocks  of  Atlantic  salmon  in  eastern 
Maine  (including  the  Denny's,  East  Machias,  Machiae,  Narraguagus,  and 
Pleasant  river  stocks)  were  identified  as  Category  2  camdidate  species. 
It  is  our  understanding  that  stocks  from  the  Ducktrap  and   Sheepscot  rivers 
are  likely  to  be  added  as  candidate  species  during  the  next  revision  of 
the  candidate  species  list.   Ultimately,  these  stocks  may  be  added  to  the 
list  of  threatened  and  endangered  species;  however,  their  listing  would 
not  effect  management  of  national  forests. 

A  recent  petition  from  RESTORE:  the  North  Woods  has  requested  that 
Atlantic  salmon  be  added  to  the  list  of  threatened  and  endangered  species 
and  that  all  watersheds  historically  inhabited  by  Atlantic  salmon  be 
designated  as  critical  heJaitat.   The  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  has 
determined  that  the  petition  was  warranted,  and  in  conjunction  with  the 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  undertaken  a  one-year  status  review. 

Becfl\jse  of  local  extirpations,  it  is  our  understanding  that  the  genetic 
basp  for  a  true  recovery  in  New  Hampshire  eind  Vermont  is  gone.   Salmon  in 
the  rivers  of  these  two  states  now  are  derived  from  hatchery  stock  taken 
from  other  sources.   Successful  natural  reproduction  has  not  been 
documented. 

Ouestion:   What  has  the  Forest  Service  done  to  exsunine  application  of  the 
strategy  in  areas  other  tham  the  Pacific  Northwest  and  Alaska? 

Answer:   The  focus  of  the  PACFISH  effort  has  been  on  developing  a  strategy 
for  management  of  lands  administered  by  the  Forest  Service  amd  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  within  the  range  of  Pacific  anadromous  fish.   In  response 
to  our  broad  stewardship  responsibilities  for  the  resources  and  lands  we 
administer  a  number  of  Habitat  Conservation  Assessments  (HCAs)  have  been 
undertaken  to  examine  the  conservation  needs  for  species  other  than 
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Pacific  anadromous  fish,  including  fish  species  such  as  the  bull  trout  and 
various  inland  cutthroat  trout,  that  are  exhibiting  declines.   These  HCAs 
will  characterize  heUaitat  condition  and  habitat  requirements. 

Although  the  Forest  Service  has  not  examined  application  of  PACFISH  beyond 
the  range  of  Pacific  anadromous  fish,  one  of  the  most  important  components 
of  the  strategy  entails  the  comprehensive  exeunination  of  current  watershed 
condition,  interpretation  of  watershed  history,  and  tailoring  of 
management  direction  to  the  conditions  and  capabilities  of  the  specific 
watershed.   As  a  result,  the  strategy  appropriately  could  be  applied 
anywhere  in  the  world  where  anadromous  salmonids  occur  (e.g..  North 
America,  the  British  Isles,  Sccindinavia,  the  Russizui  Far  East,  or  Northern 
Japan) . 

However,  while  the  components  of  the  strategy  and  its  ecosystem  approach 
Are  broadly  applicable  as  proposed,  it  is  importamt  to  keep  in  mind  that 
the  strategy  and  proposed  Btnd   the  alternatives  examined  in  the 
Environmental  Assessment  for  the  Implementation  of  Interim  Strategies  for 
Managing  Anadromous  Fish -producing  Watersheds  in  Eastern  Oregon  and 
Washington.  Idciho.  and  Portions  of  California  include  provisions  that  were 
developed  for  Pacific  anadromous  fish  habitat.   For  example,  interim 
Riparian  Management  Objectives  (RMOs)  included  in  the  preferred 
alternative  were  developed  to  establish  Ismdscape- scale  descriptions  of 
good  Pacific  anadromous  fish  habitat  and  the  interim  Riparian  Habitat 
Conservation  Area  (RHCA)  widths  were  defined  to  provide  landscape -scale 
definitions  of  those  portions  of  Pacific  anadromous  fish  watersheds  that 
require  special  management  attention.   While  the  PACFISH  strategy  is 
broadly  applicable,  and  following  the  watershed- specif ic  tailoring  of  RMOs 
and  RHCAs  its  implementation  undoubtedly  would  be  appropriate  beyond  the 
range  of  Pacific  cinadromous  fish,  the  interim  RMOs  and  interim  RHCAs 
widths  were  developed  for  Pacific  anadromous  fish  habitat  and  may  not 
translate  directly  outside  their  range. 

I've  heard  much  eUiout  "science"  supporting  the  PACFISH  strategy  and  its  stream 
buffers  in  Alaska.   I  have  not  seen  this  "science". 

277.  Question:   Please  give  me  the  scientific  justification  for  applying  the 
South  4  8  PACFISH  strategy  to  Alaska. 

Answer :   Consistent  with  the  intentions  of  Congress,  the  PACFISH  Strategy 
will  not  be  implemented  in  Alaska  in  fiscal  year  1994.   However,  the 
principles  and  guidelines  included  in  the  PACFISH  Stratecfy  were  not 
developed  to  apply  just  to  the  "South  48"  but  to  all  Lands  in  Pacific 
coastal  zones  administered  by  the  USDA  Forest  Service  and  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management.   The  scientific  foundation  for  PACFISH  was  derived  from 
the  literature  and  experience  of  scientists  who  have  chronicled  the 
decline  of  the  Atlantic  Salmon  in  Europe  and  North  America;  the  decline  of 
Pacific  salmonid  stocks  in  the  Pacific  Northwest;  and   the  documented 
relationships  between  population  declines  and  habitat  loss  resulting  from 
deforestation,  grazing,  cuid  other  land  uses.   While  fewer  investigations 
have  been  conducted  in  Alaska,  the  natural  processes  that  form  and 
maintain  anadromous  fish  habitats  are  rather  universal  throughout  the 
coastal  zone  of  western  North  America.   Consequently,  many  scientific 
inferences  from  studies  in  California,  Oregon,  Washington,  and  British 
Columbia  are  also  appliccOale  to  Alaska. 

278.  Question:   Please  provide  copies  of  the  scientific  studies  done  in  Alaska 
that  justify  imposition  of  the  PACFISH  strategy  in  Alaska. 

Answer :   The  scientific  inferences  used  to  develop  PACFISH  recommendations 
were  derived  from  literally  thousands  of  publications.   A  very 
comprehensive,  yet  concise,  summary  of  this  literature  can  be  found  in  the 
book  "Influences  of  Forest  and  Rangeland  Management  on  Salmonid  Fishes  and 
Their  Habitats"  edited  by  William  R.  Meehem.   In  addition,  studies  in  10 
watersheds  in  southeastern  Alaska  have  documented  serious  deterioration  of 
anadromous  fish  habitat  as  a  result  of  timber  harvest.   The  impacts 
observed  in  Alaska,  such  as  loss  of  ripariem  trees,  loss  of  woody  debris. 
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stream  bank  erosion,  road  failure,  and  gravel  removal  are  consistent  with 
impacts  from  other  study  areas  along  the  Pacific  coast.   The  effects  on 
salmonid  habitats  are  also  similar,  including  increased  water  temperature, 
increased  sedimentation  decreased  spawning  and  rearing  habitat,  and 
increased  landslides.   Some  of  this  information  has  been  published  and 
some  is  still  in  unpublished  progress  reports.   We  have  requested  both, 
and  we  will  forward  them  to  the  Senator  as  soon  as  we  receive  them  from 
the  field. 

279.  Question:   How  are  the  interim  guidelines  for  the  situation  in  the  South 
48  justified  in  Alaska? 

Answer;   The  interim  guidelines  exsunined  in  the  Environmental  Assessment 
for  the  Implementation  of  Interim  Strategies  for  Managing  Anadromous 

Fish -Producing  Watersheds  in  Eastern  Oregon  and  Washington. Idaho,  an<j 

Portions  of  California  include  provisions  that  were  developed  as  a  part  of 
the  PACFISH  effort.   This  effort  did  not  focus  on  the  South  48,  but 
instead  was  developed  using  scientific  information  from  throughout  the 
range  of  Pacific  smadromous  fish,  including  Alaska. 

PACFISH  is  an  effort  to  develop  a  strategy  for  managing  aquatic  and 
riparian  habitat  on  all  agency  administered  Icinds  within  the  range  of 
Pacific  anadromous  fish,  aind  was  initiated  to  respond  to  new  information 
documenting  broad  declines  in  naturally  reproducing  Pacific  salmon, 
steelhead,  and  sea-run  cutthroat  trout,  and  widespread  degradation  of  the 
habitat  upon  which  these  fish  depend.   Those  working  on  PACFISH  were 
charged  with  answering  a  question  posed  by  the  Forest  Service  (FS)  Chief 
in  1992,  and  joined  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  Director  in 
1993:   "What  is  the  most  appropriate  strategy  for  management  of  Pacific 
salmon,  steelhead,  and  sea-run  cutthroat  trout  habitats  on  national 
forests  and  BLM  public  lands." 

To  answer  this  question,  the  FS  and  BLM  established  two  technical  teams- -a 
Field  Team  and  a  Washington  Office  Work  Group- -and  one  Washington  Office 
Policy  Group.   All  three  were  composed  of  Agency  research  scientists  and 
managers.   Once  established,  the  goal  of  the  technical  tesuns  and  policy 
group  was  to  develop,  through  the  planning  process,  a  strategy  for 
management  of  all  watersheds  that:   provides  hsibitat  conditions  which 
contribute  to  recovery  and  sustained  natural  production  of  Pacific  salmon 
and  steelhead,  strengthens  the  Agencies'  leadership  role  in  management  of 
these  haJaitats,  amd  promotes  effective  consultation  and  coordination  with 
others . 

280.  Question:   What  are  the  principle  causes  of  stock  decline  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest?   In  Alaska? 

Answer:   A  report  published  by  the  American  Fisheries  Society  in 
March-April  1991  documented  the  decline  of  Pacific  anadromous  fish  stocks 
in  California,  Idaho,  Oregon  and  Washington.   Subsequent  surveys  in 
California,  Oregon,  and  Washington  confirmed  the  scope  but  broadened  the 
magnitude  of  the  declines.   These  declines  are  attributable  to  the 
interaction  of  inherently  variable  environmental  conditions,  such  as  ocean 
productivity  and  weather  patterns,  with  a  variety  of  management 
activities.   In  general,  stock  survival  is  threatened  by  some  combination 
of  dam  construction  and  operation,  water  diversions,  habitat 
modifications,  fish  hatchery  operations,  and  fish  harvest.   Reasons  for 
the  decline  of  Pacific  anadromous  fish  vary  by  species  and  geographic  area 
(e.g.,  dams  are  a  primary  factor  affecting  the  status  of  some  stocks,  but 
have  a  negligible  effect  on  others) ,  however,  the  present  or  threatened 
destruction,  modification,  or  curtailment  of  habitat  or  range  was  cited  in 
the  AFS  report  as  one  of  the  primary  causal  factors  in  the  decline  of  91% 
of  the  at-risk  anadromous  fish  stocks.   Human- induced  cumulative  effects 
from  such  activities  as  livestock  use,  road  construction,  timber  harvest, 
recreation  use,  channelization,  amd  other  watershed  msmagement  projects 
and  activities  have  contributed  to  the  decline  of  haUoitat  condition. 

In  Alaska,  stock  declines  have  been  attributed  to  haibitat  degradation  (23 
stocks) ,  over-harvest  (17  stocks) ,  hatchery  effects  (9  stocks) ,  and 
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unknown  causes  (29  stocks)  .   Since  the  decline  of  many  stocks  is 
attributed  to  combinations  of  the  above  factors,  the  total  of  the  four 
factors  above  are  greater  than  the  actual  number  of  stocks  known  to  be  in 
decline . 

281.  Question:   Which  salmon  stocks  have  declined  in  Alaska? 

Answer:   The  Alaska  Region  and  the  PNW  Station  are  evaluating  the  status 
and  biological  characteristics  of  salmon  stocks  in  Southeast  Alaska. 
Draft  reports  are  complete  for  chinook,  coho,  and  sockeye  and  have  been 
distributed  widely  for  review.   Draft  reports  on  chum  and  pink  salmon  are 
in  progress.   Little  information  is  available  on  salmon  stocks  in 
Southeast  Alaska  for  use  in  the  evaluation.   Excluding  pink  salmon,  over 
4  000  salmon  stocks  are  estimated  to  occur  in  Southeast  Alaska. 

Because  of  data  limitations,  population  status  has  been  evaluated  for  only 
about  700  (16%)  of  the  stocks.   The  remaining  3,300  stocks  did  not  have 
enough  information  to  conduct  an  analysis.   Of  those  examined,  thirty-one 
stocks  (4%  of  those  analyzed)  show  a  significant  increase  in  population 
size,  while  61  stocks  (9%)  show  a  significcint  decline.   The  remaining  599 
stocks  showed  no  significant  trend.   Of  the  61  stocks  in  decline;  29  occur 
in  wildemess/LUD  II  designated  lands,  26  occur  in  LUD  III  and  IV 
designated  leuids,  and  6  occur  in  non-Forest  Service  lands. 

Information  on  biological  characteristics  is  more  limited,  with  less  than 
200  (5%)  stocks  included  in  the  analyses  due  to  lack  of  data.   Evaluations 
of  results  so  far  have  resulted  in  identification  of  40  biologically 
unique  stocks.   Very  little  is  )cnown  about  the  large  majority  of  salmon 
stocks  in  Southeast  Alaska. 

In  FY  1992  and  FY  1993,  Congress  provided  funds  for  a  preparation  level  of  420 
MMBF  timber.   The  preparation  level  provided  by  the  Congress  has  rarely  been 
achieved  in  the  Tongass .   With  FY  1992  and  FY  1993  funds,  the  Forest  Service 
made  progress  in  preparing  timber  sales  to  fill  the  pipeline. 

Then  in  FY  1994,  we  provided  flexibility  (and  the  funds)  for  the  Forest  Service 
to  prepare  up  to  420  MMBF  in  the  Tongass,  the  level  in  the  Senate  Report. 
However,  only  330  MMBF  is  to  be  prepared  under  the  FY  1994  schedule. 

282.  Question:   Does  the  FY  1994  allocation  indicate  a  changed  policy  in  the 
Tongass  in  terms  of  filling  up  the  timber  pipeline?   Please  explain. 

Answer :   No.   The  Region  received  a  FY  1994  WO  allocation  that  allows  for 
325  MMBF  to  be  offered  from  the  Tongass.   In  addition,  we  were  allocated 
S8  million  of  pipeline  funding  to  continue  our  efforts  to  reach  a  three 
year  supply  of  volume  under  contract. 

283.  Question:   How  much  progress  has  been  made  on  filling  the  pipeline? 

Answer:   Since  pipeline  funding  began  in  FY  1992,  the  Region  has  financed 
NEPA  contracts  for  842  MMBF  and  additional  sale  layout  for  379  MMBF.   The 
initial  funding  in  FY  1992  will  result  in  sale  offers  beginning  in 
FY  1995.   As  a  result  of  the  additional  funding,  timber  volume  available 
under  contract  in  the  Region  will  go  from  an  estimated  312  MMBF  in  FY  1992 
to  an  estimated  730  MMBF  in  FY  1997. 

2?''   Question:   Please  provide  for  the  record  the  levels  of  timber  preparation 
achievement  in  the  Tongass  by  gate  during  FY  1993  and  that  expected  for  FY 
1994  . 

Answer:        YEAR  GATE  2  GATE  3 

FY  1993  663  MMBF        304  MMBF 

FY  1994  283   "  500   " 

285.  Question:   Please  provide  for  the  record  the  timber  pipeline  balances  for 
FY  1993  and  that  expected  at  the  end  of  FY  1994 . 
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Answer :  The  tcible  below  shows  the  pipeline  balances  in  Gates  2  and  3  at 
the  end  of  FY  1993  and  expected  for  FY  1994.  These  balances  will  result 
in  sale  offerings  in  FY  1995  and  beyond. 


YEAR 


GATE  2 


GATE  3 


FY  1993 
FY  1994 


652  MMBF 
435   " 


140  MMBF 
310   " 


286.  Question:   Please  provide  a  breakdown  of  the  independent  sales  progrsun 

activity  and  offers  (as  compared  to  the  long-term  contract  releases)  for 
the  past  two  fiscal  years  and  that  projected  in  FY  94. 

Answer:   The  information  shown  is  sawlog  only.   The  offer  shown  is  new 
volume  not  previously  offered,  whereas  the  sold/release  is  a  combination 
of  new  offer  and  reoffer  of  sales  that  have  previously  been  bid  but  did 
not  sell  and  subsequently  sold  in  another  fiscal  year. 


287. 


PROGRAM 


OFFER 


FY  9  2  Independent 

36 

MMBF 

Long  Term 

384 

t1 

FY  9  3  Independent 

54 

MMBF 

Long  Term 

212 

fl 

FY  94  Independent 

50 

MMBF 

Long  Term 

275 

" 

Question;   In  FY  1992, 

FY  1! 

SOLD /RELEASE 


HARVEST 

65  MMBF 
238   " 

4  7  MMBF 
221   " 

50  MMBF 
250   " 


timber  has  been  prepared/offered  for  sale  in  the  Tongass  compared  to  the 
level  provided  in  appropriations?   How  much  has  been  harvested? 


72 

MMBF 

303 

" 

42 

MMBF 

246 

" 

95 

MMBF 

375 

" 

Answer: 

The  information 

IS 

shown  below. 

APPROPRIATION 

OFFERED/RELEASED 

HARVEST 

FY  1992 

410  MMBF 

420  MMBF 

303  MMBF 

FY  1993 

417   " 

266 

268   " 

FY  1994 

325   " 

40 
(as  of  2/94)    (as 

84 
of  2/94) 

288.  Question:   Your  District  amd  Regional  Foresters  in  the  Tongass  monitor 
closely  the  timber  activity  amd  needs  of  the  pulp  and  timber  mills  in 
Alas)ca.   With  respect  to  the  Ketchilcan  mill,  please  provide  for  the 
record,  if  your  district  ramger  has  such  records,  how  mamy  days  that  the 
mill  experienced  down  time  as  a  result  of  inadequate  timber  supply  in   FY 
1993  auid  thus  far  in  FY  1994?   Please  provide  information  on  how  the 
Forest  Service  is  working  to  limit  wood  shortage  down  time  for  the  mill. 

Answer :   Our  District  Ramgers  do  not  keep  records  of  the  aunount  of 
downtime  at  the  Ketchikam  mill,  amd  if  they  did  it  would  be  difficult  to 
determine  the  reason  for  the  downtime.   Downtime  is  regularly  taken  for 
maintenamce,  inventory  control  on  finished  products,  labor  issues,  etc. 
The  Forest  Service  has  not  been  aible  to  verify  the  reasons  for  the 
shutdowns  that  occurred  this  past  year. 

The  following  taible  indicates  the  volume  which  the  Forest  Service  has 
released  to  Ketchikan  Pulp  Corporation  (KPC)  in  FY  1992-1993  and  the 
volume  that  Ketchikan  Pulp  Corporation  has  harvested. 


KPC  Released  Sawlog  Volume 
KPC  Harvested  Sawlog  Volume 


FY  1992    FY  1993    Total 

203  MMBF   113  MMBF   316  MMBF 
136   "     135   "     271   " 


Between  FY  1994  and  FY  1993,  the  per  unit  cost  of  offering  or  releasing 
the  timber  in  the  Tongass  increased  by  33%  for  the  forest  as  a  whole.   For 
the  Ketchikan  Ranger  District  the  increase  was  45*. 
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289.  Question:   What  has  caused  the  rapid  cost  increase  in  preparing  sales  in 
the  Tongass  generally?   The  Ketchikan  Ranger  District  specifically?   Is 
the  streamlined  procedure  still  used? 

Answer:   There  are  several  factors  which  contribute  to  increasing  costs 
both  Tongass-wide  and  on  the  Ketchikan  Ranger  District: 

More  stringent  procedures  are  being  followed  to  insure  that  TTRA  stream 
buffers  are  accurately  measured,  laid  out,  and  observed  during  layout 
operations . 

Additional  NEPA  analysis  and  additional  layout  work  has  also  been  required 
to  deal  with  emerging  environmental  issues  such  as  goshawks,  which  are 
proposed  for  listing  as  an  endangered  species,  auid  the  recently  discovered 
caves  on  Prince  of  Wales  and  nearby  islands,  which  are  subject  to 
protection  under  the  Cave  Resource  Protection  Act. 

In  addition,  the  Region  has  made  am  effort  to  increase  the  intensity  and 
timing  of  field  reconnaissance  work  that  is  done  during  the  sale 
preparation  phase.   The  Region  is  committed  to  insuring  file  data  has  been 
appropriately  field  verified  prior  to  making  NEPA  decisions  on  timber  sale 
projects . 

The  Region  is  using  the  unit  cards,  which  allow  for  identification  of  all 
the  activities  to  track  each  sale  unit,  however,  the  cost  efficiency 
achieved  by  using  the  cards  is  offset  by  the  factors  discussed  above  which 
contribute  to  increasing  costs. 

290.  Question:   How  will  the  cost  increases  impact  the  level  of  timber  offering 
in  FY  1994? 

Answer :   Cost  increases  should  not  impact  the  level  of  offer  if  additional 
funding  is  provided  proportionally,  however,  the  ever  increasing  new 
requirements  to  make  volume  ready  to  offer  tax  existing  levels  of 
personnel.   Cost  increases  will  have  adverse  effects  on  the  ability  of  the 
Forest  to  maintain  an  above  cost  program. 

291.  Question:   Are  any  of  these  costs  related  to  PACFISH  studies  or  policies? 

Answer :   No.   We  have  not  implemented  the  PACFISH  strategy  in  FY  1994. 
However,  to  be  responsive  to  the  FY  1994  Interior  Appropriations  report, 
we  are  studying  some  of  the  topics  addressed  by  PACFISH.   Specifically, 
these  include  conducting  stream  emalyses,  reviewing  procedures  related  to 
the  PACFISH  strategy,  and  studying  the  effectiveness  of  current  procedures 
in  the  Tongass.   Some  of  the  work  that  will  be  used  to  respond  to  the  FY 
1994  Interior  Appropriations  report  request  includes  monitoring  and  other 
studies  that  are  in  progress  as  part  of  normal  operations  of  the  Region 
and  the  Juneau  Forestry  Sciences  Laboratory.   This  information  will  be 
integrated  with  the  results  from  cumulative  effects  of  management 
procedures  on  fish  habitat  being  conducted  in  three  test  watersheds. 
Study  costs  are  separate  from  funds  used  for  timber  sale  preparation. 
Studies  are  being  conducted  in  response  to  the  FY  1994  Interior 
Appropriations  report.   PACFISH  interim  policies  or  guidelines  are  not 
being  implemented  in  Alaska. 

292.  Question:   How  much  would  it  cost  to  implement  a  PACFISH  watershed 
approach  in  the  Tongass?   How  would  this  cost  be  applied?   Would  it  be 
applied  or  charged  to  the  timber  progrsun? 

Answer:   It  is  not  clear  how  much  it  would  cost  to  complete  Watershed 
Analyses  to  cover  the  Tongass.   We  hope  to  have  a  better  estimate  of  costs 
after  we  have  completed  our  Anadromous  Fish  Habitat  Assessment.   In  the 
future,  the  Watershed  Analyses  costs'  could  be  charged  to  fisheries, 
watershed,  timber,  or  a  combination  of  all  three.   Or,  it  could  be  charged 
to  the  proposed  Ecosystems  Mauiagement  EBLI . 

The  Chugach  National  Forest  has  experienced  a  spruce  beetle  epidemic  which  is 
still  ongoing.   Destruction  of  valuable  forest  resources  is  not  only  an 
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economic  loss,  but  the  increased  risk  of  severe  forest  fires  has  substantially 
increased  on  the  Kenai  Peninsula  2md  throughout  Southcentral  Alaska. 

293.  Question:   What  steps  are  being  taken  to  control  the  epidemic  amd  make 
salvageable  material  availaUale? 

Answer:   In  November,  1993,  the  Seward  Ranger  District  initiated  the  Moose 
Pass  Cooperative  Project  with  the  community  of  Moose  Pass,  Kenai  Peninsula 
Borough,  and  the  State  of  Alaska  to  address  the  beetle  epidemic  on  27,400 
acres  of  State  and  National  Forest  lands  around  the  community  of  Moose 
Pass.   The  Forest  Service  is  the  lead  agency  in  this  cooperative  effort 
and  is  being  paid  by  the  State  to  plan  beetle  suppression  treatments  on 
State  as  well  as  federal  lands.   The  project  is  currently  in  the  public 
scoping  process  for  7  proposed  alternatives  developed  by  a  public  working 
group  and  the  forest  service  interdisciplinary  team.   The  environmental 
assessment  is  scheduled  to  be  completed  by  the  end  of  June  with  a  decision 
date  of  July  30,  1994. 

Subject  to  funding  and  personnel  availeUjility,  the  Forest  is  attempting  to 
get  out  in  front  of  the  problem  by  obtaining  twelve  detailers  to  not  only 
assist  in  required  field  work  for  the  Moose  Pass  Project  and  to  conduct 
stand  inventory  and  forest  health  assessments  for  all  spruce  stands  on  the 
rest  of  our  ownership  on  the  Kenai  Peninsula  in  preparation  for  out  year 
beetle  suppression/salvage  projects  in  the  Hope,  Six-Mile,  Granite  Creek, 
Snow  River,  and  Tumagain  Arm  areas  where  beetle  populations  are  starting 
to  build  up. 

Forest  Timber  and   Recreation  personnel  have  developed  vegetation 
management /bee tie  suppression  plans  for  all  potentially  affected 
campgrounds,  trail  corridors,  and  recreation  facilities.   Several  of  these 
projects  will  be  implemented  in  FY  1994  with  the  remaining  projects  to  be 
implemented  in  out  years  if  funds  become  available. 

We  are  making  salvageable  material  available  for  purchasers  (e.g., 
sawlogs,  chips,  cabin  logs,  and  firewood) .   To  this  point  our  supply  has 
exceeded  the  demjuid,  however,  marketing  efforts  to  encourage  purchasers 
are  ongoing. 

Regarding  the  plan  for  the  Pacific  Northwest,  I  have  attached  a  paper  which 
summarizes  the  President's  proposal  for  strengthening  small  business  and 
secondary  manufacturing  in  the  wood  products  industry.   The  group  is  chaired  by 
Mr .  John  Combs  who  is  part  of  the  Timber  Management  group  of  the  Forest 
Service . 

Alaskans  were  not  invited  to  the  Pacific  Northwest  conference.   I  checked  when 
the  conference  was  being  organized  and  was  informed  the  Vice  President's  office 
that  Alaska  was  not  included  and  Alaska  issues  were  not  part  of  the  conference. 
My  staff  confirmed  this  twice. 

I  look  now  at  the  recommendations  on  page  two  of  the  proposal,  which  is 
attached,  and  I  see  three  recommendations  that  directly  impact  the  people  of  my 
state  in  the  Tongas s .   In  addition  to  the  questions  at  the  hearing  please 
respond  to  the  following  questions. 

294.  Question:   Are  these  recommendations  going  to  be  discussed  in  Alaska 
before  you  proceed  to  review  them?   If  so,  how  and  when?   Alaskans  were 
not  invited  to  the  table  when  these  recommendations  were  made  and  it  is 
unfair  to  impose  them  on  the  communities  now. 

Answer :   No  recommendations  have  been  made  by  the  Small  Business  and 
Secondary  Manufacturing  Study  Group.   The  study  group  had  developed  a 
series  of  options  to  assist  Western  Oregon,  Western  Washington  and 
Northern  California  to  stimulate  business  lost  from  the  significantly 
reduced  timber  program.   The  options  will  be  presented  to  the  Director  of 
the  Office  of  Forestry  and  Economic  Development  in  mid-April  and  then 
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Bubmitted  to  the  White  House  where  recommendations  and  certain  decisions 
will  be  made.  The  options  will  not  be  discussed  in  Alaska,  however, 
representative  industries  from  Alaska  have  responded  to  the  options  in 
writing  and  at  least  one  group  representing  Alaska  interests  from  the 
timber  industry  attended  the  open  house  in  Olympia  Washington  on  February 
10,  1994. 

295.  Question:   Alaskans  have  such  a  small  timber  program  in  the  Tongass  and 
our  mills  still  experience  timber  shortages  themselves.   If  our  logs  are 
able  to  be  exported  in  round  form  to  other  areas,  will  more  parts  of  the 
Tongass  be  opened  for  timber  harvests  to  insure  that  enough  timber  supply 
for  our  operations?   If  so,  which  areas  and  when? 

Answer :   Changes  in  the  allowable  sale  quantity  can  only  be  done  through 
revision  of  the  Tongass  Land  Management  Plan.   At  this  time,  it  is  highly 
unlikely  that  additional  timber  would  be  made  available. 

296.  Question :   Will  these  recommendations  be  removed? 

Answer :   The  Administration  ceui  choose  not  to  implement  these  options. 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  THAD  COCHRAN 

In  February,  Mississippi  suffered  a  severe  ice  storm  which  damaged  over  160,000 
acres  of  timber  on  the  NationalForests  in  North  Mississippi.   Over  3.5  million 
acres  of  private  timber  land  and  archards  were  also  damaged. 

298.  Question:   What  is  the  Service's  policy  on  emergency  funding  to  allow  for 
salvage  sale  preparation? 

Answer :   The  Salvage  Sale  Fund,  originally  estcUalished  in  the  National 
Forest  Management  Act  of  1976  (NFMA) ,  provides  the  means  to  address 
situations  such  as  the  ice  storm  dcunage  which  occurred  on  the  national 
forests  of  Mississippi .   Under  language  contained  in  the  FY  1994 
Appropriations  Act,  if  the  specific  national  forest  does  not  have 
sufficient  salvage  sale  funds  available  to  prepare,  offer,  and  harvest 
the  salvage  sales,  salvage  sale  funds  may  be  transferred  from  another 
forest.   The  FY  1995  Budget  plans  to  accomplish  salvage  sales  under  the 
NFMA.   NFMA  limits  use  of  funds  to  the  forest  of  origin. 

299 .  Question:   Are  there  necessary  funds  to  allow  for  the  preparation  in  this 
year's  budget,  or  will  additional  appropriations  for  FY  1995  be  necessary? 

Answer :   Sufficient  salvage  sale  funds  exist  to  address  the  preparation 
of  the  salvage  sales  on  the  National  Forests  of  Mississippi. 

300.  Question:   Are  there  adequate  harvest  administration  funds  in  this  year's 
budget  for  the  administration  of  these  sales  after  preparation?  Are 
additional  funds  needed  in  FY  1995  to  complete  these  sales? 

Answer:   The  salvage  sale  fund  may  also  be  used  to  conduct  harvest 

administration  activities  on  salvage  sales  such  as  those  resulting  from 

the  ice  storms  in  Mississippi.   Additional  harvest  administration  funds 
are  not  necessary  for  these  sales. 

301.  Question:   Will  the  current  green  timber  sales  that  have  been  proposed 
for  FY  1994  be  substituted  for  salvage  sales,  or  will  the  salvage  sales 
be  in  addition  to  the  green  timber  sales? 

Answer :   The  national  forests  in  Mississippi  have  a  salvage  goal  of  6 
million  board  feet  along  with  adequate  salvage  sale  funding.   They  will 
offer  the  ice  daunaged  timber  as  salvage  to  the  extent  funded.   If  the 
volume  exceeds  6  million  board  feet,  the  surplus  will  be  advertised  in 
lieu  of  a  portion  of  their  green  timber  program.   At  this  time,  the 
forest  estimates  a  total  of  8  million  board  feet  of  damaged  timber  that 
can  be  offered. 
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302.  Question:  Are  there  progrsuns  in  the  Forest  Service  to  provide  tree 
replanting  or  repair  assistance  to  private  landowners?  What  is  the 
structure  of  these  programs? 

Answer :   The  Forest  Service  cooperates  with  the  Agriculture  Stabilization 
Conservation  Service  (ASCS)  in  administering  several  cost -share  programs 
which  might  assist  in  reforesting  stands  which  were  destroyed.   These  are 
the  Forest  Incentives  prograun  (FIP) ,  the  Agricultural  Conservation 
Program  (ACP)  and  the  Stewardship/Tree  Planting  program,  which  is 
administered  by  the  Forest  Service.   In  addition,  the  Tree  Assisteuice 
Program  (TAP),  administered  by  ASCS,  is  designed  to  reforest  areas  after 
similar  disasters.   The  Urban  amd  Community  Forestry  program  could 
provide  some  technical  assistance  in  replacing  damaged  trees  in  an  urban 
environment . 

303 .  Question:   What  additional  funding  would  be  necessary  for  these  programs 
in  FY  95  to  provide  the  necessary  assistance  to  these  lauidowners? 

Answer :   The  damage  estimates  far  exceed  the  funding  capacity  of  the 
programs.   Initial  estimates  are  for  $27.0  million  for  urbem  forests  and 
about  $4.0  million  for  rural  forests  in  the  State. 

For  several  years,  the  Forest  Service  has  been  considering  a  special  use  permit 
between  the  Desoto  National  forest  and  the  Mississippi  National  Guard,  to  date, 
this  issue  has  not  been  resolved. 

304.  Question:   Please  provide  for  me  the  status  of  this  permit  and  the  reason 
this  issue  has  not  been  resolved  after  several  years. 

Answer:   Camp  Shelby  is  the  largest  National  Guard  training  installation 
in  the  United  States.   The  camp  occupies  approximately  134,000  acres  of 
land  in  south  central  Mississippi,  of  which  116,639  acres  are  part  of  the 
De  Soto  National  Forest.   The  Forest  Service  allows  the  military  to  use 
this  land  under  the  terms  of  a  Special  Use  Authorization.    The 
Mississippi  National  Guard  currently  uses  32,000  acres  of  national  forest 
lands  for  low- impact  infantry  training  and  84,000  acres  for  maneuvers, 
which  include  16,000  acres  designated  for  intensive  tank  training.   The 
current  Special  Use  Authorization  is  now  up  for.  renewal,  and  the  Army 
wishes  to  increase  the  level  of  their  operations  under  a  new  permit. 

The  Department  of  the  Army  and  the  Forest  Service  jointly  agreed  to 
prepare  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  the  entire  Camp 
Shelby  operation  including  a  proposed  expcinsion  of  the  tank  training 
area.   The  Department  of  the  Army,  as  the  lead  Agency  (with  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  in  charge  of  assembling  the  data  and  preparation  of  the 
document),  euid  the  Forest  Service,  as  a  cooperating  Agency,  are 
proceeding  with  the  EIS  addressing  the  long-term  reissuomce  of  the 
permitted  authorization  for  the  Camp  Shelby  operations.   In  the  interim, 
the  Forest  Service  will  continue  to  extend  the  current  authorization  so 
the  Army's  use  of  Camp  Shelby  will  not  be  interrupted. 

A  draft  EIS  was  released  by  the  Army  in  1991  for  public  review.   The 
analysis  did  consider  national  security  interests;  that  was  the  reason 
the  proposed  expansion  was  initiated.   We  do  not  believe  it  is  necessary 
to  write  consideration  of  national  security  interests  in  a  new  law.   The 
National  Guard's  preferred  alternative  allowed  for  expansion  of  tamk 
maneuvering  in  the  32,000  acre  portion  of  the  special  use  area  that  is 
relatively  undeveloped.   The  Corps  of  Engineers  received  337  responses 
from  Agencies,  interest  groups  and  individuals,  with  over  2,000  issues 
being  raised.   Since  that  time  they  have  been  evaluating  these  comments, 
as  well  as  additional  data,  before  publishing  the  Final  EIS  (FEIS) . 

The  permitted  area  is  home  to  the  gopher  tortoise,  a  threatened  species. 
Since  the  draft  EIS  comment  period  closed,  the  National  Guard  has  decided 
to  reconfigure  their  proposed  expanded  training  areas  to  avoid  gopher 
tortoise  habitat.   These  changes  required  additional  analysis  by  the 
Corps  before  the  FEIS  can  be  released. 
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While  earlier  Army  schedules  had  indicated  a  possible  late  August  1992 
release  date  for  the  FEIS,  their  latest  estimate  is  that  it  will  be  July 
1994,  before  this  document  is  completed  and  released  to  the  public.   The 
FEIS  will  form  the  basis  for  the  decision  on  reissuing  the  Special  Use 
Authorization  for  Ceunp  Shelby's  training  activities  on  national  forest 
land  by  the  Forest  Supervisor,  National  Forests  in  Mississippi,  who  will 
issue  a  Record  of  Decision  30  days  after  the  date  the  FEIS  is  issued.   If 
an  administrative  appeal  of  the  decision  is  received,  implementation  of 
the  Special  Use  Authorization  may  be  delayed. 

STATE  AND  PRIVATE  FORESTRY 

In  FYs  1993  and  1994,  $8.92  million  amd  $9.75  million  respectively  were 
provided  for  Rural  Development  and  Economic  Recovery. 

305.  Question:   How  and  where  were  the  funds  expended  in  FY  94? 

Answer:   Distribution  of  Rural  Development  suid  Economic  Recovery  funds 
(Rural  Community  Assistance  programs)  are  based  on  the  following 
information  aggregated  for  each  region  to  determine  a  relative  share  of 
the  national  total  used  for  distribution. 

Economic  Recovery  -  (Food,  Ag.,  Cons.,  &  Trade  Act,  Rural  Development, 
Title  XXIII).   Program  purpose  --  provide  assisteuice  to  communities 
located  in  or  near  national  forests  and   that  are  economically  dependent 
upon  forest  resources  or  are  lilcely  to  be  economically  disadveuitaged  by 
federal  or  private  sector  land  mamagement  practices.   National 
distribution  of  funds  is  based  on  the  universe  of  potentially  eligible 
counties  as  defined  within  100  miles  of  a  National  Forest  Systems  land, 
15%  dependency  on  natural  resource -based  industries,  timber  dependency, 
and  high  need  as  measured  by  unemployment. 

Rural  Development  -  (P.L.  95-313,  Cooperative  Forestry  Assist.  Act  of 
1978).   Program  purpose  --  help  strengthen  rural  communities  and 
diversify  and  expand  local  economies,  especially  in  communities  where  the 
economy  is  tied  directly  to  natural  resources  and  the  community  has  more 
persistent  or  long-term  problems.   The  community  need  not  be  dependent  on 
federal  lands  to  be  eligible.   National  distribution  of  funds  is  based  on 
forest  cover,  persistent  problems  as  reflected  in  unemployment  and  per 
capita  income. 

The  net  available  funds  for  FY  1994  were  distributed  to  the  Regions  and 
Northeastern  Area  as  follows; 

Rural 

Development 
$   203,000 

228,000 

343,000 

289,000 

157,000 

248,000 

805,000 
-0- 

331,000 
2,100,000 

131.000 
$4,835,000 

306.  Question:   Given  the  apparent  impact  of  the  red-coclcaded  woodpec)cer  on 
the  ability  to  harvest  timber  in  the  South,  should  not  a  more  significsmt 
amount  of  this  money  be  spent  in  the  South? 

Answer :   The  prograuns  are  mauiaged  as  a  national  effort,  based  on  defined 
criteria.   To  redirect  current  levels  of  funding  would  affect  the  Forest 
Service  national  response  to  other  communities  dependent  on  the  nations 
forest  and  grasslands.   The  Forest  Service  strategy  in  the  Rural 
Development  and  Economic  Recovery  programs  (Rural  Community  Assistance) 
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Rl 

$ 
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R2 
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R4 

359,000 

R5 

639,000 

R6 

1 

,007,000 

R8 

388,000 

R9 

-0- 

RIO 

367,000 

NA 

358,000 

IITF 

58.000 

Total 

S4 

,294,000 

Questior 

.: 
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is  to  provide  technical  assistance  emd  "seed"  money  for  community  led 
projects  that  help  to  diversify  amd  add  value  to  the  local  economic 
base.   In  many  instances,  funds  to  complete  major  projects  are  available 
from  other  agencies. 

307.  Question:   How  much  of  the  funds  allocated  in  FY  95  will  be  available  to 
the  South? 

Answer:   In  FY  1995  the  programs  under  the  Forest  Service  Rural  Community 
Assistance  efforts,  which  include  the  Rural  Development,  Economic 
Recovery  eind  Economic  Diversification  Studies  budget  line  items,  are 
recommended  to  be  distributed  as  follows; 

Economic  Recovery  -  $396,000 

Rural  Development  -  $1,078,000 

Economic  Diversification  Studies  -  $124,000 

Total  -  $1,59  8,000  in  program  support  to  help  the  region  to  implement  a 
Forest  Service  wide  Rural  Community  Assistance  strategy  in  the  South. 

308.  Question :   Do  you  support  increased  funding  for  the  Forest  Service  to 
assist  communities  and  counties  affected  by  reduced  timber  harvest 
because  of  the  red-cockaded  woodpecker? 

Answer:   We  support  assistance  for  this  purpose  as  proposed.   At  current 
funding  levels  this  assistance  will  need  to  be  balauiced  with  present 
Agency  resources  and  the  current  planning  efforts  underway  with 
communities  so  as  not  to  violate  the  working  relationship  we  have 
established  with  these  communities  and  still  honor  and  meet  the  request 
of  many  communities  who  have  requested  a  stronger  partnership  with  the 
Forest  Service. 

RESEARCH 

Forest  Inventory  and  Analysis  research  provides  the  basic  information  for  the 
public  and  private  sector  to  make  informed  forest  policy  eind  management 
decisions.   In  the  South,  where  tree  growth  rates  are  rapid,  inventory 
information  must  be  kept  up  to  date  to  provide  for  a  sustainable  resource  base. 

309.  Question:   Is  not  this  type  of  basic  data  you  need  to  implement  and 
assess  ecosystem  memagement,  monitor  forest  health  and  global  change, 
evaluate  endangered  species  habitat,  and  forecast  future  timber  supply? 

Answer :   Forest  Inventory  amd  Analysis  (FIA)  data  will  be  an  important 
source  of  information  for  answering  questions  related  to  ecosystem 
management,  forest  health  monitoring  and  global  change.   FIA  is  currently 
pursuing  cui  initiative  to  see  just  how  its  data  can  be  more  supportive 
amd  useful  to  ecosystem  management  and  ecological  ainalyses.   The  emphasis 
will  be  on  the  vegetation  component  of  ecosystems;  as  such,  it  will 
provide  wildlife  habitat  information.   It  has  long  been  the  primary 
source  of  information  for  projecting  future  timber  supply. 

310.  Question:   What  inventory  level  does  the  budget  allow  for  in  1995,  and 
will  this  level  be  sufficient  to  deal  with  inventory  questions  regarding 
the  habitat  of  endangered  species  in  the  South,  such  as  the  red-cockaded 
woodpecker? 

Answer :  The  FY  1995  budget  will  allow  the  inventory  cycle  in  the  South  to 
remain  shorter  than  10  years,  although  continuing  erosion  of  buying  power 
due  to  inflation  and  the  higher  costs  for  new  field  employees,  as  well  as 
the  higher  cost  of  new  technology  to  conduct  forest  surveys  will  lengthen 
the  cycle  to  9+  years  before  the  end  of  FY95.  Habitat  assessments  for 
forest-dwelling  species  will  continue  to  be  a  part  of  FIA  cinalysis. 

The  Administration  has  proposed  a  continuation  of  the  FY  1994  level  for  the  FIA 
prograun. 

311.  Question:   What  kind  of  reductions  or  impacts  do  you  anticipate  from  this 
proposal? 
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Answer:   The  cycle  will  be  lengthened  to  between  9  and  10  years  because 
of  the  increased  costs  of  conducting  the  forest  purveys.   These  higher 
costs  are  due  to  inflation  and  higher  costs  of  personnel  and  new 
technology. 

312.  Question:   How  do  you  expect  to  develop  the  basic  inventory  data  you  need 
to  implement  a  massive  new  prograun  such  as  ecosystem  management  suid  how 
can  you  say  that  private  Icuids  can  compensate  for  reductions  in  federal 
lands  harvests  when  there  are  no  real  increases  for  the  Forest  Inventory 
and  Analysis  program? 

Answer :   Much  of  the  data  currently  collected  by  FIA  can  be  used  for 
ecosystem  mauiagement  purposes  with  some  different  compilation  and 
analyses.   More  data  will  come  from  detailed  studies  of  ecosystem 
processes  such  as  the  Ouachita  NF  Research  and  Management  Prograun  and   the 
Wetland/bottomlcind  hardwood  research  being  initiated  in  cooperation  with 
the  National  Biological  Survey,  Corps  of  Engineers,  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  amd  universities.   Use  of  remote  sensing  technology 
and  Global  Positioning  Systems,  along  with  new  partnerships  that  include 
those  mentioned  eibove,  as  well  as  forest  industry  will  also  be  developed. 

The  FY  1995  research  budget  for  the  units  in  Mississippi  reflects  the 
elimination  of  the  Growth  and  Yield  of  Loblolly  and  Longleaf  Pine  (S0--.i09) 
project  at  Starkville. 

313.  Question :   Why  was  this  project  eliminated? 

Answer:   The  administrative  functions  of  the  Research  Work  Unit  (RWU)  in 
Starkville  are  being  eliminated;  however,  the  research  is  not  being 
terminated.    For  the  past  two  years  we  have  been  under  Departmental 
constraints  directed  to  achieve  administrative  reductions  and  a  hiring 
freeze  that  has  precluded  the  selection  of  a  project  leader  for  this 
unit.   In  order  to  continue  this  important  research  on  growth  and  yield 
of  loblolly  and  longleaf  pine  the  administrative  functions  are  being 
reassigned  auid  integrated  into  existing  and  complementary  research  at 
other  RWUs .   This  will  allow  the  same  research  to  be  accomplished  with 
greater  efficiency  and  reduced  management  costs . 

314.  Question:   Does  the  elimination  of  this  project  violate  auiy  contracts  or 
understandings  that  the  Service  has  with  Mississippi  State  University? 

Answer:   No.   Existing  cooperative  research  amd  partnerships  are 
excellent  amd  will  continue  with  Mississippi  State  University.   The  tree 
seed  research  unit  located  in  the  Mississippi  State  University  facilities 
will  continue.   Current  plams  indicate  that  only  one  employee  will 
relocate  due  to  the  integration  of  this  research  into  other  RWUs. 

315.  Question:   This  research  is  vital  to  the  forest  industry  in  Mississippi. 
Where  will  this  research  now  be  conducted? 

Answer:   The  natural  even  aged  loblolly  pine  growth  amd  yield  research 
will  be  carried  out  through  the  Southern  Pine  Silviculture  unit  SO-4101 
located  in  Pineville,  LA  and  the  longleaf  pine  growth  and  yield  research 
will  be  conducted  through  the  Vegetation  Management  unit  SO-4105  located 
in  Auburn,  AL.   Research  amd  studies  now  being  conducted  in  Mississippi 
will  continue.   Cooperative  relationships  will  continue  and  research 
findings  will  be  published  and  made  availaible  through  workshops,  training 
sessions  and  other  technology  trauisfer  partnerships  in  Mississippi. 

316.  Question :   Has  not  the  research  being  conducted  by  Mississippi  State 
University  complemented  the  Forest  Service  research? 

Answer :   The  research  conducted  by  the  University  has  complemented  the 
Forest  Service  research,  especially  in  the  area  of  loblolly  pine  growth 
and  yield  research.  We  expect  to  continue  these  cooperative. 
There  has  been  significant  interest  from  forest  industry  groups  and 
lamdowners  for  several  years  to  increase  funding  for  the  Stoneville 
research  lab  to  strengthen  the  hardwoods  amd  wetlamds  research  program. 
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The  national  forests  of  Mississippi  have  been  working  on  a  project  with  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service  and  Mississippi  Department  of  Wildlife,  Fisheries, 
and  Parks  to  determine  the  best  location  for  a  lake  development  project  in 
Franklin  County.   There  have  been  commitments  from  the  State  smd  local 
governments  for  cost  sharing  for  the  construction  of  this  project. 

317.  Question:   Are  there  any  funds  available  in  this  year's  recreation 
construction  budget  to  begin  construction  of  this  project? 

Answer :   There  are  no  funds  in  this  year's  budget  for  this  project. 

318.  Question:   Where  does  this  project  rank  on  the  Service's  recreation 
construction  priority  list? 

Answer:   The  Forest  Service's  priority  is  to  focus  on  rehabilitation 
projects  that  maintain  existing  facilities  that  reduce  the  maintenance 
and  repair  backlog,  preserve  past  capital  investments,  eliminate  health 
and  safety  problems,  maintain  soil  and  water  quality,  auid  those  that  will 
be  used  to  retrofit  facilities  so  they  are  accessible  to  persons  with 
disabilities.   The  Franklin  County  project  would  rank  below  these 
rehabilitation  projects. 

319.  Question:   How  much  has  been  spent  on  this  project  to  date? 

Answer :   $188,000  to  complete  a  feasibility  study  of  the  area  for  future 
campgrounds  and  other  recreation  facilities. 

There  has  been  significant  interest  from  forest  industry  groups  and  landowners 
for  several  years  to  increase  funding  for  the  Stoneville  research  lab   to 
strengthen  the  hardwoods  and  wetlands  research  program. 

320.  Question:   What  is  your  capability  to  do  this  given  the  1995  funding 
level  proposed  in  the  Administration's  budget? 

Answer:   The  President's  FY  1995  budget  reflects  a  $23,000  increase  over 
the  FY  1994  budget  for  wildlife  work  at  the  Stoneville  La^ioratory. 
However,  this  aunount  will  just  cover  inflation  and  there  will  be  no  real 
increase  in  research.   The  Bottomlamd  hardwood/wetlands  research  program 
was  expanded  at  the  Southern  Hardwoods  Laboratory  by  successfully 
competing  in  FY  1994  for  $200,000  of  ecosystem  management  research 
funding.   The  research  is  a  partnership  designed  to  study  the  structure 
and  function  of  forested  wetland  ecosystems.   This  research  is  proposed 
to  continue  for  FY  1995. 

321.  Question:   What  increases  would  be  necessary  to  expand  this  research? 

Answer :   Current  research  on  the  structure  cuid  functions  of  bottomland 
hardwood  forested  wetlands  could  be  expetnded  to  include  more  sites  and 
more  intensive  work  at  each  site.   Each  study  site  will  contain  at  least 
1,000  acres  and  may  cover  up  to  15,000  acres.   Common  field  data 
collection  will  include:  physical  functions  related  to  hydrologic 
characteristics;  chemical  functions  related  to  nutrient  retention  and 
transformation;  water  quality;  biological  functions;  plant  and  animal 
diversity  and  population  dynamics;  and  wildlife  and  fisheries  hcUDitat. 

This  research,  in  partnership  with  the  Southeastern  Station's  wetland 
research  unit  at  Charleston,  SC,  several  federal  agencies  (National 
Biological  Survey,  Soil  Conservation  Service,  Corps  of  Engineers, 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  U.S.  Geological  Survey,  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service)  and  Mississippi  State  University,  and  other 
universities,  was  proposed  for  up  to  ten  sites,  but  availaible  funding  has 
limited  it  to  two  sites  in  the  Station.   Each  additional  site  implemented 
would  cost  about  an  additional  $100,000  per  year.   It  was  recommended 
that  a  minimum  of  five  sites  are  necessary  to  insure  sound  research 
results . 

If  additional  funds  were  available,  the  Stoneville  LsJaoratory  could 
expand  participation  in  a  partnership  with  several  federal  agencies  and 
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Mississippi  State  University  on  studies  of  how  to  restore  bottomland 
hardwood  forests  to  full  functioning  wetlands  on  former  agricultural 
land.   Additional  funding  of  $500,000  per  year  would  be  needed  to  expeuid 
research  to  develop  a  wetland  ecosystem  management  approach  for  mixed 
ownerships. 

322.   Question:   What  benefits  could  be  derived  from  an  esqiansion  of  this 
research? 

Answer:   In  order  to  meet  national  goals  of  no  net -loss  of  wetlemds  and 
restoration  of  ten  million  wetland  acres  by  the  year  2010,  we  need  better 
guidelines  for  management  of  natural  forested  wetlands  and  proven 
technic[ues  for  restoring  degraded  wetltmds.   Widespread  confusion  over 
the  effects  of  forest  management,  including  logging,  on  forested  wetlands 
is  threatening  managers  with  more  restrictive  regulations.   Little  is 
known,  however,  about  the  long-term  effects  on  wetlemd  functions.   This 
research  will  provide  the  quantitative  understanding  of  what  constitutes 
"normal"  levels  of  functions  in  these  dynamic  systems  so  that 
ecologically  sensitive  mamagement  can  be  prescribed.   In  addition, 
specific  restoration  practices  will  be  developed  that  will  restore 
degraded  areas  to  fully  functioning  wetlauids  in  the  shortest  time. 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  PETE  DOMENICI 

COMMUNICATION  SITE  FEES 

The  Forest  Service  has  published  a  proposed  communications  site  fee  schedule  in 
the  Federal  Register,  the  proposed  fees  are  considerably  higher  than  Radio  and 
Television  Broadcast  Use  Fee  Advisory  Committee  recommendations. 

323.   Question:   What  are  the  major  reasons  for  discrepaincies  between  the 
proposed  Forest  Service  fees  amd  the  Advisory  Committee's 
recommendations? 

Answer :   The  Advisory  Committee,  after  considering  Forest  Service 
information  on  current  market  for  leases  for  communications  sites  on 
private  lands,  decided  to  adopt  a  fee  based  on  its  own  evaluations.   For 
television  broadcast,  it  established  fee  schedule  strata  based  on  the 
industry -accepted  market  rauiking  system- -Area  of  Dominant  Influence,  or 
ADI ,  which  is  an  estimate  of  the  number  of  television  households  in  a 
given  geographical  market.   It  then  adopted  an  "estimated  market  value" 
for  the  highest  strata,  containing  ADI  markets  1  through  10,  and  set  eui 
annual  fee  of  $60,000  for  that  strata.   This  value  was  based  on  Forest 
Service  information  regarding  private  market  leares .   It  then  used  an 
arithmetical  process  to  establish  values  for  4  lower  strata,  taking  50 
percent  of  the  $60,000  for  the  next  strata,  serving  ADI  markets  11 
through  30,  and  repeating  the  50  percent  factor  for  the  remaining  4 
strata  in  its  fee  schedule.   Areas  served  by  a  television  broadcast 
facility,  but  not  having  an  ADI  ramking,  were  assigned  a  minimum  value  of 
$25,000.   It  then  reduced  the  estimated  market  value  in  each  strata  by  30 
percent  to  arrive  at  the  annual  rental  fee.   The  30  percent  is  am 
aggregate  reduction,  or  discount,  to  recognize  what  the  Committee 
believed  to  be  differences  between  communications  site  leases  on  private 
and  public  lands  (described  on  page  16  of  the  Committee's  report) .   The 
same  process  was  used  for  radio  broadcast  facilities,  except  that  the  top 
strata  was  assigned  a  value  of  $42,000  and  the  basis  for  the  5  strata 
used  was  the  industry- accepted  Metro  Area  Survey,  or  MSA,  a  measure  of 
the  population  served  in  a  given  metropolitan  area. 

The  Forest  Service  developed  its  fee  schedule  on  information  it  has 
collected  over  several  years  of  comparable  leases  of  communications  sites 
on  private  land.   The  Agency's  market  survey  collected  over  2,000  such 
leases,  of  which  46  were  of  current  television  facilities  and  31  were  for 
current  radio  facilities.   This  comparable  lease  information  was  arranged 
in  a  highest  to  lowest  array.   Specific  factors  for  the  private  leases, 
such  as  the  provisions  of  roads  auid  utilities,  were  considered  in  the 
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euialysis.   Any  effect  on  the  fee  charged  by  the  private  leuidowner  was 
recognized.   The  intent  was  to  arrive  at  a  "raw"  land  rent  so  as  to  make 
a  direct  comparison  with  cin  authorization  on  public  land.   "Grouping"  of 
leases  in  the  array  allowed  strata  to  be  estcdslished,  using  the  ADI  amd 
MSA  industry  ranking  systems.   The  strata  provided  a  range  of  lease 
values  within  the  group.   Generally,  the  Agency  set  an  annual  fee  at  the 
low  end  of  the  strata.   There  was  no  percentage  discount  taken  on  the 
established  rental  fees  in  each  strata.   In  conducting  its  market 
analysis  and  developing  it  fee  schedules,  the  Forest  Service  has  observed 
Federal  land  appraisal  standards  set  forth  in  the  "Uniform  i^praisal 
Standards  for  Federal  Land  Acquisitions,"  a  1992  publication  of  the 
Interagency  Land  Acquisition  Conference. 

In  summary,  the  basic  differences  arise  from  the  fact  the  Forest  Service 
believes  the  fees  must  be  based  on  market  evidence,  not  a  subjective 
formula,  and  there  is  no  basis  for  the  30  percent  downward  adjustment. 
The  Agency's  fee  schedule  proposes  to  authorize  uses  consistent  with 
private  market  practices.   Adjustments  are  not  appropriate  because  the 
fee  issue  generally  involves  existing  uses  where  application  processes 
are  not  an   issue,  and,  public  benefit  considerations  have  been  addressed 
through  the  FCC  licensing  process  and   free  use  of  the  air  waves . 

324.  Question:   How  do  the  (determinations  of  "fair  market  value"  differ 
between  the  Forest  Service  and  the  Advisory  Committee? 

Answer :   A  comparison  of  the  approaches  to  fair  market  value  taken  by  the 
Advisory  Committee  and  the  Forest  Service  fee  schedules  cannot  be  made. 
The  Advisory  Committee,  on  page  15  of  its  report  to  the  Secretaries, 
states  that  its  television  amd  radio  broadcast  fee  schedules  do  not 
represent  fair  market  value.   As  explained  to  the  Senator's  first 
question,  after  the  Advisory  Committee  adopted  a  fee  for  the  top  strata 
in  its  schedules  generally  based  on  market  value,  it  used  an 
arithmetical,  but  subjective,  process  to  derive  the  fees  for  the 
remaining  strata  in  the  schedules.   Applying  the  30  percent  reduction,  or 
discount,  to  the  fees  in  each  strata,  further  removed  the  schedules  from 
any  relationship  to  fair  market  value. 

DISTRIBUTION  OF  FUNDS  • 

Historically  the  regional  distribution  of  funds  has  been  far  from  equitcible,  by 
almost  any  measurement  of  funding  to  activity  ratio  availsUsle.   I  am 
increasingly  concerned  about  this  situation  as  the  development  of  a  solution  to 
the  problems  in  the  Northwest  drags  on,  and  the  Forest  Service  continues  to 
concentrate  its  resources  on  this  one  region,  while  the  other  regions  are 
subjected  to  declining  fiscal  resources. 

325.  Question:   What  are  the  current  Forest  Service  statistics  regarding  the 
ratios  of  funding  to  the  various  activities  (e.g.  visitor  days, 

non  timber  acreage,  miles  of  road  maintained,  euiimal  unit  months)  for  the 
9  regions  of  the  Forest  Service? 

Answer :   Funding  to  the  regions  is  allocated  based  on  regional  requests. 
It  is  not  based  on  a  volume  measure  as  a  mile  of  road  in  one  region  is 
not  the  same  as  in  another. 

A  visitor  day  could  be  to  a  ski  area,  a  concessionaire  operated  facility 
or  a  swimming  area.   All  of  those  visitor  days  have  different  costs 
associated  and  receive  different  levels  of  emphasis  in  forest  amd 
regional  plans.   We  rely  on  regional  data  to  allocate  funds  and  continue 
to  address  the  question  of  equity  among  regions.   We  welcome  the  current 
OIG  audit  on  that  very  question. 

We  have  spent  considercible  time  and  effort  on  addressing  the  question  of 
equity  in  allocations.   Recommendations  of  numerous  regional  forester 
meetings,  the  Jordan  report  and   studies  of  consist  cost  criteria  have 
been  implemented  to  address  this  issue,  we  believe  we  are  fair  as  we  can 
be. 


642 

326.  Question:   With  the  current  focus  on  the  Northwest,  how  has  the  Forest 
Service  considered  the  risk  of  creating  similar  situations  through 
habitat  degradation  in  the  other  eight  regions,  requiring  the  listing  of 
additional  species  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act? 

Answer:   Along  with  our  continuing  efforts  with  the  northern  spotted  owl 
in  Regions  5  euid  6,  we  are  implementing  pro-active  conservation  efforts 
on  priority  species  and  species  groups  around  the  country.   We  are 
developing  Habitat  Conservation  Assessments  on  the  bull  trout,  cutthroat 
trout,  marbled  murrelet,  forest  carnivores  (furbearers) ,  forest  owls,  cind 
northern  goshawk.   We  have  recently  signed  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding 
with  the  USDI,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Bureau  of  Lsmd  Management, 
National  Park  Service,  and   DOC  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  to 
assist  in  cooperative  conservation  efforts.   We  are  estadDlishing  a  center 
of  excellence  for  eastern  aquatic  species,  including  freshwater  mussels, 
in  our  Southeastern  Region.   The  objective  is  to  implement  conservation 
agreements  negating  the  need  for  federal  listing. 

TIMBER  SALVAGE  SALES 

The  health  of  the  National  Forests  has  been  increasingly  questioned.   The 
Timber  Salvage  Sale  Trust  Fund,  established  under  the  National  Forest 
Management  Act  of  1976,  provides  for  the  recovery  of  dead  and  dying  timber.   FY 
1994  spending  from  this  fund  is  estimated  to  be  $161  million  and  may  reach  as 
high  as  $212  million,  but  the  FY  1995  request  is  only  for  $130  million. 

327.  Question:   Are  these  salvage  funds  currently  available  and  used  for 
preventive  thinning  programs  near  diseased  stands? 

Answer:   As  provided  by  NFMA,  "...salvage  sales  include  those  situations 
involving  the  salvage  of  insect-infested,  dead,  damaged,  or  down  timber 
and  to  remove  associated  trees...".   Salvage  sale  funds  may  be  used  for 
removal  of  trees  adjacent  to  those  being  removed  in  a  particular  area  of 
salvage.   NFMA  does  not  authorize,  unless  associated  with  the  eibove 
definition,  the  use  of  salvage  sale  funds  for  thinning  for  the  purposes 
of  forest  health.   For  FY  1995  a  broader  interpretation  of  NFMA  (compared 
to  the  past)  is  planned  consistent  with  evolving  resource  management 
strategies  to  improve  forest  health.   Without  this  interpretation,  it 
would  not  be  possible  to  accomplish  the  total  euiticipated  sale  level 
nationwide.   This  interpretation  will  permit  use  of  the  salvage  sale  fund 
to  fund  sales  where  salvage  of  dead,  dying,  juid  insect-infested  timber  is 
an  important  reason  to  make  a  sale  for  overall  management  of  an  area,  but 
where  a  substantial  volume  of  associated  trees  may  be  removed  in  a  sale. 

328.  Question:  Does  the  Forest  Service  maintain  a  current  listing  of  priority 
areas  in  need  of  treatment  and  preventive  thinning  that  would  help  in  the 
long  term  management  of  these  problem  areas? 

Answer:   As  part  of  their  regular  inventory  and  stand  examination 
process,  each  national  forest  recognizes  the  areas  needing  near-term 
treatment  in  the  interest  of  forest  health.   Treatment  of  these  areas 
occurs  as  budgets  permit  and  as  consistent  with  the  forest  plan. 

329.  Question:   Considering  the  recent  trends  in  spending  from  this  fund  is 
there  a  need  for  additional  funding  to  comprehensively  assess  and  address 
the  forest  health  problems? 

Answer:   while  the  activities  using  the  salvage  sale  fund  address 
unexpected  forest  health  events,  the  fund  was  not  intended  for 
comprehensive  assessments  of  forest  health.   The  salvage  fund  is 
basically  a  revolving  fund.   Bach  national  forest  is  expected  to  sustain 
its  own  salvage  sale  program  through  collections  from  salvage  sales  and 
expenditures  on  future  salvage  sales.   Conprehensive  assessments  do  not 
result  in  any  collections  to  the  fund  and  could  compromise  the  long  term 
Bustainability  of  the  salvage  sale  program. 

Each  winter  the  regions  update  their  salvage  sale  projects.   The  volume 
estimate  of  1.3  BBF  reflects  the  most  recent  update  and  is  the  maximum 
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level  of  salvage  at  this  time.   An  additional  .7  BBF  would  be  partly 
funded  from  the  salvage  sale  fund  under  the  broadened  interpretation. 
Unforeseen  events  this  summer,  such  as  more  wildfires  than  normal,  could 
result  in  additional  salvage  in  FY  1995. 

PROJECTED  TIMBER  SALES 

In  FY  1995,  the  administration  is  projecting  approximately  4.4  billion  board 
feet  in  timber  sales,  down  from  4.6  bbf  in  FY  1994.   Of  the  4.4  bbf  in 
projected  sales,  approximately  1.2  bbf  are  to  be  from  the  Northwest  Region. 

330.  Question:   What  are  the  current  estimates  for  actual  timber  sales  for  FY 
1994,  as  compared  to  the  projected  level  of  4 . 6  bbf? 

Answer:   The  FY  1994  budget  was  distributed  to  each  region  last  fall 
without  assigned  timber  targets.   Each  Region  was  asked  to  estimate  what 
timber  sale  volume  they  expected  to  offer  given  their  budget  allocation. 
This  information  was  received  by  February  1,  1994  2md  the  Regional 
Foresters  indicated  they  could  offer  4.675  BBF  in  FY  1994. 

331.  Question:   Considering  the  delays  in  the  finalization  of  the 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  President's  initiative  in  the 
Pacific  Northwest,  Option  9,  will  this  total  of  4.4  bbf  be  attainable? 

Answer:   No,  the  new  figure  would  be  4.256  BBF.   The  Record  of  Decision 
(ROD)  for  the  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  was  signed  on 
i^ril  13,  1994.   The  ROD  for  all  federal  lands,  BLM  and  Forest  Service 
Regions  5  and  6,  in  the  Northern  Spotted  Owl  habitat  was  reduced  from  1.2 
BBF  to  1 . 1  BBF.   The  new  figure  of  4.256  BBF  was  determined  by  reducing 
the  volume  estimate  for  Region  6  to  1.0  BBF  euid  increasing  the  estimate 
for  Region  5  from  .5  BBF  to  .575  BBF.   Thus  the  net  volume  change  for  the 
Forest  Service  was  a  reduction  of  .125  BBF.   The  cheinges  in  Regions  5  and 
6  reflect  the  Record  of  Decision. 

332.  Question:   Has  the  rate  of  decline  in  timber  sales  from  National  Forest 
System  since  the  late  1980s  leveled  off  at  a  sustainable  level,  or  can  we 
expect  that  higher  levels  of  production  are  actually  sustainsible  once  the 
situation  in  the  Northwest  Region  has  stabilized? 

Answer :   We  believe  the  recent  decline  in  timber  offered  for  sale  has 
stabilized.   It  will  take  until  1997  for  the  Pacific  Northwest  to  restore 
the  timber  sale  pipeline  and  reach  full  implementation  of  the  Record  of 
Decision  on  Management  of  Habitat  for  Late-Successional  and  Old-Growth 
Forest  Related  Species  Within  the  Range  of  the  Northern  Spotted  Owl . 
Other  regions  have  indicated  that  they  may  have  the  capaJDility  to  offer 
more  timber  for  sale.   At  best  we  estimate  there  could  be  an  increase  of 
10%  nationally  over  the  next  several  years,  including  full  implementation 
in  the  Pacific  Northwest. 

ECOSYSTEM  MANAGEMENT 

Ecosystem  management  has  been  identified  as  one  of  the  Administration's  top 
priorities  among  all  of  the  land  management  agencies.   This  priority  is 
reflected  in  the  President's  budget  request.   Under  the  proposed  new  budget 
framework,  the  line  for  Ecosystem  Management  inventory,  planning  and  monitoring 
would  total  $181.4  million. 

333.  Question:   Please  define  Ecosystem  Management  from  the  Forest  Service 
perspective . 

Answer :   Ecosystem  management  means  using  an  ecological  approach  to 
achieve  the  management  of  national  forests  and  grasslands  by  blending  the 
needs  of  people  and  environmental  values  in  such  a  way  that  national 
forests  and  grasslands  represent  diverse,  healthy,  productive,  and 
sustainable  ecosystems.   The  agency's  budget  reform  proposal  includes  a 
budget  line  item  (BLI)  for  Ecosystem  Planning,  Inventory  and  Monitoring. 
This  BLI  would  fund  all  planning,  inventory,  monitoring  and  assessment 
activity  above  the  project  level  (i.e.,  landscape -level  activity).   This 
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would  result  in  a  cocnmon  source  of  funding  for  the  integrated, 
interdisciplinary  up- front  work  needed  to  guide  the  agency's  project 
level  ecosystem  management  activities. 

334.  Question:   As  the  Budget  constraints  get  tighter,  how  does  the  Forest 
Service  justify  moving  to  a  more  costly  system  of  management,  when  the 
President  has  committed  to  more  efficient  government? 

Answer  The  costs  associated  with  ecosystem  management  will  be  greater 
for  some  specific  activities,  at  least  in  the  short  run,  but  produce  the 
overall  m2magement  needed  at  what  we  believe  to  be  the  least  cost.   The 
process  incorporates  more  information,  at  several  scales  over  larger 
areas  and  requires  additional  complex  analytics.   Also,  there  are  new 
components  in  the  ecosystem  management  process  that  the  Forest  Service 
must  learn  about  and  incorporate  in  our  normal  Agency  processes .   These 
chiuiges  are  going  to  add  costs  relative  to  past  procedures.   However, 
after  several  years  of  dealing  with  ecosystem  management,  a  "library"  of 
information,  particularly  at  larger  gegraphic  scales  will  exist.   This 
information  can  be  used  by  many  orgjmizations  and  agencies  and  will  not 
have  to  be  re-created  for  each  new  project  or  issue.   Once  this 
information  is  in  place  i\nd  widely  available,  additional  costs  associated 
with  ecosystem  management  processes  should  decrease. 

335.  Question:   How  will  Ecosystem  Management  affect  the  costs  associated  with 
timber  sales  in  the  shore  and  long  term? 

Answer :   Generally,  we  anticipate  that  ecosystem  memagement  activities 
will  have  the  effect  of  increasing  overall  costs.   The  cost  increases  fit 
into  two  categories  including  (1)  direct  costs  associated  with  additional 
planning  and  analysis  and  (2)  indirect  costs  associated  with  the  move 
away  from  clearcutting  to  more  complex  silvicultural  treatments. 
However,  the  timber  program  will  not  bear  the  entire  cost  of  ecosystem 
management.   To  the  extent  practical,  joint  costs  will  be  allocated 
between  programs- -as  an  example,  where  multi -resource  inventories  are 
used,  only  a  portion  of  the  cost  will  be  allocated  to  the  timber 
program.   Along  with  the  additional  costs,  we  also  anticipate  additional 
benefits  from  timber  sales  designed  under  ecosystem  management 
principles.   By  using  timber  harvest  as  a  management  tool  to  help  us 
sustain  healthy  ecosystems,  we  can  improve  benefits  to  other  resources, 
such  as  wildlife,  in  a  cost  efficient  manner.   While  these  benefits  do 
not  show  up  on  the  profit  and  loss  scale,  they  are  designed  results  of 
management  included  in  forest  pleuis .   We  are  currently  eaqjloring 
alternatives  to  the  Timber  Sale  Program  Information  Reporting  System 
(TSPIRS)  that  will  help  to  e^lain  the  full  range  of  costs  and  benefits 
associated  with  timber  sales. 

336.  Question:   Will  Ecosystem  Management  increase  the  number  of  "below-cost" 
timber  sales? 

Answer :   While  the  increased  costs  of  ecosystem  management  will  be 
somewhat  offset  by  increased  timber  prices,  we  expect  a  slight  increase 
in  the  number  of  below-cost  timber  sale  programs.   In  monitoring  the 
below-cost  timber  sale  situation,  we  also  need  to  recognize  the 
non-monetary  benefits  provided  by  sales.   The  Forest  Service  strives  to 
conduct  its  operations  in  a  manner  that  maximizes  net  public  benefits. 
Not  all  costs  and   benefits  have  a  monetary  value  associated  with  them. 
As  an  example,  some  timber  sales  are  specifically  designed  to  improve 
habitat  for  endangered  wildlife  species  or  to  restore  ecosystems  to 
healthy  and  productive  conditions.   These  are  benefits  thae-aaiSftot  be 
assigned  monetary  values.   In  addition,  some  sales  will  produce 
environmental  costs,  such  as  stream  siltation,  that  are  not  measured  in 
monetary  terms.   When  we  make  decisions  about  timber  sales  and  timber 
sale  programs,  we  must  weigh  all  of  the  costs  and  benefits,  both  monetary 
and  non-monetary,  to  arrive  at  strategies  that  maximize  net  benefits  to 
the  public,   we  believe  that  addressing  the  below-cost  timber  sale  issue 
by  using  only  profitability  criteria  is  too  simplistic.   All  of  the  costs 
and  benefits,  monetary  and  nonmonetary,  should  be  considered.   In  FY  1993 
we  implemented  new  procedures  to  help  us  track  sales  that  are  designed 
"primarily"  to  benefit  non- timber  resources.  •> 
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RAMGELAND  REFORM 

The  Administration  is  about  to  promulgate  proposed  new  rangeland  reform 
regulations,  including  an  increase  in  the  grazing  fees  on  federal  lands.   The 
FY  1995  budget  assumed  implementation  of  the  regulations  proposed  last  August. 
These  regulations  are  currently  being  revised  before  publication  later  this 
week . 

337.  Question:   How  much  has  the  Forest  Service  set  aside  for  implementation 
of  "Rangeland  Reform  94"?   Is  this  similar  to  BUI' s  proposal? 

Answer:   The  Forest  Service  has  planned  $500,000  for  range  reform  in  FY 
1995  which  covers  development  of  final  regulations  and  directives.   We  do 
not  have  knowledge  of  BLMs  funding  proposal  for  FY  1995  relative  to  range 
reform. 

338.  Question:   ELM  is  hiring  139  FTEs  to  implement  "Rangeland  Reform  94." 
How  will  "Rangeland  Reform  94"  affect  the  Forest  Service's  full-time 
equivalent  level?   How  will  this  affect  the  goals  of  Vice  President  Gore 
and  Secretary  Espy  to  reorganize  USDA? 

Answer:   The  Forest  Service  will  remain  within  it's  FTE  ceiling 
regardless  of  rangeland  reform.   Beginning  in  FY  1996,  implementation  of 
rangeland  reform  may  require  a  shift  of  FTEs  between  program  areas. 
Rangeland  reform  will  not  affect  USDA  reorganization. 

339.  Question:   For  the  record,  will  you  please  provide  the  Subcommittee  with 
the  details  on  how  the  revised  regulations  that  are  about  to  be  published 
differ  with  the  assumptions  in  the  1995  budget  submission  for  the  Forest 
Service? 

Answer :   The  Forest  Service  does  not  anticipate  any  conflicts  with 
assumptions  made  in  the  1995  budget  submission.   Development  of 
additional  regulations,  such  as  to  incorporate  fee  incentives,  could 
result  in  relatively  minor  funding  shifts  within  NFS. 

PACIFIC  NORTHWEST  FOREST  PLAN/SPOTTED  OWL 

The  President's  FY  1995  budget  includes  S97.0  million  in  the  Forest  Service  to 
continue  implementation  of  the  Pacific  Northwest  Forest  Plan,  which  was 
announced  just  about  a  year  ago. 

340.  Question:   How  much  will  the  Forest  Service  spend  to  Implement  the 
Pacific  Northwest  Forest  Plan  in  FY  1994?   Will  these  funds  be  fully 
expended  by  the  end  of  the  Fiscal  year?   If  not,  how  much  is  estimated  to 
remain  available  for  obligation  in  FY  1995? 

Answer:   we  are  anticipating  expending  S95.8  million  in  FY  1994  to 
implement  the  President's  Forest  Plan.   At  this  time,  we  are  planning  on 
expending  all  these  funds  by  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year. 

341    Question:   The  S97  million  requested  for  the  Forest  Service  is  a 

significant  commitment  of  resources  to  this  initiative.   An  additional 
S71  4  million  is  requested  for  the  plan  through  Department  of  Interior 
Agencies.   How  much  is  in  the  President's  overall  FY  1995  budget  for  the 
Pacific  Northwest  Forest  Plan?   Please  provide  this  information  by 
department,  agency,  and  program. 

Answer:   Based  on  information  contained  in  the  Budget  of  the  United 
States  Government  for  Fiscal  Year  1995,  Table  3B-12  "Priority  Investments 
and  Other  Major  Environment  and  Natural  Resource  Programs",  S372.4 
million  has  been  requested  for  FY  1995  for  the  President's  Pacific 
Northwest  Forest  Plan.   With  the  signing  of  the  Record  of  Decision  on 
April  13,  1994  the  Forest  Service  is  proposing  within  their  FY  1995 
budget  to  increase  funding  of  the  PNW  plan  by  S5.9  million.   The 
following  is  a  breakdown  of  the  revised  amount,  S378.3  million: 

Economic  Assistance  5  12.0  million 

Rural  Development  S184.0  million 

Forest  Service  S102.9  million 

Department  of  Interior  $  71.4  million 

Department  of  Cotmnerce  $   3.0  million 

Environmental  Protection  Agency  S   5.0  million 
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342.  Question:   What  are  the  outyear  estimates  for  this  initiative  for 
purposes  of  the  Forest  Service  budget?  What  are  the  outyear  estimates 
for  this  initiative  for  purposes  of  the  overall  Federal  budget? 

Answer:   At  this  time,  we  have  not  developed  an  estimate  for  the 
President's  Draft  Plan  for  the  Pacific  Northwest  for  FY  199G  and  beyond. 

While  the  Administration  has  requested  a  signific2mt  cunount  for  the  Pacific 
Northwest  Forest  Plan,  I  am   dismayed  to  see  that  under  the  research  program, 
only  $8.3  million  is  requested  for  threatened,  endangered,  and  sensitive 
species  research.   This  is  slightly  below  the  1994  funding  level. 

The  Forest  Service  has  developed  a  five-year,  $15  million  proposal  to  develop 
and  implement  a  recovery  plcui  for  the  Mexiccin  Spotted  Owl,  which  has  been 
listed  as  an   endangered  species.   Another  threatened  species  is  the  northern 
Goshawk,  for  which  evaluations  must  be  completed  in  preparation  for  resource 
management  activities. 

343.  Question:   Why  doesn't  the  Forest  Service  address  these  significant 
issues  within  its  budget  request?   I  know  an  $8.3  million  TE&S  research 
budget  won't  address  the  magnitude  of  these  issues,  and  other  resources 
are  not  being  directed  to  these  issues  either.   I  also  know  that  the 
federal  government  doesn't  have  the  resources  to  undertake  a  "Forest 
Plan"  in  every  region  of  the  United  States. 

Answer:   The  Presidents'  Budget  for  FY  1995  includes  S8.2  million  for 
endangered  species  research  in  the  Threatened,  Endangered,  and  Sensitive 
(TES)  Species  National  Program.   There  is  am  additional  $912,000  for  TES 
research  in  the  foundation  program  and  in  implementation  of  the 
President's  Plan  for  the  Pacific  Northwest  (FEMAT)  for  a  total  $9.1 
million.   However,  National  Forests  and  Grasslemds  provide  habitat  for 
over  240  federally  listed  threatened  or  endamgered  species  and  over  2,200 
Forest  Service  designated  sensitive  species.   Funding  is  very  limited  for 
investigations  of  other  critical  organisms  such  as  the  Mexican  spotted 
owl  and  the  Northern  Goshawk  and  for  other  critical  groups  of  species 
such  as  southwestern  desert  fishes,  mussels,  eimphibians,  and  plants. 

344.  Question:   Even  with  good  cooperation  with  the  Fish  and   Wildlife  Service, 
how  is  the  Forest  Service  going  to  avoid  einother  Pacific  Northwest 
Situation? 

Answer:   There  are  about  G . 84  million  acres  of  suitable  Mexican  spotted 
owl  haibitat  across  Arizona,  Colorado,  New  Mexico  and  Utah.   Seventy 
percent  of  this  habitat  in  on  NFS  lands,  aind  virtually  all  of  this 
species'  habitat  is  on  public  lands.   Less  them  one-half  of  the  suitable 
habitat  on  NFS  lands  is  identified  as  suitcible  for  timber  management. 
Most  of  the  NFS  lamds  have  been  surveyed  and  monitoring  efforts 
continue.   A  Forest  Service  conservation  strategy'  is  in  place  until  the 
recovery  plan  is  completed.   Development  of  recovery  plan  has  been  an 
inter-agency  effort.   Most  of  last  year's  Forest  Service  timber 
management  projects  received  clearance  through  the  Section  7  process. 
The  early  development  of  a  conservation  strategy  amd  its  implementation 
through  the  forest  planning  process  should  avoid  an  impasse  with  this 
species . 

FTE  REDUCTIONS 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  is  slated  for  significant  reductions  in 
employment  levels  over  the  next  five  years  as  part  of  the  President's  proposals 
to  streamline  the  federal  government  by  252,000  FTEs .   The  Department  of 
Agriculture  "Budget  Summary"  shows  the  Forest  Service  at  a  1993  level  of  41,155 
staff  years.   The  estimated  staff  years  for  FY  1994  are  40,170,  a  reduction  of 
985  below  1993. 

345.  Question:   The  "Budget  Summary"  docvm\ent  shows  the  1993  level  as  a 
"ceiling."   Is  the  41,155  figure  am  authorized  ceiling?   If  so,  what  were 
the  actual  Forest  Service  staffing  levels  at  the  end  of  FY  1993?  How 
does  that  level  compare  to  the  actual  staff  levels  at  the  end  of  FY  1992? 
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Answer :   Yes,  the  authorized  FTE  ceiling  for  the  Forest  Service  for  FY 

1993  was  41,155. 

The  actual  Forest  Service  staffing  level  at  the  end  of  FY  1993  was 
40,858.   The  FY  1992  actual  staffing  level  for  the  Forest  Service  was 
41,817  with  an  authorized  ceiling  of  42,082.   For  comparison  purposes, 
ceilings  experienced  a  2  percent  reduction  from  FY  1992  to  FY  1993.   The 
staffing  levels  for  this  ssune  period  also  reflected  a  2  percent 
reduction. 

346.  Question:   Does  the  Forest  Service  expect  to  achieve  the  assumed  staffing 
reduction  of  985  by  the  end  of  FY  1994?  How  will  the  Forest  Service 
implement  this  staffing  reduction  in  FY  1994? 

Answer:   Yes,  the  Forest  Service  expects  to  achieve  a  staffing  level 
reduction  of  at  least  985  by  the  end  of  FY  1994.   This  reduction  in 
staffing  levels  will  be  achieved  through  attrition,  by  a  freeze  on 
external  hires  smd  em  agressive  internal  placement  system. 

347.  Question:   What  portion  of  the  staff  reduction  caui  be  achieved  through 
attrition?   What  is  the  Forest  Service's  estimated  attrition  rate?   How 
does  this  compare  to  a  historical  average? 

Answer:   In  calendar  year  1993  over  750  positions  were  reduced  through 
retirements,  averaging  over  four  percent  attrition  rate.   Unfortunately, 
attrition  does  not  always  occur  in  the  surplus  occupations  or  geographic 
locations  where  reductions  are  needed.   Normal  attrition  and  subsequent 
retraining  amd  reassignments  can  help  reduce  Forest  Service  employment. 
The  downsizing  targets  will  also  be  accomplished  under  authority  provided 
under  the  Federal  Restructuring  Act  of  1994  which  provided  a  total 
reduction  of  over  2,000  positions  for  FYS  1994  and  1995. 

Previous  separation  rates  were: 

Calendar  Year  Percent 

1992  4.1 

1991  5.2 

1990  5.0 

Source:   Annual  Attrition  Report,  National  Finance  Center 

Between  FY  1994  and  FY  1995,  the  Administration  indicates  that  it  will  reduce 
staff  levels  by  another  606,  from  the  estimated  40,170  to  an  estimated  39,564. 

348.  Question:   Does  the  Forest  Service  expect  to  achieve  the  assumed  staffing 
reduction  of  606  by  the  end  of  FY  1995? 

Answer:   The  Forest  Service  fully  expects  and  plans  to  exceed  the  assumed 
staffing  reduction  of  606  by  the  end  of  FY  1995.   However,  as  a  result  of 
the  Federal  Workforce  Restructuring  Act  of  1993,  the  Forest  Service  will 
meet  it's  FY  1997  staffing  levels  by  the  end  of  FY  1995. 

349.  Question:   Do  these  estimates  represent  authorized  staffing  levels,  or 
actual  staff  levels?   I  think  many  Members  of  Congress  are  concerned  with 
the  representation  of  these  proposed  personnel  reductions,  and  whether  or 
not  they  are  actual  staffing  reductions  or  "paper"  reductions  from 
authorized  personnel  levels  that  have  not  actually  been  achieved. 

Answer:   The  reduction  estimates  quoted  above  represent  actual  staff 
level  reductions. 

350.  Question:   If  the  Forest  Service  does  not  fully  achieve  the  staff 
reductions  assumed  for  FY  1994,  will  it  be  possible  to  achieve  the  1,591 
reduction  in  staffing  levels  over  the  two-year  period? 

Answer:   The  Forest  Service  fully  expects  to  achieve  a  reduction  in 
staffing  levels  over  the  FY  1994  -  FY  1995  period  in  excess  of  1,591 
FTB'S.   The  Federal  Workforce  Restructuring  Act  of  1993  has  produced  this 
effect. 


FY  1994 

FY  1995 

2,882 

2,903 

679 

673 

54 

55 

22,741 

22,732 

2,880 

2,765 

2,722 

2,437 

144 

144 

75 

75 

4,496 

3,846 

3,152 

3,589 

266 

266 

79 

73 

40,170 

39,564 
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351.  Question:   How  many  of  these  staffing  reductions  are  associated  with  the 
proposed  new  budget  structure  for  the  Forest  Service,  which  would 
consolidate  the  number  of  main  appropriations  accounts  from  13  to  8,  2uid 
reduce  the  number  of  expanded  budget  line  items  from  72  to  42? 

Answer :   There  are  no  FTE  reductions  due  to  the  budget  restructuring. 

352.  Question:   Please  provide  for  the  record  the  distribution  of  these  staff 
year  reductions  for  FY  1994  and   FY  1995  by  appropriation  prograun,  project 
or  activity. 

Answer :   The  following  information  shows  FTEb  for  FY  1994  and  FY  1995  by 
appropriation : 


Forest  Research 
State  &  Private  Forestry 
International  Forestry 
National  Forest  System 
Fire  Protection 
Construction 
Land  Acquisition 
Other  Appropriations 
Permanent  Appropriations 
Cooperative  Work 
Reforestation  Trust  Fund 
Allocation  Accounts 


The  FY  1995  budget  submission  of  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  proposes  a  new  budget 
structure  consistent  with  the  President's  initiatives  to  streamline  the  federal 
government . 

353.  Question:   The  budget  justification  documents  do  not  indicate  exactly  how 
the  Forest  Service  intends  to  proceed  on  the  proposed  reorganization 
plan.   The  BLM  has  also  proposed  a  new  budget  structure,  but  in  its 
budget  materials,  it  indicated  that  it  does  not  plan  to  proceed  with  the 
revised  structure  without  congressional  review  emd  approval.   Does  the 
Forest  Service  plan  to  seek  congressional  review  and  approval  of  its 
proposed  new  budget  structure?   If  not,  why  not? 

Answer:   The  proposal  submitted  by  the  Administration  in  the  agency's  FY 
1995  Budget  Expleuiatory  Notes  is  no  different  than  any  other  part  of  the 
President's  Budget  -  Congress  has  to  approve  it  to  make  it  a  reality. 
The  Forest  Service  does  not  plan  to  implement  any  portion  of  the  proposal 
without  prior  approval  from  Congress. 

354.  Question:   The  budget  justifications  indicate  (on  page  3-8)  that  the 
revised  budget  structure  will  facilitate  implementation  of  ecosystem 
management.   Exactly  how  will  the  revised  budget  structure  achieve  this 
goal? 

Answer:    Two  specific  elements  of  the  agency's  budget  reform  proposal 
will  facilitate  implementation  of  the  ecosystem  management  concept.   The 
first  is  the  establishment  of  an  Ecosystem  Planning,  Inventory  and 
Monitoring  budget  line  item  under  the  National  Forest  System 
appropriation.   This  will  fund  all  plamning,  inventory  amd  monitoring 
activities  that  occur  above  the  project  level  and  provide  the  context  for 
implementing  sets  of  activities  designed  to  restore,  maintain  euid  enhance 
ecosystems.   The  second  element  of  the  proposal  facilitating  ecosystem 
mamagement  is  the  implementation  of  the  "benefiting  function"  concept  for 
funding  resource  support  activities.   Under  this  concept,  all  needed 
funding  is  available  in  the  correct  proportions  for  inplementing 
integrated  resource  management  activities.   The  complete  smd  appropriate 
mix  of  skills  are  needed  for  each  project  to  ensure  that  rigorous 
ecology-based  standards  are  incorporated  and  adhered  to  during  project 
implementation . 
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355.  Question:   While  the  Forest  Service  argues  this  gives  more  flexibility  in 
managing  the  public  domain,  it  would  also  reduce  the  ability  of  Congress 
to  account  for  the  expenditure  of  appropriated  funds.   How  would  the 
Forest  Service  assure  that  proper  controls  are  in  place  so  that  taxpayer 
dollars  are  used  for  the  purposes  appropriated? 

Answer:   While  the  agency  is  asking  for  more  flexibility  in  how  funds  are 
spent  to  better  implement  ecosystem  management,  reduce  the  need  to 
precisely  balance  out  numerous  accounts  at  myriad  accounting  units,  cind 
respond  to  changing  resource  conditions,  we  are  also  saying  that  plcinning 
and  reporting  to  a  more  detailed  level  can,  should  and  will  continue. 
The  information  Congress  and  the  public  needs  to  see  how  we  propose  to 
spend  funds  received  (through  the  Explamatory  Notes)  as  well  as  how  we 
actually  spend  them  (through  All  Resources  Reporting)  will  be  available, 
at  a  minimum,  to  the  current  level  of  detail.   This  will  provide  the 
ability  to  evaluate  the  agencys'  accountability. 

356.  Question:   The  Committees  on  Congressional  Reform  are  recommending  that 
Congress  move  to  biennial  budgeting.   Would  biennial  budgeting  be  a  valid 
option  for  the  Forest  Service?   If  so,  why? 

Answer:   Biennial  budgeting  yould  result  in  larger  cunounts  of  funds  in 
the  existing  set  of  accounts  to  cover  expenses  over  a  two-year  period. 
This  could  potentially  delay  reprogramming  requests  until  it  becaune 
evident  that  adjustments  were  necessary.   In  most  cases,  this  would 
probcUaly  not  occur  until  the  end  of  the  first  year.   It  might  also  result 
in  a  larger  number  of  reprogramming  requests  than  might  otherwise  occur 
during  two  years  under  the  current  budgeting  process.   This  could  happen 
because  there  would  be  more  time  for  requests  to  move  through  the 
process.   In  our  opinion,  biennial  budgeting  would  not  be  a  good 
substitute  for  increased  reprogramming  authority. 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  SLADE  GORTON 

GRIZZLY   BEAR   RECOVERY   PLAN 

As  you  are  aware,  the  Forest  Service,  together  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service,  Parle  Service  and  others  have  been  wor)cing  for  quite  some  time  on  a 
grizzly  bear  recovery  plan  for  the  North  Cascades,  and  other  areas  in  the  U.S. 
I  understand  the  final  recovery  plan  for  the  North  Cascades  will  be  completed 
early  this  year. 

Based  on  a  briefing  given  to  my  staff  a  few  weelcs  ago  by  members  of  the  Grizzly 
Bear  recovery  team,  I  understand  the  area  which  the  recovery  team  outlines  as 
the  ecosystem  for  the  bears  encompasses  nearly  10,000  square  miles  in  the  North 
Cascades  and  up  in  to  Canada.   The  recovery  plein's  goal  is  to  increase  the 
number  of  bears  from  the  ten  or  so  which  currently  inhabit  the  area  to  anywhere 
between  200  -  400  over  the  course  of  fifty  to  eighty  years.   More  immediately 
the  recovery  plan  proposes  to  place  ten  ^ears  in  the  area  to  start  the  recovery 
process . 

I  have  several  concerns.   The  most  clear  concern  is  the  recovery  plan,  in  the 
opinion  of  this  Senator,  seems  to  loolt  to  ta)ce  us  bac)c  in  time  to  the  point 
where  human  activity  in  the  North  Cascades  is  not  what  it  is  today.   I  fear,  as 
do  my  constituents,  that  not  only  does  this  recovery  plan  increase  the 
potential  for  human  interaction  with  the  bears,  but  that  commercial  and 
recreational  activity  in  the  North  Cascades  may  be  limited  at  some  point. 

357.   Question:   Will  the  Grizzly  Bear  Recovery  Plan  stop  commercial  and 
recreation  activity  in  the  North  Cascades? 

Answer :   The  grizzly  bear  recovery  plan  is  a  document  that  outlines  the 
actions  that  the  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  believes  are  necessary  to 
restore  a  population  listed  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act.   There  are 
no  statements  within  the  recovery  plan  that  suggest  the  stopping  of 
commercial  and  recreation  activity  in  the  North  Cascades. 
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Question:   Will  the  implementation  of  the  recovery  plam  limit  commercial 
and  recreational  activity? 

Answer:   The  recovery  plan  does  not  establish  any  specific  land 
management  restrictions/limitations.   Coordination  of  commercial  and 
recreational  activities  will  continue  and  limitations  on  some  activities 
may  be  recommended.  A  full  range  of  resource  uses  currently  occurs  within 
the  other  ecosystems  having  large  grizzly  bear  populations. 

PACIFIC  NORTHWEST  TIMBER  SALES 

Under  the  original  Clinton  forest  plan  for  the  Northwest,  timber  sales  would 
total  twelve  BBF  over  the  next  ten  years.   The  Administration  has  since  changed 
its  mind,  and  now  says  that  timber  sales  would  total  7.7  BBF  over  the  next  ten 
years,  averaging  1.1  BBF  per  year  after  the  first  three  years. 

358.  Question:   How  does  your  Administration  propose  to  reconcile  these 
numbers? 

Answer:   The  long-term  total  harvest  level  was  estimated  at  1.2  BBF 
auinually  under  the  original  plan,  and  is  now  estimated  at  eODOut  1.1  BBF 
annually  under  the  plan  as  presented  in  the  final  SEIS .   Based  on 
additional  analysis  and  public  comment,  the  preferred  alternative  in  the 
draft  SEIS  was  changed  to  provide  greater  protection  for  riparian  areas 
and  fish  and  for  the  habitat  of  northern  spotted  owls  amd  various  rare 
and  endemic  species  associated  with  late-successional  and  old-growth 
forests . 

359.  Question:   But  more  importantly  isn't  the  change  in  numbers,  for  all 
purposes,  the  Administration  backing  away  from  its  original  promise  laid 
out  within  its  original  forest  plan? 

Answer :   The  original  harvest  figure  in  the  draft  SEIS  was  not  a  promise, 
but  a  projection  of  what  could  be  produced  if  Alternative  9,  as  then 
developed,  was  implemented.   We  believe  that  our  final  proposed  plam  best 
meets  the  dual  needs  to  provide  for  healthy  forest  ecosystems  and  to 
provide  a  sustainable  supply  of  timber  and  other  forest  products. 

360.  Question :   Don't  you  think  that  Congress  should  legislate  the  original 
Clinton  forest  plan,  even  with  its  woefully  inadequate  timber  sale 
targets,  so  that  these  timber  communities  could  have  some  certainty  to 
plan  for  their  future,  instead  of  being  subject  to  an  Administration 
which  is  constantly  changing  its  mind? 

Answer :  The  plan  is  in  compliance  with  laws  applicable  to  mainagement  of 
federal  forest  lands,  auid  does  not  require  legislation  at  this  time.   It 
is  important  to  retain  the  administrative  flexibility  to  apply  adaptive 
management  to  make  adjustments  as  experience  and  new  information  is 
gained;   this  is  a  key  feature  of  the  pleui. 

INTERNATIONAL  FOREST  PROPOSAL 

There  is  a  proposal  to  create  "The  Cascades  International  Park  and  Reserve"  or 
international  forest,  which  would  link  the  North  Cascades  with  Canada.   I 
notice  that  the  National  Park  Service  is  sponsoring  em  event  at  the  University 
of  Washington  later  this  month  to  discuss  this  proposal  at  length.   The 
proposed  International  Park  and  Reserve  proposal  hinge  upon  meiny  premises  about 
the  state  of  the  North  Cascades  2md  its  uses  to  which  I  am  opposed.   For  all 
purposes,  it  appears  to  me,  and  to  a  large  number  of  my  constituents  in  Eastern 
Washington,  that  this  proposal  would  potentially  impact  many  ongoing  commerical 
activities  in  the  North  Cascades. 

361.  Question:   Is  the  Forest  Service  aware  of  the  proposed  Cascades 
International  Park  and  Reserve?   Is  the  Forest  Service  participating  in 
this  proposal?  What  are  the  thoughts  of  the  Forest  Service  on  this 
proposal? 
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Answer :   Yes,  we  are  aware  of  the  proposal.   The  Forest  Service 
participated  (not  sponsored)  in  a  conference  in  March  called  "Nature  has 
No  Borders"  held  at  the  University  of  Washington.   No  specific  proposal 
has  been  made  for  cin  international  park  at  this  time. 

NOXIOUS  WEEDS 

I  was  contacted  by  the  Okanogan  County  Noxious  Weed  Control  Board  recently  on 
the  subject  of  noxious  weed  control  in  the  Okanogan  National  Forest  by  the 
Forest  Service.   Okanogan  County  is  over  three  million  acres  in  size,  and  the 
Forest  controls  1.5  million  acres  of  this  total.   State  and  private  landowners 
are  expending  funds  to  control  noxious  weeds  on  their  respective  lands  but 
their  efforts  are  all  but  nullified  if  the  Forest  Service  is  neglecting  to  do 
the  same.   According  to  the  weed  board,  information  from  the  Forest  Health  Plan 
concluded  that  noxious  weeds  are  spreading  at  a  rapid  rate  of  3,000  acres  per 
year  on  federal  lands  in  Okanogan  county. 

362.   Question:   According  to  the  Weed  Board,  the  Forest  Service  allocated  only 
$3,000  for  noxious  weed  control  on  the  Forest  Service  lands.   How  much 
money  is  allocated  from  Forest  Service  funds  for  noxious  weed  control  in 
the  Okanogan  National  Forest  for  FY  1995?   How  much  money  was  spent  -- 
will  be  spent  --  on  noxious  weed  control  in  the  Okanogan  National  Forest 
in  FY  1994? 

Answer:   The  FY  1995  proposal  is  increased  from  FY  1994  allocation  of 
S291,000  for  noxious  weed  m2magement  in  the  the  Pacific  Northwest 
Region.   This  represents  a  significant  increase  in  noxious  weed  funds  for 
the  Pacific  Northwest  Region. 

The  Pacific  Northwest  Region's  funds  for  noxious  weed  management  were 
increased  slightly  between  FY  1993  and  FY  1994,  from  $279,000  to 
$291,000.   In  addition,  the  region  was  given  guidance  in  the  FY  1994 
budget  instructions  to  address  the  problems  in  Okanogan  County.   The 
regions  are  expected  to  establish  priorities  for  expenditure  of  funds 
available  for  noxious  weed  treatment. 

The  Okanogan  National  Forest's  FY  1995  allocation  has  not  been 

determined. 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  HATFIELD 

ECOSYSTEM  MANAGEMENT 

There  are  new  layers  of  coordinating  organizations  being  put  into  place  in  the 
Pacific  Northwest  to  develop,  monitor,  and  oversee  the  implementation  of  the 
President's  Forest  Plan: 

1.  An  Interagency  Steering  Committee  is  located  in  Washington,  D.C.,  with  an 
interagency  coordinator  located  in  Portland,  OR. 

2.  A  Regional  Interagency  Executive  Committee,  whose  membership  is  made  of 
regional  agency  representatives  (Regional  Directors) ,  is  to  serve  as  the 
senior  coordination  and  implementation  group  for  the  Plan. 

3.  The  Regional  Ecosystem  Office  is  to  provide  a  focal  point  for  scientific 
and  technical  expertise,  for  evaluation  of  Plan  modifications,  and  for 
coordination  of  data  standards . 

4.  The  Research  and  Monitoring  Committee  is  to  provide  advice  on  Plan 
implementation  and  to  coordinate  research  efforts. 

5.  The  Provincial  Teams  (consisting  of  federal  agencies,  states,  tribes,  and 
others)  will  be  coordinating  field  teams. 

368.   Question:   Why  does  the  Administration  believe  it  is  necessary  to  put 
this  layered  organization  into  place? 
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Answer:   Using  ecosystem  meuiageinent  as  the  frameworlc  for  pl2m 
implementation  necessitates  looking  beyond  administrative  boundaries  to 
consider  desired  conditions  and  management  objectives  across  the 
landscape.   Coordination  and  cooperation  between  Federal  Agencies  and 
improved  coordination  with  non- Federal  governments  and  private  landowners 
is  key  to  ensuring  successful  implementation  of  the  Forest 
Plan. 

The  implementation  structure  for  the  plan  clarifies  points  of  contact  for 
coordination,  and  establishes  roles  and  objectives  for  each  component. 
Except  for  the  Regional  Ecosystem  Office  and  the  Research  and  Monitoring 
Committee,  which  are  full  time  coordinating  roles,  the  groups  involved  in 
implementation  are  ad  hoc  groups  designed  in  part  to  prevent  the  kind  of 
grid  lock  existing  in  today's  management  of  federal  forests. 

Coordination  amd  cooperation  need  to  occur  at  each  scale  where  decisions 
are  made:   the  national  level,  the  regional  level,  and  at  the 
physiographic  province  level .   Communication  between  the  levels  needs  to 
be  on-going  to  ensure  continuing  success. 

369.  Question:   What  is  the  purpose  of  the  ecosystem  office?   Why  is  it 
necessary  to  establish  an  ecosystem  office?   Who  authorized  this  new 
organization? 

Answer:   The  purpose  of  the  Regional  Ecosystem  Of f ice (REO)  is  to  provide 
a  focal  point  to  support  implementation  of  the  President's  Forest 
Management  Plan.   It  serves  as  staff  to  the  Regional  Interagency 
Executive  Committee,  composed  of  Federal  Executives  (and  state  and  tribal 
consultants)  who  are  charged  with  ensuring  prompt,  coordinated  and 
successful  implementation  of  the  Plan.   The  REO  is  responsible  for 
identification,  evaluation,  and  resolution  of  consistency  cuid 
implementation  issues. 

A  key  building  block  for  success  of  the  Forest  Plam  is  better 
coordination  and  cooperation  between  Federal  Agencies  that  are  involved 
with  forest  management  issues.   Using  ecosystem  management  as  the 
frcuttework  for  Plan  implementation  necessitates  looking  beyond 
administrative  boundaries  to  consider  desired  conditions  and  management 
objectives  across  the  landscape.   The  REO  is  the  arena  for  establishing 
and  supporting  collciboration  and  partnerships  between  Federal  Agencies, 
and  for  ensuring  successful  implementation  of  the  Forest 
Plan. 

After  the  Forest  Conference,  the  President  directed  the  agencies  to 
prepare  to  implement  the  Forest  Plaui.   A  Memorandum  of  Understanding  was 
executed  last  fall  which  estaJDlishes  the  interagency  framework  for 
implementation  of  the  Plam.   The  Regional  Ecosystem  Office  (REO)  was  one 
of  the  components  agreed  to  by  the  Director  of  the  White  House  Office  on 
Environmental  Policy;  the  Secretaries  of  Agriculture  and  Interior;  the 
Administrator  of  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  the  Under 
Secretary  of  Commerce  for  Oceans  amd  Atmosphere. 

370.  Question:   Did  Congress  provide  funds  in  FY  1994  for  the  new 
organization?   If  so,  how  much? 

Answer:   No  funds  were  specifically  identified  in  FY  1994  to  support  the 
Regional  Ecosystem  Office  since  agreement  to  estaiblish  the  Office 
occurred  just  before  the  beginning  of  FY  1994  .   Agencies  involved 
contributed  resources  to  support  the  Office  for  this  fiscal  year. 

371.  Question :   Will  ecosystem  offices  be  esteiblished  in  every  Region  of  the 
country? 

Answer:   There  are  no  plauis  to  establish  further  ecosystem  offices  in 
every  Region  of  the  country.   The  success  of  the  model  being  used  in  the 
Pacific  Northwest  and  Northern  California  will  be  evaluated;  depending  on 
the  model's  success  it  may  be  considered  for  use  in  other  areas  in  the 
future . 
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372.  Question:  How  many  people  will  be  assigned  to  the  Office?  What  is  the 
anticipated  cost  of  the  office?  What  agencies  are  paying  for  it? 

Answer:   The  interagency  staffing  is  expected  to  involve  17  positions 
including  12  interagency  staff  employees  from  various  agencies  auid 
sharing  of  the  costs  associated  with  five  positions:  the  Executive 
Director;  three  administrative  support  positions  and  one  Information 
Resource  Mfmagement  (GIS)  position. 

In  addition  to  the  Forest  Service,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management;  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service;  National  Park  Service;  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs; 
National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  and  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
are  involved  in  the  interagency  effort. 

The  budget  for  FY  1994  is  just  under  one  million  dollars;  about  1/3  of 
this  amount  is  one  time  start-up  costs  such  as  configuring  the  office 
space  amd  purchase  of  equipment  and  furniture . 

Funding  associated  with  the  interagency  corporation  includes  salary 
associated  with  employees,  office  space  «uid  purchase  of  ecjuipment  and 
furniture.   The  total  is  estimated  to  be  $1  million. 

373.  Question:   If  employees  are  being  temporarily  assigned  from  their  parent 
agencies,  what  are  their  current  positions  within  the  agencies?   During 
their  leaves  of  absence,  how  will  their  agency  assignments  be 
accomplished? 

Answer:   All  of  the  employees  currently  on  detail  are  assigned  on  a 
short-term  detail  basis. 

Once  the  positions  are  filled  through  long-term  details,  agencies  are 
expected  to  use  a  variety  of  methods  to  deal  with  the  duties  of  the 
positions  being  vacated  by  the  interagency  detailers  including:   filling 
behind  with  other  detailer/s;  redistribution  of  duties  to  other 
positions;  elimination  of  lower  priority  work;  euid  in  the  case  of  smaller 
agencies,  possibly  adding  personnel. 

374.  Question:  How  does  this  new  organization  fit  into  the  streeimlining  and 
downsizing  efforts  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  the  Department 
of  Interior? 

Answer:   The  interagency  coordination  effort  will  involve  a  refocusing  of 
Agency  priorities  smd  a  different  way  of  operating  rather  than  being  an 
additive  function.   For  Interagency  coordination  to  be  successful  each 
agency  employee  needs  to  embrace  it  as  part  of  their  job.   The 
coordination  effort  will  serve  as  a  catalyst  auid  facilitator  of  this 
change  in  how  agencies  operate. 

Most,  if  not  all  positions,  will  be  filled  through  long  term  details  of 
agency  employees.    Only  where  clearly  identified  cost  efficiencies  will 
result,  such  as  in  coordination  of  data  standards  and  information 
systems,  or  when  agencies  have  no  employees  who  can  be  reassigned,  will 
new  positions  be  considered. 

375.  Question:   How  many  years  will  this  coordinating  organization  be  in 
place?  What  is  the  total  amticipated  cost? 

Answer:   A  Memorandum  of  Understamding  (MOU)  was  executed  last  fall  which 
establishes  the  interagency  framework  for  implementation  of  the  plan. 
The  term  of  the  MOU  is  5  years,  with  the  option  for  extension  by  mutual 
agreement  by  the  parties.   Each  of  the  interagency  coordinating 
structures  listed  above  is  a  component  agreed  to  in  the  MOU  by  the 
Director  of  the  White  House  Office  on  Environmental  Policy;  the 
Secretaries  of  Agriculture  and  Interior;  the  Administrator  of  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  the  Under  Secretary  of  Commerce  for 
Oceans  and  Atmosphere . 
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The  funding  associated  with  the  interagency  office  for  FY  1994  is  just 
under  one  million  dollars;  about  1/3  of  this  amount  is  one  time  start-up 
costs  such  as  configuring  the  office  space  euid  purchase  of  equipment  and 
furniture.   With  inflation  and  future  planned  expenditures,  $4.5  -  5.0 
million  is  the  total  anticipated  cost. 

376.  Question :   Who  is  the  ecosystem  office  director?  For  which  Department 
does  he  work? 

Answer:   In  the  spirit  of  interagency  cooperation  and  coordination,  an 
employee  of  the  USDI  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  is  serving  as  acting 
Executive  Director,  until  the  Director  position  can  be  filled. 

377.  Question:   Which  agencies  are  responsible  for  management  of  ecosystems? 
Why  is  someone  who  is  assigned  to  the  Department  of  Interior  in  charge  of 
coordinating  an  ecosystem  office  when  the  Forest  Service  is  the  primary 
land  managing  agency  in  the  Pacific  Northwest? 

Answer:   Each  Federal  agency  involved  in  the  REO  has  some  role  in  the 
management  of  ecosystems,  either  as  stewards,  regulators,  or  as  keepers 
of  the  government's  treaty  and  trust  responsibilities. 

Since  lack  of  trust  and  inconsistent  statutory  mandates  among  Federal 
Agencies  are  acknowledged  as  having  contributed  to  the  current  gridlock 
in  Federal  forests,  the  Federal  Executives  participating  in  the  Regional 
Interagency  Executive  Committee  agreed  the  Director  position  would  be 
open  to  qualified  employees  of  all  participating  agencies. 

The  Forest  Service  and  the  Administration  are  working  aggresively  to  implement 
ecosystem  management  across  the  nation. 

378.  Question:   With  the  revision  of  forest  plans,  will  the  agency  insure  that 
the  land  base  managed  under  ecosystem  mauiagement  includes  all  national 
forest  lands  except  for  those  Congressionally  withdrawn? 

Answer:   Ecosystem  management  is  a  process  used  to  understamd,  analyze 
and  propose  management  for  public  lamd  resources  and  resource  values.   It 
is  a  package  of  activities  that  should  be  applied  with  prudence  by  people 
to  help  understand  the  environment  upon  which  they  depend.   This  process 
can  and  will  be  applied  to  all  Izmd  with  the  National  Forest  System.   The 
ecosystem  process  is  equally  applicaible  and  necessary  for  all  lands  auid 
uses,  whether  these  involve  potential  timber  harvest  or  not.   An 
ecosystem  approach  is  also  necessary  for  assessing  the  best  possible 
management  of  areas  with  special  designations  including  Wilderness, 
Research  Natural  Areas  and  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers. 

379.  Question:   What  prevents  the  agency  from  applying  ecosystem  plamning, 
assessments,  inventories,  emd  strategies  to  wilderness  area  lemds? 

Answer:   Nothing  prevents  the  Forest  Service  from  applying  em  ecosystem 
management  approach  to  develop  alternative  strategies  for  managing 
Wilderness.   It  is  expected  that  future  pleuining  and  management  efforts 
focused  on  Wilderness  will  use  an  ecosystem  management  process. 

380.  Question:   Ecosystem  management  brings  greater  complexity  in  forest 
planning,  project  design,  field  layout,  and  implementation.   Will  these 
activities  increase  agency  costs?   Explain. 

Answer :   In  the  short  run,  the  costs  associated  with  ecosystem  management 
will  be  greater.   The  process  incorporates  more  information,  at  several 
scales  over  larger  areas  emd  requires  additional  complex  analysis.   Also, 
there  are  new  components  in  the  ecosystem  meinagement  process  that  the 
Forest  Service  must  learn  about  smd  incorporate  in  our  normal  agency 
processes.   These  changes  are  going  to  add  costs  relative  to  past 
procedures.   However,  after  several  years  of  dealing  with  ecosystem 
management,  a  "library"  of  information,  particularly  at  larger  geographic 
scales  will  exist.   This  information  can  be  used  by  many  organizations 
and  agencies  and  will  not  have  to  be  re-created  for  each  new  project  or 
issue.   Once  this  information  is  in  place  amd  widely  available. 
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additional  costs  associated  with  ecosystem  management  procesBes  should 
decrease . 

381.  Question:   Explain  how  the  ecosystems  management  efforts  affect  the  cost 
of  timber  sales.   Does  the  Forest  Service  anticipate  that  ecosystem 
management  activities  will  drive  the  cost  of  timber  sales  higher?   Will 
there  be  more  below-cost  timber  sale  due  to  the  ecosystem  activities? 

Answer:   Generally,  we  anticipate  that  ecosystem  management  activities 
will  have  the  effect  of  increasing  overall  costs.   The  cost  increases  fit 
into  2  categories  including  (1)  direct  costs  associated  with  additional 
planning  and  analysis  and  (2)  indirect  costs  associated  with  the  move 
away  from  clearcutting  to  more  complex  silvicultural  treatments. 
However,  the  timber  program  will  not  bear  the  entire  cost  of  ecosystem 
management.   To  the  extent  practical,  joint  costs  will  be  allocated 
between  programs --as  an  example,  where  multi -resource  inventories  are 
used,  only  a  portion  of  the  cost  will  be  allocated  to  the  timber 
progrcun.   Along  with  the  additional  costs,  we  also  anticipate  additional 
benefits  from  timber  sales  designed  under  ecosystem  management 
principles.   By  using  timber  harvest  as  a  msmagement  tool  to  help  us 
sustain  healthy  ecosystems,  we  can  improve  benefits  to  other  resources, 
such  as  wildlife,  in  a  cost  efficient  mcuiner.   While  these  benefits  do 
not  show  up  on  the  profit  and  loss  scale,  they  are  designed  results  of 
management  included  in  forest  plans.   Currently  alternatives  to  the 
Timber  Sale  Program  Information  Reporting  System  (TSPIRS)  are  being 
explored  to  explain  the  full  range  of  costs  and  benefits  associated  with 
timber  sales. 

While  the  increased  costs  of  ecosystem  management  will  be  somewhat  offset 
by  increased  timber  prices,  a  slight  increase  in  the  number  of  below-cost 
timber  sale  progrcims  is  expected.   In  monitoring  the  below-cost  timber 
sale  situation,  the  non-monetary  benefits  provided  by  sales,  also  need  to 
be  recognized.   The  Forest  Service  strives  to  conduct  its  operations  in  a 
manner  that  maximizes  net  public  benefits.   Not  all  costs  and  benefits 
have  a  monetary  value  associated  with  them.   As  an  example,  some  timber 
sales  are  specifically  designed  to  improve  habitat  for  endangered 
wildlife  species  or  to  restore  ecosystems  to  healthy  and  productive 
conditions.   These  are  benefits  that  cannot  be  assigned  monetary  values. 
In  addition,  some  sales  will  produce  environmental  costs,  such  as  stream 
siltation,  that  are  not  measured  in  monetary  terms.   When  decisions  are 
made  about  timber  sales  amd  timber  sale  prograuns,  all  of  the  costs  amd 
benefits,  both  monetary  and  non-monetary  must  be  weighed,  to  arrive  at 
strategies  that  mciximize  net  benefits  to  the  public.   Addressing  the 
below-cost  timber  sale  issue  by  using  only  prof itaibility  criteria  is  too 
simplistic.   In  FY  1993  new  procedures  were  implemented  to  track  sales 
designed  "primarily"  to  benefit  non- timber  resources.   All  of  these 
factors  may  have  a  bearing  on  how  we  identify  eind  manage  below- cost 
timber  sale  programs  in  relations  to  ecosystem  management. 

382.  Question:   Does  the  Forest  Service  enter  into  cooperative  agreements  with 
the  Indian  tribes  to  assist  with  capital  improvement  work  like  watershed 
restoration  projects  in  order  to  alleviate  any  adverse  impacts  of  road 
construction? 

Answer :   The  Forest  Service  has  involved  the  Indian  Tribes  in  all  levels 
of  review  of  proposed  watershed  projects,  most  recently  at  the  local  and 
provincial  levels  in  the  final  selection  process  for  watershed 
restoration  projects  for  FY  1994.   Memorandums  of  understanding  with  the 
Tribes  identify  coordination  procedures  for  monitoring.   At  the  present 
time  cooperative  agreements  have  not  been  developed  for  specific 
watershed  restoration  projects. 

The  FY  1995  budget  request  includes  funding  for  the  Columbia  River  Gorge 
Discovery  Center  ($1.5  million  for  phase  1  construction),  lamd  acquisition 
($2.5  million),  amd  Skamania  Lodge  ($2.5  million).   Chief  Thomas,  I  would  like 
to  thamk  you  for  continuing  to  support  amd  honor  Columbia  River  Gorge  National 
Scenic  Act  agreements . 
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Many  people  in  Oregon  and  Washington  have  felt  the  federal  government  has 
reneged  in  its  partnership  role  of  the  Columbia  River  Gorge  protection. 
Without  having  all  of  the  partners  moving  forward,  we  would  loose  support  which 
would  jeopardize  the  protection  of  the  Columbia  River  Gorge.   And,  it  would 
further  jeopardize  the  full  implementation  of  a  pioneering  piece  of 
legislation . 

Unfortunately,  this  year  I  must  talk  to  you  about  a  serious  problem  we  are 
experiencing  with  the  Discovery  Center  project.   From  the  time  of  drafting  the 
National  Scenic  Act  legislation  it  was  understood  by  all  partners,  including 
the  Forest  Service,  that  there  would  be  $5  million  for  construction  of  Skamania 
Lodge  on  the  Washington  side  smd  $5  million  for  construction  of  the  Forest 
Service  interpretative  center  on  the  Oregon  side. 

In  FY  1994,  $1.2  million  for  planning  smd  design  was  provided  by  Congress  to 
move  toward  the  S5  million  construction  phase  of  the  Discovery  Center.   There 
have  been  many  years  of  planning,  memorandums  of  understanding,  cind  non- federal 
funding  commitments  since  the  Columbia  River  Gorge  National  Scenic  Area  Act 
became  a  law  in  November  1986.   It  is  my  understanding  that  there  is  now  a 
wrinkle.   The  Forest  Service  is  now  unsure  of  its  long-standing  position  and 
agreements  on  the  project. 

Columbia  River  Gorge  counties  have  been  putting  their  land  mamagement 
ordinances  in  place  in  compliance  with  the  National  Scenic  Act.   However,  Wasco 
County,  is  reluctant  to  move  forward  with  its  ordinamces  because  of  the 
uncertainty  that  the  total  $5  million  for  Center  construction  will  be  supported 
by  the  Forest  Service.   In  addition,  there  is  an  indication  that  some  of  the 
non- federal  commitments  will  be  withdrawn  because  of  project  uncertainties. 

383.  Question:   This  project  has  been  held  up  as  a  national  model  because  of 
its  50/50  non-federal,  cost-share  commitments.   Chief,  would  you  comment 
on  the  Forest  Service's  support  for  this  project? 

Answer:   We  support  this  project  eind  think  it  is  an  excellent  example  of 
the  use  of  partnerships  to  address  public  needs.   The  project  is 
established  in  the  legislation  designating  the  National  Scenic  Area  smd 
we  intend  to  carry  out  the  law  to  the  best  of  our  ability  within  funding 
constraints . 

384.  Question:   I  am  told  the  plainning  euid  design  contract  is  ready  to  go  out 
for  bid.   Is  the  Forest  Service  going  to  award  the  planning  and  design 
contract  in  FY  1994  as  was  intended?  Explain. 

Answer :   Yes,  the  planning  and  design  contract  in  FY  1994  will  be 
awarded;  however,  it  is  contingent  on  Wasco  County  ordinances  being 
approved  by  the  Gorge  Commission  and   concurrence  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  in  the  next  4-5  months. 

385.  Question:   Under  what  authorities  does  the  Forest  Service  build 
interpretive  centers?  Cam  these  authorities  be  used  to  move  forward  on 
the  Discovery  Center? 

Answer :   Authorities  specifically  stated  in  the  Scenic  Area  Act 
authorizes  the  Forest  Service  to  build  this  interpretative  center.   These 
authorities  cam  be  used  to  move  forward  with  the  Discovery  Center.   The 
only  stipulation  is  that  funds  cannot  be  available  for  use  until  county 
ordinances  are  in  effect. 

386.  Question:   $1.5  million  is  requested  in  the  President's  FY  1995  Budget  to 
begin  Phase  1  of  the  Discovery  Center.   I  have  been  told  that  $1.5 
million  would  not  cover  the  Phase  1  needs.   Based  on  the  project  plans 
that  were  agreed  to  by  all  partners,  how  much  would  be  required  to 
complete  Phase  1?  How  much  would  be  needed  for  Phase  2  to  complete  the 
project? 

Answer:   A  total  of  $2.5  million  in  additional  funds  would  be  needed  for 
Phase  1,  of  which  $2.3  million  is  in  recreation  construction  emd  the 
balance  of  $200,000  in  trail  construction. 
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$2.5  million  is  needed  to  complete  phase  2  including  design  costs  (total 
cost  of  $6.2  million).   However  the  Columbia  River  Gorge  National  Scenic 
Act  authorizes  $5.0  million.   If  the  $1.2  million  design  cost  is  included 
as  part  of  the  $5.0  million  federal  cap  authorized  by  the  Act,  the  scope 
of  the  facility  would  have  to  be  scaled  down  to  the  extent  that  it  may 
not  meet  the  needs  of  expected  visitation.   This  authority  is  being 
reviewed  to  determine  if  we  can  legally  exclude  the  design  as  part  of  the 
federal  cap . 

387.  Question:   What  is  the  total  of  the  non-federal  commitments  to  date? 

Answer:   The  interconnected  building  complex  includes  Wasco  County 
Museum,  Oregon  Trail  Facility  and  the  Discovery  Center.   The  total 
complex  cost  is  $19.6  million.   As  of  this  date,  total  non-federal  funds 
actually  committed  are  $8.8  million.   Additional  non-federal  funds 
committed  to  be  raised  are  $5.8  million. 

388.  Question:   Have  cost -sharing  commitments  been  made  for  operation  of  the 
Discovery  Center?   If  so,  what  are  they? 

Answer:   All  of  the  above-mentioned  commitments  are  for  site  acquisition, 
construction  and  design,.   The  site  is  being  designed  to  allow  the 
non-profit  organization  to  charge  a  site  entry  fee  and  to  operate  a  cafe 
and  gift  shop  to  raise  funds  for  operation  and  maintenance  costs. 

BUDGET   RESTRUCTURING 

The  Forest  Service  is  proposing  a  new  budget  structure  for  FY  1995.   The  Forest 
Service  appropriations  would  decrease  from  13  accounts  to  8  accounts.   Many  of 
the  detailed  line  items  which  Congress  and  the  pijblic  are  familiar  with  would 
be  eliminated,  going  from  82  budget  accounting  items  to  42  items. 

389.  Question:   If  this  detail  were  lost,  how  will  the  Forest  Service  assure 
Congress  that  the  Agency  is  in  compliance  with  Congressional  spending 
intent? 

Answer :   While  the  agency  is  asking  for  more  flexibility  in  how  funds  are 
spent  to  better  implement  ecosystem  management,  reduce  the  need  to 
precisely  balance  out  numerous  accounts  at  myriad  accounting  units,  and 
respond  to  changing  resource  conditions,  we  are  also  saying  that  plemning 
and   reporting  to  a  more  detailed  level  csui,  should  and  will  continue. 
The  information  Congress  amd  the  public  needs  to  see  how  we  propose  to 
spend  funds  received  (through  the  Explcuiatory  Notes)  as  well  as  how  we 
actually  spend  them  (through  All  Resources  Reporting)  will  be  available, 
at  a  minimum,  to  the  current  level  of  detail.   This  should  provide  the 
necessary  level  of  agency  accountability. 

390.  Question:   A  new  Ecosystem  Planning,  Inventory,  cuid  Monitoring 
appropriation  is  proposed.   Will  this  give  us  a  true  cost  of  forest 
planning?   Will  this  appropriation  help  to  insure  that  monitoring 
functions  receive  sufficient  funding? 

Answer :   The  proposed  Ecosystem  Planning,  Inventory  and  Monitoring  budget 
line  item  (BLI)  will  reflect  the  needs  and  expenditures  associated  with 
all  planning,  inventory  and  monitoring  activities  except  those  occuring 
as  part  of  a  site-specific  project.   Forest  lemd  mangement  planning 
activities  are  included  in  this  definition  euid  will  continue  to  be 
traclced  separately  through  the  agency's  activity  code  structure.   The 
needs  and  expenditures  associated  with  monitoring  activities  will  also  be 
trac)^ed  within  this  budget  line  item.   The  internal  auid  external 
priorities  assigned  to  all  the  various  activities  within  this  or  any 
other  budget  line  item  will  determine  whether  "sufficient"  funding  for 
any  given  activity  is  availeUsle. 

391.  Question:   What  are  the  agency's  plans  to  measure  accomplishments?   How 
do  these  plans  interface  with  the  current  msmagement  attainment 
measures?   How  will  these  new  accomplishment  measures  gauge  ecosystem 
memagment  implementation  emd  accomplishment?   Will  the  traditional 
accomplishment  measures  be  retained? 
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Answer :   The  Forest  Service  has  a  number  of  on -going  efforts  designed  to 
identify  and  define  meaningful  performance  measures  for  its  meuiy  diverse 
progrsuns .   All  Resources  Reporting  (ARR)  is  the  focal  point  for  the 
development,  testing  and  refinement  of  a  "corporate"  set  of  performance 
measures  for  use  in  the  many  processes  and  reports  that  comprise  the 
agency's  mauiagement  model.   Program  indicators  associated  with  the 
expenditure  of  funds  amd  final  outputs  related  to  the  integrated 
management  of  the  National  Forests  have  been  developed  as  part  of  ARR. 

The  Forest  Service  is  also  working  to  improve  the  accuracy  of  the 
information  it  includes  in  various  finemcial  cuid  performance  reports.   As 
a  pilot  for  implementation  of  the  Chief  Financial  Officers  (CFO)  Act,  the 
agency  has  been  working  to  develop  a  consistent  set  of  performance 
measures  with  accompanying  documentation  for  use  in  the  required  annual 
financial  report  as  well  as  the  Annual  Report  required  by  the  Forest  and 
Rangeland  Renewable  Resources  Plcuining  Act  (RPA)  of  1974 . 

Pilot  designation  under  the  Government  Performance  and  Results  Act  (GPRA) 
of  1993  will  add  focus  to  these  accountability  efforts.   The  agency  is 
currently  developing  an  annual  Performance  Report  which  will  link 
performance  goals  to  performance  indicators  which  will  be  tracked  through 
annual  performance  plans  and  year-end  evaluation  reports. 

Many  of  the  measures  currently  under  consideration  for  use  in  these 
efforts  already  exist  as  management  attainment  reporting  items  or  other 
information  used  in  the  budget  process.   Additional  performsmce  measures 
which  better  reflect  land   and  resource  conditions  associated  with  chcmges 
to  ecosystems  are  under  development.   Improvements  in  definitions, 
under stcinding  and  validation  need  to  be  made  to  ensure  consistency  and 
accuracy  in  use.   These  efforts  will  culminate  in  an  integrated  data  base 
of  performance  measures  related  to  the  inputs,  outputs  and  outcomes  of 
Forest  Service  programs. 

392.  Question:   What  role  does  public  input  play  in  development  of  the 
accomplishment  measures?  What  is  the  status  of  the  public  involvement 
aspect  of  the  development  efforts?  Will  input  from  all  publics, 
including  Congress,  be  sought  and  considered?   When  will  this  process  be 
complete? 

Answer:   Preliminary  developmental  efforts  related  to  performance 
measures  have  been  conducted  internally.   However,  in  recent  months  the 
agency  has  initiated,  in  conjunction  with  interested  partners,  a  series 
of  discussions  with  various  interest  group  representatives  on  the  subject 
of  performance  measures.   The  development,  testing  and  refinement  of 
performance  measures  is  an  evolutionary  process.   Concepts  for  future 
measures  cind  the  need  for  additional  measures  will  be  openly  discussed 
with  agency  customers  during  future  developmental  phases. 

393.  Question:   I  understand  that  All  Resources  Reporting  is  nearing 
completion.   The  system  focuses  on  providing  standardized  rules  and 
formats  for  accounting  ane  reporting  fiscal  information  (both 
expenditures  and  revenues) ,  on  identifying  performance  measures  and 
estimating  socioeconomic  impacts  of  agency  programs.   When  will  it  be 
ready  for  implementation?  Will  the  System  measure  programs  such  as 
recreation  cind  wildlife  and  compare  their  expenditures  and  revenues? 

Answer:   Although  a  tremendous  sunount  of  work  remains  to  be  completed  on 
the  All  Resources  Reporting  System,  agency-wide  implementation  of  some 
aspects  of  the  system  could  begin  as  early  as  FY  1995 .   Implementing  the 
accrual  accounting  portion  clearly  will  be  unattainable  until  a  future 
year.   As  currently  structured.  All  Resources  Reporting  will  provide 
information  on  the  revenue,  expenditures  cuid  accomplishments  for  seven 
resource  management  programs:  recreation;  wildlife  and  fish;  range; 
timber;  water,  soil  and  air;  minerals;  and  land  ownership  and 
protection.   In  addition,  the  integrated  results  or  outcomes  of  forest 
management  and  socioeconomic  impacts  associated  with  Forest  Service 
programs  will  be  provided. 
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CO-LOCATION  OF  FACILITIES 

394.  Question:   As  programs  and  organizations  shift  to  meet  changing 
conditions,  are  fixed  costs  being  adjusted  to  reflect  the  new 
organization  structures  amd  program  changes? 

Answer:   At  this  time  it  is  too  early  to  determine  precisely  what  changes 
are  occurring  with  fixed  costs.   As  the  Reinvention  Team's 

recommendations  are  implemented,  savings  are  anticipated,  but  such ^ 

savings  are  directly  related  to  the  recommendations  selected.   For 
example,  should  there  be  consolidation  of  regions,  stations,  forest,  or 
other  units  related  fixed  costs  will  reduce. 

395.  Question:   Does  your  budget  request  anticipate  closure  of  Ranger  District 
offices  as  a  result  of  program  changes? 

Answer:   The  budget  proposal  does  not  plan  for  closing  Ranger  District 
offices.   Instead  some  services  auid  management  activities  between 
Forests,  Districts,  and  Regional  Offices  will  be  consolidated.   Research 
Stations  and  labs  share  administrative  services  with  Regions  and 
Forests.   Closures  or  consolidations  will  not  be  projected  until  the 
reinvention  review  is  complete. 

396.  Question:   Has  the  Forest  Service  given  consideration  to  using 
efficiencies  such  as  co-locations  and  sharing  of  resources  with  other 
agencies,  such  as  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management? 

Answer:   Yes,  the  Forest  Service  continues  efforts  to  co-locate  services 
and  to  share  resources .   In  addition  to  the  exeunples  cited  in  the 
response  to  question  #  217,  the  following  are  examples  of  other  efforts. 

Region  2 :   In  Durango,  Colorado,  we  are  working  with  BLM  to  jointly 
purchase  a  building  and  make  a  land  exchange.   We  will  also  continue  to 
consider  sharing  personnel.   In  the  Black  Hills  National  Forest,  we 
provide  archaeological  services  for  SCS .   In  Wyoming  and  Colorado,  we  are 
working  on  sharing  training  facilities  euid  staff  specialists  with  SCS;  we 
already  share  facilities  at  the  District  level  with  SCS. 

Also,  Region  2  has  a  new  initiative  which  holds  great  promise  in  shared 
expertise  in  ecosystem  management.   Seven  Federal  agencies,  including 
Forest  Service,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Soil  Conservation  Service, 
Bureau  of  Reclamation,  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Park  Service,  and 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  and  seven  state  agencies  are  sharing  expertise 
in  ecosystem  management.   The  objective  is  to  share  resources  and 
eliminate  duplicative  work.   The  initiative  may  take  a  year  to  be  fully 
realized. 

Region  3:   On  the  Carson  National  Forest,  in  Taor,  New  Mexico,  the  Forest 
Service,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Miuiagement,  and  Taos  Chamber  of  Commerce 
Visitor  Information  Center  are  located  in  a  city-owned  building. 

The  Santa  Fe  National  Forest,  Cuba  Ranger  District,  are  co- located  with 
Soil  Conservation  Service  and  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 

The  Cibola  National  Forest,  the  Kiowa/Rita  Blanca  Office  includes  Soil 
Conservation  Service  and  the  Farmers  Home  Administration. 

The  Gila  National  Forest,  the  Reserve  District  Office  shares  space  with 
the  Soil  Conservation  Service.   The  Gila  Cliff  Dwellings  space  is  shared 
with  the  National  Park  Service. 

The  Lincoln  National  Forest,  the  Guadalupe  District  Office  houses  ASCS, 
SCS,  Social  Security,  IRS,  Farmers  Home,  and  the  Border  Patrol. 

The  Kaibab  National  Forest,  the  Visitor  Information  Center  in  Williams 
serves  both  the  Forest  Service  and  the  City  of  Williams. 


660 

The  Coronado  National  Forest,  the  Safford  District  Office  and  the  Postal 
Service  share  space,-  and  the  Douglas  District  «md  the  SCS  shares  space. 

Region  4 :   The  National  Interagency  Fire  Center  in  Boise,  Idaho,  is  a 
prime  exfunple  of  interagency  cooperation  and  co-location.   The  Center, 
which  is  the  National  Coordination  Center  for  fire  suppression,  includes 
the  Forest  Service,  BLM,  Park  Service,  and  the  Fish  ^md  Wildlife  Service. 

Fire  dispatch  centers  throughout  the  Region  are  co- located  with  the  BIM, 
including  the  Great  Basin  Interagency  Fire  Center  housed  in  Salt  Lake 
City,  Utah,  and  fire  dispatch  centers  in  Moab,  Utah,  and   Elko,  Minden, 
and  Las  Vegas ,  Nevada . 

Efforts  are  underway  to  house  the  Forest  Service,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service,  and  the  Bureau  of  Lemd  Meuiagement  in  one  office  in  Las  Vegas, 
Nevada . 

In  Salmon,  Idaho,  the  Forest  Service  provides  telecommunciations  services 
for  the  Bureau  of  Lcuid  Mfuiagement .  In  the  summer,  a  BLM  engine  crew  is 
housed  at  the  Toiyabe  National  Forest's  Supervisor's  office. 

Region  8 :   A  new  Seewee  Lzds,  a  visitor's  center,  is  being  built  in  South 
Carolina  which  will  be  shared  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service;  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  facility  was  destroyed  in  Hurric«uie  Hugo. 

In  Atlanta,  Georgia,  the  Forest  Service  is  joining  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  2md  the  Park  Service  to  establish 
a  "super  information  center,"  a  visitor's  center  for  natural  resources. 

In  Arkansas,  the  microwave  system  is  shared  with  the  State  Police. 

NE  Station:   Ongoing  discussions  are  underway  with  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  about  sharing  administrative  support  in  Delaware,  Ohio, 
Morgantown,  West  Virginia,  Burlington,  Vermont,  Orono,  Maine,  eind  Radnor, 
Pennsylvania . 

The  Forest  Service  and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  are  also  working  in 
partnership  to  establish  a  new  fisheries  program  in  New  England. 

397.   Question:   What  co-location  plans  are  being  considered  nationally?  What 
proposals  are  being  considered  in  the  Pacific  Northwest? 

Answer:   Nationally,  the  Forest  Service  looked  at  possible  co-locations 
with  the  Field  Structure  Study,  completed  in  January,  1993.  (See  response 
to  question  #  218.)   As  the  Forest  Service  continues  to  streamline, 
additional  opportunities  for  co-location  and  for  achieving  efficiencies 
will  be  explored. 

In  the  Pacific  Northwest,  efforts  have  been  made  to  get  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Msmagement,  the  Fish  emd  Wildlife  Service,  and  the  National  Marine 
Fisheries  Board  into  one  building  next  to  the  Forest  Service.   This  is  a 
long-ramge  effort  complicated  by  different  lease  times  for  each  agency. 
The  goal,  however,  is  to  house  all  natural  resource  agencies  in  one 
building. 

In  Lakeview,  Oregon,  the  Forest  Supervisor  is  experiencing  running  both 
the  Fremont  National  Forest  and  the  BLM  District.   Difficulties  in  terms 
of  authorities  exist,  but  the  experiment  is  ongoing  while  the  BLM 
district  job  is  vacant. 

In  Medford,  Oregon  (Rogue  River  National  Forest)  and  Grants  Pass 
(Siskiyou  National  Forest) ,  we  are  cooperatively  filling  available  space 
with  BLM.  Current  efforts  involve  sharing  and  better  using  space 
available;  in  the  future,  both  agencies  hope  to  be  in  one  building. 

In  Burns  and  Mines,  Oregon,  two  Ranger  Districts  and   a  BLM  District  are 
sharing  an  office.   We  are  looking  at  consolidating  our  two  Districts  jmd 
plan  to  work  with  BLM  to  consolidate  with  them.   Again,  the  long  range 
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goal  is  to  have  one  building  to  house  everyone;  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
has  been  invited  to  join  this  effort. 

Some  informal  discussions  have  been  held  with  the  BLM  in  Portland  about 
sharing  administrative  services,  with  the  Forest  Service  seen  as  the 
provider.   However,  nationally  the  BLM  is  consolidating  such  services 
into  BLM  service  centers,  so  there  may  be  no  opportunities  in  Portland 
for  joint  services. 

PACFISH  PROGRAM 

398.  Question:   The  Forest  Service  and  the  Bureau  of  Land  Mamagement  have 
proposed  the  PACFISH  prograun  as  a  proactive  way  of  protecting  salmon 
habitat,  among  other  things.   Does  the  agency  have  funding  in  its  FY  1995 
budget  request  to  implement  PACFISH?  If  so,  how  much?  What  is  the  total 
needed  for  FY  1995? 

Answer:   The  Forest  Service  atnd  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  only 
recently  (March  25,  1994)  amnounced  the  availability  of  an  Environmental 
Assessment  (EA)  for  public  review  and  comment  that  examines  interim 
options  to  arrest  habitat  degradation  in  anadromous  fish-producing 
watersheds  in  California,  Idaho,  Oregon  auid  Washington  (outside  the  range 
of  the  northern  spotted  owl) .   Until  public  comments  are  reviewed  and  the 
final  EA  is  issued,  the  exact  costs  for  implementation  can  not  be 
determined.   The  Forest  Service  is  planning  a  total  of  $8,085  million  of 
Research  and  National  Forest  System  funds  to  conduct  several  assessments 
including  the  Columbia  Basin  Ecosystem  Frauneworlc  and  Assessment,  the 
Idaho/Montama  Bull  Trout  and  Salmonid  Haibitat  amd  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  and  the  Anadromous  Fish  Habitat  amd  Watershed  Conservation 
Strategy  (formerly  Jcnown  as  "PACFISH") .   Due  to  the  interrelationships  of 
these  assessments,  it  is  difficult  to  separate  the  cost  for  each 
assessment.   We  envision  implementing  the  "PACFISH"  strategy  through  a 
variety  of  programs  once  the  assessments  are  completed. 

399.  Question:   How  will  the  Forest  Service  use  cooperative  management 
agreements  amd  funding  arrangements  with  the  Indiam  tribes  to  implement 
this  prograun  if  funds  are  made  available? 

Answer:   The  proposed  PACFISH  strategy  provides  am  excellent  opportunity 
for  cooperative  efforts  between  the  Forest  Service  and  Tribal  Governments 
to  conduct  watershed  analysis,  planning  and  restoration.   Specific 
activities  amenable  to  cooperative  mamagement  agreements  include 
planning,  monitoring  and  evaluation,  research,  amd  cooperative 
restoration  projects.   Additional  funding  would  enable  the  Forest  Service 
to  continue  to  conduct  more  effective  consultation  with  the  Tribes,  amd 
enable  the  Forest  Service  auid  Tribes  to  participate  in  a  mutual  exchamge 
of  s)cills  and  training.   Such  funds  would  greatly  enhamce  the  application 
of  ecosystem  principles  throughout  entire  watersheds. 

UPPER  GRANDE  RONDE  RIVER  PROTECTION  AND  RESTORATION  PLAN: 

The  Upper  Gramde  Ronde  River  Protection  and  Restoration  Plam,  developed  by  the 
tribes  and  the  State  and  federal  agencies,  was  completed  in  1992. 

400.  Question:   How  does  your  budget  fund  this  plan?   How  will  you  support  and 
ensure  the  tribes'  participation  in  plam  implementation? 

Answer:   This  inquiry  refers  to  the  Upper  Grand  Ronde  River  Protection 
and  Restoration  Plan.   We  assume  it  is  in  reference  to  the  Upper  Grand 
Ronde  River  Anadromous  Fish  Habitat  Protection,  Restoration,  and 
Monitoring  Plan. 

This  plam,  produced  by  a  technical  working  group  composed  of 
representatives  from  numerous  agencies,  did  not  meet  NEPA  requirements 
for  am  environmental  amalysis  which  evaluates  a  range  of  alternatives  and 
public  disclosure.   Consequently,  the  LaGrande  Ranger  District  of  the 
Wallowa-Whitman  National  Forest  initiated  an  environmental  assessment  to 
comply  with  NEPA  and  to  amend  the  Forest  Plam.   This  environmental 
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assessment  was  completed  on  February  28,  1994.   The  45-day  comment  period 
ended  on  March  17,  1994.   The  preferred  alternative  is  based  on  the  work 
by  the  technical  working  group,  but  addresses  a  broader  range  of  issues. 

Funding  to  implement  the  preferred  alternative  will  be  addressed  in  the 
FY  1996  budget  process. 

Tribal  participation  has  been  paramount  in  the  development  of  the 
Conservation  Strategy.   The  Ramger  meets  monthly  with  the  Progreun  Manager 
for  the  Tribe's  Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  provides  quarterly 
updates  on  all  projects.   In  addition,  the  Strategy  calls  for  two 
additional  points  of  cooperation:   involvement  in  the  adaptive  management 
approach  in  riparian  areas  and  participation  in  the  implementation  eund 
assessment  of  the  Strategy's  monitoring  plem. 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  CONRAD  BURNS 

363.  Question:   I  cim  greatly  concerned  about  the  loss  of  $95,000  in  the 
Multiple  Use  Economics  unit.   This  unit  has  been  involved  in  worthwhile 
research  recently  emphasizing  economic  efficiency  in  National  Forest 
Management.   I  have  been  told  that  this  money  is  going  to  develop  a 
strategy  to  manage  federal  lands  in  the  Pacific  Northwest.   Montana  has 
its  own  economic  concerns,  and  I  don't  want  these  funds  transferred.   Why 
were  these  funds  cut? 

Answer:   In  the  FY  1995  President's  budget.  Resource  Analysis  Research 
(RAR)  at  the  Intermountain  Forest  emd  Research  Experiment  Station  is 
budgeted  for  an  increase  of  $33,000.   The  RAR  funding  is  shared  by  the 
Aldo  Leopold  Research  Institute  (Institute)  ,  Forest  Inventory  and 
Analysis  (FIA) ,  and  Renewable  Resources  Economics  (RREc) .   Among  these 
three  research  activities,  we  recommended  that  higher  priority  be  given 
to  the  Institute  and  FIA.   Accordingly,  we  decreased  RREc  by  $95,000  and 
increased  funding  for  the  Institute  by  $38,000  and  increased  FIA  by 
$90,000.   Much  of  the  funding  reduction  for  RREc  stays  in  Montana  for 
analysis  of  forestry  issues  in  Montana.   The  Institute  is  located  in 
Missoula.   Funding  of  the  FIA  work  maintains  the  long-term  capability  to 
inventory  the  forest  resources  of  Montsma  and  other  intermountain 
States.   In  addition,  members  of  the  FIA  program  cooperate  extensively 
with  counterparts  in  the  Region  1  office  in  Missoula  with  consequent 
travel  to  Missoula  and  expenditure  for  food,  lodging,  and  other  expenses. 

364.  Question:   A  timber  sale  in  the  Gallatin  National  Forest  which  was 
recently  arbitrarily  withdrawn  by  the  forest  supervisor.   The 
Mosquito -Denny  timber  sale  had  been  through  two  appeals.   The  second 
appeal  was  rejected  by  the  Regional  Forester,  thereby  approving  the 
sale.   The  U.S.  Fish  auid  Wildlife  Service  had  issued  a  non- jeopardy 
opinion  regarding  Endeuigered  Species  Act.   Yet,  the  supervisor  withdrew 
the  sale  under  threat  of  lawsuits  from  special  interest  groups.   Is  it  a 
model  for  how  the  agency  intends  to  spend  the  millions  of  dollars 
appropriated  it  by  Congress? 

Answer :   Qn  August  23,  1993,  Forest  Supervisor  Garber  decided  to 
implement  several  lemd  meuiagement  activities  in  the  Mosquito/Denny  area 
near  West  Yellowstone,  Montsma.   These  actions  involved  vegetative 
treatments  to  improve  timber  production  on  specific  sites  and  adjustments 
to  the  transportation  system  to  enhamce  grizzly  bear  habitat  security. 
On  Jamuary  27,  1994,  he  withdrew  a  part  of  this  decision  which  would 
harvest  approximately  1.1  MMBF  of  timber,  otherwise  known  as  the 
Mosquito/Denny  timber  sale. 

Several  events  occurred  after  the  Supervisor's  initial  NEPA  decision  to 
harvest  timber  in  the  Mosquito/Denny  area  including  receipt  of  sixty  day 
notice  of  intent  to  sue  on  Qctober  26,  1993,  an  Office  of  General  Counsel 
(OGC)  opinion  that  there  was  a  strong  likelihood  of  being  litigated  over 
the  Mosquito/Denny  timber  sale,  and  a  settlement  on  the  adjacent  Targhee 
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National  Forest  over  roads  and  grizzly  bears  in  which  they  agreed  to  no 
further  harvest  or  road  building  in  the  recovery  zone  until  their  Forest 
Plan  is  revised. 

The  Forest  Supervisor  determined  that  only  two  reasonadble  alternatives 
were  available:  1)  defend  the  entire  timber  sale/road  closure  project  in 
court  resulting  in  a  minimum  two-year  delay  and,    most  likely,  a  revised 
EA  and  decision  notice;  or,  2)  withdraw  or  defer  the  timber  sale  portion 
of  the  project  while  proceeding  with  the  road  closures.   This  would 
result  in  the  short-term  loss  of  a  1.1  MMBF  timber  sale  offering  but 
would  allow  proceeding  with  road  closures. 

The  Supervisor  chose  the  second  alternative  because  it  was  essential  to 
move  forward  on  needed  road  closures  and  he  felt  there  was  little  to  gain 
by  entering  a  prolonged  court  case  and  an  urgent  need  to  move  ahead  with 
the  road  closures.   Management  activities  in  the  recovery  zone  for  the 
"threatened"  grizzly  bear  have  become  quite  sensitive.   There  is 
dissatisfaction  with  the  progress  toward  reducing  open  road  density  for 
bear  habitat  security  (a  Forest  Plan  standard)  amd  what  has  been 
accomplished  usually  ties  in  with  a  timber  sale. 

In  addition,  litigation  involves  a  substantial  amount  of  time,  money  and 
workforce  energy.   A  decision  to  defend  the  Mosquito/Denny  timber  sale  in 
court  would  mesui  deferral  of  other  very  important  projects  on  the 
Forest .   It  would  be  detrimental  to  our  efforts  in  ecosystem  management 
and  the  timber  program  in  general.   There  is  also  a  risk  of  an 
unfavorable  court  ruling  which  could  seriously  impact  our  abilities  to 
pursue  future  mamagement  activities  within  the  grizzly  bear  recovery 
zone,  as  occurred  on  the  adjacent  Targhee  National  Forest. 

365.  Question:   Concerning  the  Mosquito-Denny  timber  sale,   your  agency  has 
indicated  "no  records  exist"  to  document  financial  expenditures 
associated  with  analyzing  and  documenting  the  sale.   Is  the  agency 
reluctauit  to  disclose  the  actual  cost  of  preparing  a  sale  that  ended  up 
being  tax  dollars  poured  into  a  black  hole?  Approximately  how  much  money 
would  have  been  spent  preparing  a  sale  over  a  3-4  year  period,  along  with 
consultations  with  Fish  and  Wildlife  and  subsequent  appeals? 

Answer:   The  Forest  Service  does  not  account  for  individual  timber  sales 
but  rather  accounts  for  the  various  activities  associated  with  the  timber 
sale  program.   Mosquito -Denny  timber  sale  proposal  was  identified  from  an 
integrated  resource  analysis  which  was  conducted  to  identify  Forest  Plam 
implementation  opportunities  for  all  resources.   Since  the  analysis  is 
multi- resource  in  nature,  it  is  difficult  to  assign  a  portion  of  the  cost 
to  a  single  activity  such  as  the  proposed  timber  sale. 

The  Forest  Service,  as  a  whole,  take  costs  very  seriously.   Part  of 
Supervisor  Garber's  rationale  for  withdrawal  of  the  sale  was  to  avoid 
litigation  cost  burdens  upon  the  Forest's  budget  which  would  be  imposed 
by  litigation.   The  Gallatin  Forest  is  involved  in  other  litigation  over 
timber  sales  emd  has  experienced  first  hand  the  costs  of  humain  and  budget 
resources  in  these  situations. 

366.  Question:   Recreationalist  in  Montauia  have  raised  some  valid  concerns 
over  Forest  Service  "enforcement"  officials.   I  have  heard  of  reports 
where  these  officials  have  questioned  snowmobilers  about  boundaries,  and 
other  issues.   This  is  of  concern  to  me.   Could  you  address  where  you  are 
with  this  new  program  within  the  agency? 

Answer :   Law  enforcement  personnel  occasionally  question  the  public  as  it 
uses  the  national  forests.   Certain  rules  auid  regulations  apply  to 
wilderness  areas,  such  as  non-use  of  motorized  vehicles  or  equipment. 
Most  often  in  the  winter,  such  enforcement  contacts  with  snowmobilers  are 
for  the  purpose  of  clarifying  regulations  against  the  use  of  snowmobiles 
in  wilderness  or  other  restricted  areas.   If  the  Agency  is  ejqjected  to 
protect  the  resources  from  abuse,  then  applicaUile  rules  amd  regulations 
must  be  enforced  to  protect  not  only  the  resources  but  other  visiting 
public  as  well. 
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Law  enforcement  has  been  a  prograim  within  the  Forest  Service  since  its 
creation.   The  first  rangers  were  authorized  to  enforce  the  rules  and 
regulations  and  protect  the  resources.   Therefore  the  law  enforcement 
program  is  not  new.   However,  it  has  been  given  a  higher  level  of  status 
due  to  emphasis  placed  on  the  Agency  to  respond  to  increasing  land  use 
pressures  and  criminal  activities  that  are  occurring  on  the  lands  it  is 
expected  to  manage  and  protect .   The  only  change  in  the  program  has  been 
implementation  of  the  straight  line  reporting  structure.   Enforcement 
officers  are  expected  to  make  contact  with  the  public  in  a  professional 
and  courteous  manner . 

367.   Question:   As  you  know,  $300,000  was  included  in  the  FY94  bill  for  the 

Lewis  and  Clark  Interpretive  Center  in  Great  Falls,  Montana.   After  this 
money  was  appropriated,  my  office  had  a  meeting  with  Forest  Service 
personnel  regarding  the  project.   The  S6  million  was  the  cost  of  the 
structure.   Now  the  Region  1  office  is  asking  whether  the  $300,000  study 
money  included  planning  for  the  exhibits.   It  was  my  understanding  that 
it  did  not.   Is  that  your  understanding? 

Answer:   Yes,  the  $300,000  in  design  funds  appropriated  in  FY  1994  did 
not  include  planning  for  the  exhibits.   The  partners  have  agreed  in 
earlier  discussions  that  the  exhibit  design  and  fabrication  costs  would 
be  borne  entirely  by  them  with  no  additional  federal  dollars  beyond  the 
$3  million  federal  share  as  directed  by  the  Appropriations  Committee. 
Since  the  exhibits  will  not  change  the  scope  of  the  facility  and  the  fact 
that  there  will  be  no  additional  federal  funds  involved,  they  are  not 
subject  to  the  $6  million  cap  placed  on  this  facility. 

I  have  some  concerns  over  the  liability  policy  regarding  easements.   The  Forest 
Service  strict  liability  provision  holds  the  electric  cooperatives  liable  for 
all  fires,  regardless  if  the  cooperative  is  at  fault.   Even  if  the  cooperative 
did  not  cause  the  fire,  the  Forest  Service  can  require  the  cooperative  did  not 
cause  the  fire,  the  Forest  Serivce  can  require  the  cooperative  to  pay  upwards 
of  $1  million  for  fire  suppression-related  costs. 

402.   Question:   Would  you  grant  a  waiver  of  the  agency's  current  policy  of 
strict  liability  in  the  .instance  of  fire  damage? 

Answer:   The  Agency  cannot  grant  a  waiver  of  current  policy  of  strict 
liability.   As  directed  by  43  USC  1764  (Federal  Land  Policy  and 
Management  Act  of  1976) ,  the  Agency  spelled  out  strict  liability  limits 
in  36  CFR  251.56(d) (2) .   Over  two  centuries  of  common  law  supports  the 
principle  that  those  who  engage  in  hazardous  activities  are  liable  for 
damages  occurring  from  that  activity  regardless  of  whether  they  were 
actually  negligent.   The  liability  arises  from  the  nature  of  the  activity 
itself  and  power  lines  in  a  forest  are  considerec"  high  hazard.   To  waive 
such  liability  is  to  insist  the  public  bear  all  the  risk  from  sm 
inherently  high  risk  activity  that  does  not  benefit  the  public  as  a 
whole . 

SUBCOMMITTEE  RECESS 

Senator  Reid.  I  thank  you  very  much.  The  subcommittee  stands 
in  recess  until  10  a.m.,  Wednesday,  April  13,  when  we  will  receive 
testimony  from  the  Department  of  Energy  on  fossil  energy  and 
clean  coal. 

[Whereupon,  at  4:33  p.m.,  Wednesday,  March  23,  the  subcom- 
mittee recessed,  to  reconvene  at  10  a.m.,  Wednesday,  April  13.] 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR  AND  RELAT- 
ED AGENCIES  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  FIS- 
CAL YEAR  1995 


WEDNESDAY,  APRIL  13,  1994 

U.S.  Senate, 
Subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations, 

Washington,  DC. 

The  subcommittee  met  at  10:15  a.m.,  in  room  SD-116,  Dirksen 
Senate  Office  Building,  Hon.  Harry  M.  Reid  presiding. 
Present:  Senators  Reid,  Nickles,  Domenici,  Gorton,  and  Bums. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  ENERGY 

Fossil  Energy  Research  and  Development 

clean  coal  technology 

statement  of  jack  s.  siegel,  acting  assistant  secretary  for 
fossil  energy 

accompanied  BY: 

JOHN  NORTHINGTON,  OFFICE  OF  GAS  AND  PETROLEUM  TECH- 
NOLOGY 

REGINALD  SPILLER,  DEPUTY  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  FOR  GAS 
AND  PETROLEUM  TECHNOLOGY 

BUDGET  request 

Senator  Reid.  The  subcommittee  will  come  to  order.  We  had  a 
vote  at  10  o'clock,  so  I  was  unable  to  be  here  at  the  scheduled  time. 

The  good  news  is  I  do  not  think  there  will  be  another  until  noon 
or  thereafter. 

This  morning  the  Subcommittee  on  the  Interior  and  Related 
Agencies  will  review  the  1995  budget  request  for  the  Department 
of  Energy's  Fossil  Energy  Research  and  Development  Clean  Coal 
Technology  Programs. 

Testifying  today  in  support  of  the  Department's  1995  budget  re- 
quest is  Mr.  Jack  Siegel,  the  Acting  Assistant  Secretary  for  Fossil 
Energy. 

The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  for  fossil  energy  research 
and  development  is  $469  million,  an  increase  of  about  $39  million, 
or  9  percent  over  the  fiscal  year  1994  enacted  level  of  $430.7  mil- 
lion. 

The  proposed  net  increase  includes  a  decrease  of  $39  million  or 
about  23.5  percent  below  the  current  funding  level  for  coal  research 
and  development  programs  which  would  be  offset  by  increases  of 
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$57.4  million  or  60  percent  above  the  1994  enacted  level  for  natural 
gas  R&D,  and  $31.7  million  or  42  percent  for  petroleum  R&D  pro- 
grams. 

The  Department's  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  for  fossil  en- 
ergy research  and  development  also  includes  a  proposed  transfer  of 
$17  million  for  unobligated  balances  available  in  the  "Strategic  pe- 
troleum reserve"  account,  and  the  use  of  prior-year  balances  within 
fossil  R&D  programs  of  $16.3  million. 

With  regard  to  the  Clean  Coal  Technology  Program,  the  fiscal 
year  1995  budget  request  is  $37.1  million,  significantly  below  the 
$375  million  advance  already  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1995. 

The  Department  is  also  proposing  to  adjust  outyear  clean  coal 
appropriations  to  provide  $73.9  million  in  fiscal  year  1996;  and 
$413.9  million  in  1997. 

This  would  complete  appropriations  of  the  full  $2.7  billion  for  the 
Clean  Coal  Program,  and  $2.5  billion  in  awards  to  45  projects  has 
thus  far  been  committed  by  the  Department. 

To  date,  $2.2  billion  has  been  appropriated  of  which  $926.5  mil- 
lion has  been  obligated. 

The  Department  is  also  proposing  in  its  fiscal  year  1995  budget 
request  to  use  $20  million  in  unobligated  Clean  Coal  Technology 
Program  funds  to  initiate  two  international  showcase  demonstra- 
tion projects  in  China  and  Eastern  Europe  and  would  use  an  addi- 
tional $18  million  in  unobligated  clean  coal  funds  for  program  di- 
rection. 

Mr.  Siegel,  you  are  welcomed  to  the  committee  this  morning. 

Let  me  say  at  the  outset  yoiT  have  been  in  your  acting  capacity 
for  going  on  2  years  now.  Your  longevity  is  an  inspiration  to  us  all. 
[Laughter.] 

Do  you  intend  to  make  this  acting  business  a  career,  or  will  we 
likely  see  a  nominee  for  Assistant  Secretary? 

Mr.  Siegel.  I  think  there  will  be  a  nominee  fairly  soon. 

There  is  one  in  the  wings.  It  is  just  a  matter  of  clearance  of  pa- 
pers. 

Senator  Reid.  Well,  you  certainly  have  well  filled  the  post. 

We  will  make  your  prepared  statement  a  part  of  the  record  in 
its  entirety. 

PREPARED  STATEMENT  OF  SENATOR  CONRAD  BURNS 

We  have  a  statement  from  Senator  Conrad  Bums  which  will  be 
incorporated  into  the  record. 
[The  statement  follows:] 

Statement  of  Senator  Conrad  Burns 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  holding  this  hearing  today.  I  appreciate  the  oppor- 
tunity to  comment  on  the  Fossil  Energy  Research  and  Development  and  the  Clean 
Coal  Technology  funding  levels  within  the  budget. 

Coal  provides  55  percent  of  the  electricity  used  in  the  U.S.,  and  coal  contributes 
$21  billion  each  year  to  our  economy.  And,  Montana  plays  an  important  role  in  pro- 
viding to  our  country  part  of  this  needed  energy. 

Coal  is  the  leading  mineral  commodity  in  Montana.  Rosebud  and  Decker  Counties 
in  Montana  are  two  of  the  largest  coal  producing  areas  in  the  entire  U.S.  The  coal 
severance  tax  in  Montana,  provided  $38  million  to  my  State's  government  in  fiscal 
year  1992-93.  These  funds  have  been  used  in  Montana  for  conservation  programs, 
develop  and  up-keep  of  State  parks,  investing  in  historical  sites,  and  many  others. 
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Yet,  I  don't  have  the  feeUng  that  this  Administration  recognizes,  or  supports  the 
coal  business.  We  have  the  capabihty  to  bum  coal  more  efficiently  and  more  cleanly. 
Funding  for  coal  technology  will  decline,  and  that  concerns  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you. 

SUMMARY  STATEMENT  OF  HON.  JACK  SIEGEL 

Senator  Reid.  If  you  will,  introduce  those  associates  who  are 
with  you  today  and  then  summarize  your  statement  and  we  will 
proceed  to  the  questions  the  subcommittee  has  for  you. 

Mr.  SiEGEL.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  do  have  a  number  of  people  from  the  fossil  energy  organization 
here  and,  as  needed,  maybe  we  will  just  call  them  up  and  I  can 
introduce  them  at  that  time. 

Senator  Reid.  That  will  be  fine. 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  this 
committee. 

Let  me  just  do  a  very  brief  summary  of  the  program  and  our 
1995  budget  and  then  answer  any  questions  that  you  may  have. 

As  you  point  out,  our  natural  gas  budget  has  increased  dramati- 
cally. For  the  whole  Department  of  Energy,  the  budget  has  in- 
creased from  just  under  $200  million  to  about  $289  million,  a  very 
big  increase,  recognizing  the  importance  of  natural  gas  as  a  fuel  for 
a  wide  variety  of  applications  in  the  United  States,  and  as  an  envi- 
ronmentally sound  fuel. 

Within  the  Office  of  Fossil  Energy  our  gas  budget  has  increased 
from  $96  million  to  about  $153  million.  The  rest  of  the  natural  gas 
budget  is  funded  out  of  the  energy  efficiency  and  renewables  pro- 
gram and  the  energy  research  program. 

NATURAL  GAS 

The  question  is:  What  is  the  large  increase  in  the  natural  gas 
budget?  Our  National  Petroleum  Council  did  a  study  not  too  long 
ago,  a  very  expensive  study,  on  the  natural  gas  industry  and  con- 
cluded that  there  are  about  1,300  trillion  cubic  feet  of  natural  gas 
that  is  technically  recoverable.  That  is  a  tremendous  amount  of 
natural  gas. 

Senator  Reid.  At  our  present  rate  of  use,  how  long  would  that 
be? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  What  is  the  natural  gas  present  rate  of  use? 

Mr.  NORTHINGTON.  At  the  present  rate  of  use  we  have  enough 
gas  for  60  years. 

Senator  Reid.  For  60  years. 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  Well,  60  years  of  the  current  proved  reserves,  I 
think.  So  currently  we  have  160  trillion  cubic  feet  of  proved  re- 
serves versus  the  1,300  trillion  cubic  feet  of  technically  recoverable. 

Senator  Reid.  So  the  60  applies  to  the  first  number? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  No;  60  applies  to  the  second  number,  the  proved  re- 
serves. So  we  have  a  lot  more  natural  gas.  We  have  many,  many 
years  of  natural  gas  that  is  technically  recoverable. 

Senator  Reid.  OK,  let  me  make  sure  I  understand. 

The  60  years  applies  to  the  lower  number,  or  the  higher  number? 

Mr.  NORTHINGTON.  The  higher. 

Senator  Reid.  The  1,300? 
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Mr.  NORTHINGTON.  The  new  account  is  what  would  come  on  line, 
also. 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  Oh,  I  am  sorry.  I  would  correct  the  record  on  that 
point,  then;  1,300  trillion  cubic  feet  of  technically  recoverables, 
which  means  60  years  of  gas  reserves. 

Of  that,  160  trillion  cubic  feet  is  currently  proved  reserves.  The 
National  Petroleum  Council  says  that  we  could  more  than  double 
the  proved  reserves  if  we  developed  the  technology  that  will  enable 
us  to  do  that  by  the  year  2010.  So  we  are  focusing  part  of  our  ef- 
forts on  developing  natural  gas  production  technology  that  will  en- 
able us  to  produce  it  more  cheaply  and  in  an  even  more  environ- 
mentally acceptable  manner. 

But  a  major  part  of  our  natural  gas  budget  deals  with  the  utiliza- 
tion of  natural  gas. 

Although  natural  gas  is  a  clean  fuel,  in  parts  of  the  country,  the 
public  is  demanding  even  cleaner  fuels.  So  we  are  developing  gas 
utilization  programs  including  fuel  cells,  and  advanced  gas  turbines 
that  will  allow  natural  gas  to  be  used  much  more  efficiently  than 
it  currently  is  today,  and  to  remove  nitrogen  oxides  down  to  the 
very,  very  low  levels  that  will  be  acceptable  in  all  parts  of  the  coun- 
try. 

The  major  increase  in  our  resource  and  extraction  program  is  in 
large  part  due  to  a  new  initiative  in  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget 
called  the  advanced  computational  technology  initiative,  which  is 
developing  new  technologies  coming  out  of  our  national  laboratories 
to  help  us  to  find  natural  gas  and  oil  currently  in  the  ground. 

We  have  increased  our  delivery  and  storage  program  and  our  en- 
vironmental and  regulatory  impact  program  as  well. 

Our  oil  budget  has  also  increased  quite  significantly  from  $75 
million  to  $107  million.  There  are  a  number  of  reasons  for  that. 

No.  1,  we  abandon  about  two-thirds  of  the  oil  that  is  left  in  the 
ground  after  a  well  is  completed. 

Just  as  important,  our  domestic  production  is  declining  quite 
dramatically  in  the  United  States  while  our  consumption  is  in- 
creasing quite  dramatically.  So  our  oil  imports  today  are  growing 
from  around  50  percent,  to  a  year  2010  projection  of  about  60  per- 
cent of  the  oil  consumed  in  this  country  will  be  imported. 

So  we  are  accelerating  some  programs  that  will  enable  new  tech- 
nology to  get  into  the  marketplace  much  more  quickly.  This  tech- 
nology will,  hopefully,  reduce  the  abandonments  and  increase  do- 
mestic production. 

Our  coal  research  and  development  program  is  down,  as  you 
pointed  out  in  your  opening  statement,  from  $176  million  to  $128 
million.  That  is  not  an  indication  of  the  lack  of  importance  of  coal, 
but  rather  the  ending  of  a  couple  of  programs  and  it  also  reflects 
some  new  prioritization  of  our  coal  research. 

We  are  no  longer  doing  work  in  magnetohydrodynamics.  That 
program,  we  think,  has  been  successfully  completed.  Now  it  is  up 
to  private  industry  to  take  it  on  from  there. 

We  have  sucessfully  completed  our  acid  rain  research  and  heat 
engines  programs  Now  we  are  focusing  our  efforts  on  the  main 
market  for  coal,  which  is  electric  power  production.  We  are  trying 
to  develop  a  new  generation  of  very  clean,  and  very  efficient  sys- 
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terns  that  go  beyond  those  technologies  that  are  being  used  in  our 
Clean  Coal  Demonstration  Program. 

The  Clean  Coal  Technology  Demonstration  Program  budget  has 
decreased  significantly  from  the  fiscal  year  1990  level  of  $225  mil- 
lion to  $37.1  million.  That  is  all  of  the  money  we  will  need  in  fiscal 
year  1995  to  keep  the  program  on  track  and  to  start  a  couple  of 
new  initiatives  that  you  mentioned  as  well. 

In  the  Clean  Coal  Program  we  have  made  great  progress.  We 
have  45  projects  in  the  program.  Of  those  45  projects,  9  projects 
have  been  completed,  14  projects  are  in  the  operation  phase,  5  are 
in  construction,  12  in  design,  and  5  projects  are  in  negotiation. 

A  number  of  the  technologies  are  now  moving  into  the  commer- 
cial marketplace.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  we  have  recently  published 
a  report  "Clean  Coal  Technology:  The  Investment  Pays  Off  which 
summarizes  some  of  the  successes  from  the  program.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  there  is  even  an  insert  in  this  document  of  two  additional 
successes  in  the  program  since  this  report  went  to  publication  in 
January,  and  I  would  like  to  submit  this  report  for  the  record. 

Senator  Reid.  I  do  not  think  we  can  do  that,  but  thank  you. 

Mr.  SiEGEL.  OK,  but  we  do  have  that  report  if  it  is  desired. 

PREPAEED  STATEMENT 

So  we  do  think,  as  I  said,  that  we  can  move  forward  with  the 
Clean  Coal  Program  on  pace  with  the  funding  that  we  have  re- 
quested in  fiscal  year  1995,  and  start  this  new  initiative  that  we 
have  proposed — which  is  to  build  a  couple  of  showcase  demonstra- 
tion projects.  One  will  be  in  China,  another  will  be  in  Eastern  Eu- 
rope or  the  former  Soviet  Union.  They  will  utilize  the  successes  we 
have  here  and  begin  the  export  of  these  technologies  to  the  really 
large  markets  for  these  technologies.  That  is  Asia,  the  developing 
countries,  and  Eastern  Europe  and  the  former  Soviet  Union  for  the 
pollution  control  types  of  technologies. 

So  I  think  with  that  I  will  end  my  opening  statement  and  be 
happy  to  answer  any  questions  you  may  have. 

[The  statement  follows:] 

Statement  of  Jack  S.  Siegel 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  the  United  States  cannot  hope 
to  sustain  economic  growth  and,  at  the  same  time,  achieve  its  goal  of  a  cleaner, 
healthier  environment  without  a  continued  commitment  to  the  development  of  21st 
century,  high-efficiency  fossil  fuel  technologies. 

The  Administration's  fiscal  year  1995  request  proposes  to  allot  approximately  14 
percent  of  its  $3.7  billion  energy  resources  budget  to  the  research,  development  and 
demonstration  of  advanced  fossil  fuel  technologies  and  another  10  percent  to  the 
maintenance  of  the  Nation's  emergency  crude  oil  stockpile  and  the  production  of  oil 
and  gas  from  Federally  owned  lands. 

Fossil  fuels  make  up — and,  for  the  foreseeable  future,  will  continue  to  make  up — 
the  largest  share  of  America's  energy  mix  and  the  energy  mix  of  the  rest  of  the 
world.  Coal  currently  supplies  more  than  55  percent  of  the  Nation's  electricity  (and 
more  than  40  percent  of  the  world's);  oil  continues  to  dominate  the  transportation 
market  both  in  the  U.S.  and  abroad;  and  natural  gas  has  experienced  a  resurgence 
that  now  makes  it  one  of  the  principal  fuel  choices  in  the  domestic  electric  power 
market  as  well  as  its  traditional  residential,  commercial  and  industrial  markets. 

Overall,  the  Department  of  Energy's  fiscal  year  1995  budget  reflects  significant 
shifts  in  funding  priorities,  with  increased  emphasis  on  energy  efficiency  and  renew- 
able energy  resources.  Yet,  the  budget  also  maintains  its  support  for  a  new  genera- 
tion of  cleaner,  more  efficient  and  affordable  fossil  fuel  technologies.  DOE-wide  fund- 
ing for  natural  gas  and  petroleum  technologies,  in  particular,  is  proposed  to  increase 
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33  percent  over  fiscal  year  1994  levels.  Funding  for  coal  technology  would  decline 
but  would  still  maintain  the  pace  of  development  for  21st  century,  high-efficiency, 
super  clean  coal-based  technologies  for  electric  power  generation,  the  market  where 
coal  will  continue  to  be  used  most  in  the  coming  years. 

The  budget  request  also  looks  to  the  future  of  our  Nation's  principal  energy  emer- 
gency response  tool — the  U.S.  Strategic  Petroleum  Reserve.  It  includes  funding  to 
continue  the  refurbishment  and  life-extension  of  the  Reserve,  ensuring  its  readiness 
to  counter  potential  energy  shortfalls  through  at  least  the  year  2025. 

The  request  also  recommends  a  new  future  for  the  Naval  Petroleum  and  Oil  Shale 
Reserves,  proposing  to  restructure  current  operations  to  align  these  commercial 
functions  closer  to  the  private  sector  while  ensuring  the  best  possible  return  to  the 
taxpayer. 

The  Department  of  Energy's  fiscal  year  1995  request  for  these  programs  in  the 
Office  of  Fossil  Energy  totals  $842.2  million.  This  proposal  assumes  actual  program 
activities  totalling  just  over  $966  miUion  with  offsets  from  prior  year  funds  of  $124 
million.  These  funds  would  be  divided  among  the  following  programs: 

FOSSIL  ENERGY  PROGRAM  FUNDS 
[In  millions  of  dollars] 

Fiscal  year- 
Fossil  Energy  Program  

1994  actual  1995  request 

Research  and  development $430.7             '$469.4 

Clean  coal  technology  demonstration 225.0                  37 1 

Strategic  petroleum  reserve  206.8                244.0 

Naval  petroleum  and  oil  shale  reserves 214.8                199.5 

Offsets  from  SPR  petroleum  account  -107.8 

Total,  fossil  energy  program 1,077.3  842.2 

'Obligations  of  $485  8  million  offset  by  $16  4  million  In  use  of  prior  year  balances. 

A  budget  shaped  by  DOE's  strategic  outlook 

The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  has  been  shaped  by  the  Department  of  Ener- 
gy's Strategic  Planning  process  for  fiscal  years  1995-2010.  For  the  first  time,  this 
process  has  approached  the  missions  of  the  Department  from  an  integrated  perspec- 
tive, rather  than  using  the  "stove  pipe"  planning  of  the  past.  With  a  vision  of  energy 
demands  in  a  21st  century  world,  the  Department  has  woven  together  a  strategy 
that  focuses  fiscal  resources  on  specific  targets,  accompanied  by  specific  milestones 
that  Congress  and  the  American  public  can  use  to  measure  our  progress. 

The  largest  portion  of  the  Fossil  Energy  budget  is  part  of  the  Department's  "En- 
ergy Resources"  business  line  (one  of  five  distinct  core  "businesses '  that  make  up 
the  Department's  mission;  the  others  are  "Science  and  Technology,"  "National  Secu- 
rity," and  "Environmental  Management"  and  "Industrial  Competitiveness"). 

Within  the  "Energy  Resources  business  line,  three  goals  exert  the  most  influence 
over  Fossil  Energy  priorities: 

Goal:  The  United  States  will  enhance  energy  productivity  to  strengthen  its  econ- 
omy and  improve  living  standards. 

Enhancing  energy  productivity  means  achieving  greater  energy  efficiency.  To  most 
Americans,  energy  efficiency  has  meant  the  wiser  end-use  of  energy.  The  U.S.  has 
achieved  remarkable  advances  in  the  end-use  sector  of  the  energy  economy.  Energy 
use  in  the  typical  American  home,  for  example,  has  dropped  by  about  a  third  since 
1962.  And  many  more  opportunities  are  available,  which  is  why  the  Department  has 
proposed  nearly  $1  billion  in  fiscal  year  1995  for  energy  efficiency-related  programs. 

But  greater  energy  efficiency  is  also  possible  at  earlier  stages  of  the  fuel  cycle, 
for  example,  at  the  point  where  fuels  such  as  gas  and  coal  are  converted  into  elec- 
tricity. Here,  too,  the  opportunities  are  enormous. 

For  example,  if  the  efficiency  of  U.S.  coEil-fired  power  plants  could  be  increased 
from  today's  average  of  about  33  percent  to  50  percent,  the  fuel  savings  would  be 
the  equivalent  of:  replacing  1.8  billion  incandescent  light  bulbs  with  more  energy- 
efficient  fluorescent  bulbs,  or  weatherizing  490  million  homes — more  than  5  times 
the  number  of  homes  currently  in  the  United  States. 

The  Department's  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  reflects  a  balanced  approach, 
recognizing  that  creating  a  truly  energy-efficient  economy  will  require  technological 
improvements  at  all  points  along  the  fuel  chain. 

'Therefore,  while  me  Department  is  emphasizing  programs  that  reduce  the  de- 
mand for  electricity  and  promote  energy  efficiency  improvements  in  homes,  commer- 
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cial  buildings,  transportation,  and  industry,  it  is  also  maintaining  its  support  for 
technologies  that  increase  the  efficiency  of  electric  power  plants,  where  fuel  savings 
and  economic  iniprovements  are  also  possible. 

In  addition,  efficiency  improvements  at  the  power  generating  source  reduce  solid 
waste  production  and  air  emissions.  Today,  coal-fired  power  plants  in  the  United 
States  produce  120  million  tons  annually  of  combustion  wastes,  and  this  is  expected 
to  rise  to  170  million  tons  by  the  year  2000.  Improving  the  efficiency  of  power 
plants — i.e.,  getting  more  power  from  a  smaller  amount  of  fuel — can  cut  this  amount 
dramatically.  A  50  percent-efficient  power  plant,  for  example,  produces  a  third  less 
waste  per  megawatt-hour  of  electricity  generated  than  today's  tjrpical  33  percent-ef- 
ficient plants,  just  through  efficiency  gains. 

Efficiency  improvements  can  also  be  applied  in  U.S.  oil  and  gas  fields,  resulting 
in  increased  production.  Today,  the  average  U.S.  oil  well  recovers  less  than  a  third 
of  the  oil-in-place  in  the  reservoir.  Natural  gas  extraction  techniques  can  leave  as 
much  as  a  quarter  of  the  available  gas  behind.  Developing  and  deploying  better 
technology  that  can  boost  these  recovery  efficiencies  is  a  key  aspect  of  the  Adminis- 
tration's recently  released  Domestic  Natural  Gas  and  Oil  Initiative.  Programs  that 
can  improve  the  recovery  of  natural  gas  and  oil  from  U.S.  reservoirs  would  receive 
significant  budget  increases  in  fiscal  year  1995. 

Goal:  The  United  States  will  reduce  adverse  environmental  impacts  associated 
with  energy  production,  delivery,  and  use. 

Environmentally-sensitive  technologies  will  be  a  fundamental  requirement  de- 
manded by  the  citizens  of  all  nations  in  the  21st  century. 

The  Department  has  set  a  strategy  of  establishing  the  United  States  as  the  world 
leader  in  efforts  to  improve  the  global  environment  through  leadership  at  home  and 
the  export  of  advanced  technologies  abroad.  We  have  also  committed  to  reducing  en- 
ergy-related emissions  of  greenhouse  gases  to  1990  levels  by  2000  through  cost-efiec- 
tive  efficiency-enhancing  and  alternate-energy  technologies. 

Natural  gas  is  the  cleanest  of  fossil  fuels  and  emits  less  carbon  dioxide  when 
burned.  Increasing  the  use  of  natural  gas,  particularly  for  generating  electricity,  is 
a  key  priority  in  the  Department's  implementation  of  tne  President's  Climate 
Change  Action  Plan,  and  natural  gas  utilization  technologies  would  receive  substan- 
tial increases  in  funding  across  the  Department  in  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget. 

Environmental  sensitivity  is  also  the  basis  for  the  Department's  proposed  in- 
creases in  funding  to  reduce  regional  and  local  impacts  of  waste  discharges  from  gas 
and  oil  production  efforts.  The  Department  also  plans  to  expand  its  cooperative  ef- 
forts with  Federal  and  State  agencies,  industry,  and  others  to  develop  sound  tech- 
nical and  economic  data  that  can  help  regulators  develop  reasonable,  "risk-based" 
environmental  requirements  for  gas  and  oil  exploration  and  production. 

Improved  environmental  performance  will  also  be  key  to  the  public's  acceptance 
of  21st  century  coal  technologies.  Higher  power  plant  efficiencies  can  dramatically 
reduce  greenhouse  gas  emissions  by  up  to  20  percent  through  moderate  improve- 
ments and  up  to  nearly  50  percent  through  potential  longer-term  advances.  In  addi- 
tion, remarkable  advances  in  pollution  control  concepts  now  offer  the  potential  for 
high-efficiency  coal  systems  to  be  super-clean  in  terms  of  other  air  emissions.  By 
continuing  the  research  and  development  programs  proposed  in  this  budget,  it  may 
be  possible  in  the  early  21st  century  to  build  a  coal -cased  power  system  that  emits 
only  one-tenth  the  levels  of  sulfur  aioxide,  nitrogen  oxides,  and  fly  ash  particulates 
now  permitted  by  the  most  stringent  of  federal  air  quality  standards. 

Goal:  The  U.S.  will  have  reliable  energy  services  with  reduced  vulnerability  to  en- 
ergy price  and  supply  volatility. 

The  Strategic  Petroleum  Reserve  is  the  principal  program  in  the  Fossil  Energy 
budget  request  that  responds  to  this  strategic  goal.  Today,  the  Strategic  Petroleum 
Reserve  represents  one  of  the  Nation's  most  valuable  investments  in  its  future  en- 
ergy security.  With  an  inventory  of  nearly  590  million  barrels  of  emergency  crude 
oil  (592  million  barrels  by  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1994),  the  Reserve  is  a  powerful 
response  tool  in  the  event  of  an  energy  disruption,  and  an  equally  powerful  deter- 
rent to  the  type  of  oil  cutoffs  the  United  States  experienced  in  the  1970s. 

The  future  readiness  of  the  Reserve  is  the  dominant  policy  driver  in  the  fiscal 
year  1995  budget  proposal — supplanting  continued  fill  as  the  most  appropriate  focus 
of  Federal  dollars. 

As  will  be  described  later,  the  Reserve  is  in  need  of  refurbishment  as  much  of  its 
infrastructure  is  approaching  the  end  of  its  originally  designed  life.  The  Department 
is  pursuing  a  multi-year  life-extension  program  intended  to  ensure  the  Reserve's  full 
readiness  through  at  least  the  year  2025.  In  addition,  funding  is  included  to  con- 
tinue countering  the  unexpected  incursion  of  gas  and  the  temperature  buildup  with- 
in the  oil  with  the  objective  of  returning  the  Reserve  to  its  maximum  drawdown  ca- 
pabilities by  the  end  of  1997. 
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These  are  the  strategic  underpinnings  of  the  fiscal  year  1995  Fossil  Energy  budg- 
et request.  Each  reflects  an  important  element  of  the  Department's  view  of  the 
world  in  the  first  decade  of  the  2l3t  century.  Each  is  critical  to  a  path  that  leads 
to  a  more  energy-secure  America,  in  which  advances  in  American  technology  create 
high-quality  jobs,  expand  opportunities  in  world  markets,  and  improve  the  standard 
of  living  for  our  citizens  and  our  global  neighbors. 

For  purposes  of  this  Congressional  hearing,  we  have  described  in  the  following 
only  the  Fossil  Energy  Research  and  Development  and  Clean  Coal  Technology  budg- 
et requests. 

THE  FOSSIL  ENERGY  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT  BUDGET  REQUEST 

The  Fossil  Energy  Research  and  Development  budget  proposal  is  $469  million  as 
shown  in  the  following  chart: 

FOSSIL  ENERGY  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT  BUDGET  REQUEST 
(In  millions  of  dollars] 

Fiscal  year- 
Fossil  energy  research  and  development 

Natural  gas  research: 

Exploration  and  production  

Delivery  and  storage  

Advanced  turbine  systems 

Other  utilization 

Environmental  research/regulatory  analysis 

Fuel  cells 

Total,  natural  gas  research 

Oil  technology: 

Recovery  field  demonstrations 

Exploration  and  production  supporting  research 

Exploration  and  production  environmental  research  

Processing  research  and  downstream  operations 

Total,  oil  technology 

Coal  research  and  development 

Advanced  clean/high  efficiency  power  systems  

Advanced  clean  fuels  research 

Advanced  research  and  technology  development 

Total,  coal  research  and  development 

Program  direction  and  management  support 

Headquarters  

Field  offices 

Plant  and  capital  equipment 

Cooperative  research  and  development 

Environmental  restoration  

Fuels  programs 

Subtotal,  research  and  development 

Offsets  from  prior  years 

Total,  fossil  energy  research  and  development 430.7  469.4 

NATURAL  GAS  RESEARCH 

Reflecting  President  Clinton's  commitment  to  expand  the  role  of  natural  gas  in 
the  U.S.  energy  mix,  the  Department  is  proposing  a  59  percent  increase  in  funding 
for  natural  gas-related  technologies  in  the  Fossil  Energy  budget. 

The  FossU  Energy  request  of  $153  million,  however,  is  only  one  element  of  the 
Department's  natural  gas-related  budget.  DOE-wide,  the  proposal  for  natural  gas  re- 
search funding  is  $289  million,  an  increase  of  $95  million  over  the  fiscal  year  1994 
program.  The  individual  program  elements  are  shown  in  the  following  chart: 


1994  request 

1995  request 

$15.2 

$27.5 

1.0 

3.4 

21.9 

44.9 

3.7 

3.9 

2.4 

5.9 

51.8 

67.8 

96.0 

153.4 

42.0 

43.1 

25.3 

47.9 

3.7 

6.0 

4.3 

10.0 

75.3 

107.0 

97.4 

81.5 

40.8 

20.1 

29.0 

26.3 

167.2 

128.0 

13.0 

13.8 

60.8 

49.9 

3.8 

2.8 

9.6 

6.8 

13.0 

21.0 

3.0 

3.0 

4417 

485.8 

-11.0 

-16.4 
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DOE  OFFICES 
[In  millions  of  dollars] 


Fiscal  year  1995  DOE -wide  natural  gas  activities 

Fossil  energy 

Energy  efficiency 

and  renewable 

energy 

Energy  research 

Total 

Resource  and  extraction 

$27.5 
3.4 

$8.7 

$36  2 

Delivery  and  storage  

3.4 

Utilization: 

Combustion  systems  

$12.1 

6.8 

31.6 

27.8 

10.5 

12.7 

24  8 

Heat  pumps  (heating  and  cooling) 

6.8 

Gas  turbines               

44.9 

76  5 

Natural  gas  vehicles  

27  8 

Fuel  cells          

67,8 
3.9 

78  3 

Gas-to-liquids 

3.9 

Other  utilization 

207 

2 

45 

20.9 

Environmental/regulatory  impact  

5.9 

10.4 

Totals  

153.4 

109.5 

26.1 

289.0 

GAS  RESOURCE  AND  EXTRACTION 

Within  the  Fossil  Energy  budget  proposal,  $27.5  million  would  be  directed  at  Re- 
source and  Extraction  programs.  The  United  States  has  a  vast  natural  gas  resource 
base,  estimated  by  the  National  Petroleum  Council  at  nearly  1,300  trillion  cubic  feet 
of  technically  recoverable  gas,  a  quantity  well  in  excess  of  the  current  proved  re- 
serves of  just  over  160  trillion  cubic  feet.  Advanced  technology,  however,  will  be  es- 
sential in  capturing  the  full  potential  of  this  resource.  Within  the  National  Petro- 
leum Council's  overall  estimate,  more  than  200  trillion  cubic  feet  will  depend  upon 
the  development  of  better  technology  between  1990  and  2010. 

Two  new  initiatives  account  for  the  proposed  increase  in  the  Resource  and  Extrac- 
tion budget: 

The  Advanced  Computational  Technology  Initiative  is  one  of  the  technological 
foundations  of  the  President's  Domestic  Natural  Gas  and  Oil  Initiative.  This  effort 
would  be  funded  DOE-wide  at  $50  million  in  fiscal  year  1995;  $20  million  would 
come  from  the  Fossil  Energy  program  ($7.5  million. from  the  natural  gas  research 

Erogram;  $12.5  million  from  the  Oil  Technology  Program),  while  $20  million  would 
e  provided  by  the  Defense  Programs  budget  and  $10  million  from  the  Office  of  En- 
er^  Research. 

The  intent  is  to  use  the  supercomputing  capabilities  of  the  Department's  National 
Laboratories  to  enhance  and  apply  exploration  and  production  technologies  to  re- 
cover natural  gas  and  oil  at  lower  costs.  The  program  will  enable  the  U.S.  oil  and 
gas  industry  to  capitalize  on  the  capabilities  of  the  National  Laboratories  in  earth 
sciences,  computer  science,  fluid  dynamics,  and  mathematics.  The  Initiative  will  be 
organized  under  an  expansion  of  the  existing  DOE  National  Laboratory/Industry 
Natural  Gas  and  Oil  Technology  Partnership. 

Following  the  guidelines  of  the  Partnership,  DOE  has  chosen  a  13-member  indus- 
try panel  of  independent  producers,  majors,  and  service  companies  to  review  and 
f)rioritize  proposals.  The  industry  panel  will  rank  projects  and  present  its  priority 
ist  of  funding  candidates  to  DOE,  consistent  with  Federal  procurement  rules  and 
procedures.  Selected  efforts,  to  be  cost-shared  50  percent  by  industrial  participants, 
will  reflect  both  short-  and  long-term  projects. 

A  second  initiative  in  the  natural  gas  resource  and  extraction  budget  request — 
the  study  of  coalbed  methane  recovery — is  an  outgrowth  of  the  Administration's  Cli- 
mate Change  Action  Plan.  While  the  combustion  of  natural  gas  releases  far  less  car- 
bon dioxide  per  BTU  than  other  fossil  fuels,  the  release  into  the  atmosphere  of 
methane  (the  chief  constituent  of  natural  gas)  also  creates  global  climate  change 
concerns.  Methane  is  20  times  more  potent  in  contributing  to  the  greenhouse  effect 
than  is  carbon  dioxide  and  can  be  released  from  a  variety  of  sources,  including  coal 
mines.  The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  requests  $3.0  million  to  study  barriers  that 
today  inhibit  the  increased  recovery  of  coalbed  methane  from  coal  mines  and  to 
carry  out  cost-shared  demonstrations  with  industry  and  the  Environmental  Protec- 
tion Agency  to  develop  better  approaches  for  capturing  methane  releases. 

The  remainder  of  the  natural  gas  Resource  and  Extraction  program  includes  the 
continuation  of  efforts  begun  in  prior  years.  Included  will  be  ongoing  projects  to  de- 
velop and  demonstrate  improved  and  advanced  drilling,  completion  and  stimulation 
systems  ($3.8  million)  and  advanced  diagnostics  for  detecting  fractures  ($2.1  mil- 
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lion).  Work  will  also  continue  with  the  Gas  Research  Institute  to  study  hydraulic 
fractures  in  a  laboratory  test  facility  at  the  University  of  Oklahoma  and  at  a  field 
test  site  in  Colorado  ($2.1  million).  Development  of  a  natural  gas  data  system,  in- 
cluding both  "gas  atlases"  and  computer  models,  will  proceed  ($2.1  million),  and 
field  testing  will  continue  to  evaluate  low-quality  gas  upgrading  processes  ($1.4  mil- 
lion) and  the  production  from  multi-strata  test  wells  in  the  Appalachian  Basin  ($0.4 
million).  Additional  funding  ($0.8  million)  will  go  to  studies  of  secondary  gas  recov- 
ery in  the  deltaic  sandstone  reservoirs  in  the  mid-continent  region,  emu  a  new  tar- 
geted technology  transfer  effort  ($0.9  million)  will  begin  with  the  Gas  Research  In- 
stitute. 

GAS  DELIVERABIUTY  AND  STORAGE 

The  Department  is  again  proposing  to  expand  its  efforts  in  natural  gas  Deliver- 
ability  and  Storage,  requesting  $3.4  million  in  fiscal  year  1995.  This  effort  takes  on 
increased  importance  in  view  of  the  projected  growth  in  gas  demand.  The  National 
Petroleum  Council  forecasts  that  demand  for  gas  will  expand  by  4  trillion  cubic  feet 
per  year  bv  2010.  Currently  about  20  percent  of  U.S.  gas  demand  is  supplied  by  gas 
storage.  Electric  power  generation  will  account  for  about  2  TCF  or  50  percent  of  the 
growui  in  gas  demand  and  will  require  at  least  a  35  percent  increase  in  working 
gas  storage  (or  about  0.7  TCF). 

The  Department  is  proposing  to  continue  a  program  with  industry  ($1.5  million) 
to  provide  new  guidelines,  demonstrations  and  technology  transfer  for  gas  storage. 
Particularly  important  is  to  enhance  the  efficiency  of  gas  storage,  reduce  the  loss 
of  gas  through  migration  from  the  storage  reservoirs,  and  examine  the  opportunities 
for  new  storage  capacity  development  in  areas  where  new  markets  for  natural  gas 
are  projected. 

The  reliable,  affordable  deliverability  of  natural  gas  is  also  key  to  building  long- 
term  consvimer  confidence,  and  in  turn,  to  increasing  the  role  of  natural  gas  in 
America's  energy  mix.  The  Department  is  proposing  an  effort  ($1.9  million)  to  link 
producing  States  together  in  an  updated,  accurate,  and  coordinated  production  re- 
porting network  system,  so  that  States  and  ultimately  the  customers  have  the  nec- 
essary data  and  compatible  information  on  the  volume  and  value  of  gas  from  gas- 
producing  regions.  Also  included  in  this  proposal  is  the  development  of  advanced 
real-time  technology  to  meter  pipeline  gas  flows. 

ADVANCED  GAS  TURBINE  SYSTEMS 

To  enhance  the  prospects  for  greater  natural  gas  use,  the  Department  is  propos- 
ing a  major  increase  in  funding  tor  advanced  turbine  systems.  Within  the  Fossil  En- 
ergy program,  the  focus  is  on  electric  utility-scale  systems,  and  the  fiscal  year  1995 
bud.get  recommends  an  increase  in  funding  from  $21.9  million  in  fiscal  year  1994 
to  $44.9  million  in  fiscal  year  1995.  This  increase  reflects  the  progress  of  the  acceler- 
ated development  effort,  begun  in  1992  and  is  consistent  with  the  projected  funding 
and  shedule  reported  in  the  July  1993  Report  to  Congress  on  "Comprehensive  Pro- 
gram Plan  for  Advanced  Turbine  Systems.' 

Until  now,  most  of  the  program  has  focused  on  early  conceptual  designs;  in  fiscal 
year  1995  the  turbine  developers  selected  last  year  will  progress  into  component  en- 
gineering ($33.6  million).  Supporting  this  effort  is  a  technology  base  program  being 
conducted  by  several  of  the  nation's  universities  ($10.9  million).  The  goal  of  this  pro- 
gram continues  to  be  the  demonstration  by  the  year  2000  of  a  utility-size  advanced 
natural  gas  turbine  system,  capable  of  achieving  efficiencies  of  60  percent  (15  per- 
cent better  than  todays  state-ot-the-art)  with  ultra-low  nitrogen  oxide  emissions. 

FUEL  CELLS 

Fuel  cells  represent  another,  environmentally  clean,  21st  century  technology  that 
can  increase  the  use  of  natural  gas  in  the  power  generation  and  industrial  cogenera- 
tion  markets.  The  Department's  fiscal  year  1995  budget  proposal  includes  a  major 
new  effort  to  move  market-ready  fuel  cells  into  commercial  application  as  part  of 
the  President's  Climate  Change  Action  Plan.  Natural  gas-powered  fuel  cells  release 
from  60  percent-65  percent  less  carbon  dioxide  emissions  than  a  conventional  coal 
plant  for  each  megawatt  produced. 

The  $18.0  million  fuel  cell  market  entry  initiative  in  fiscal  year  1995  is  the  first 
year  of  a  proposed  three-yesir  "buyer  rebate"  program.  The  objective  is  to  reduce  the 
costs  of  first-generation  niel  cells  by  stimulating  market  demand  that,  in  turn,  can 
reduce  unit  costs. 

Today,  the  U.S.  fuel  cell  industry  has  a  production  capacity  of  approximately  40 
megawatts  per  year;  yet  only  about  5  megawatts  per  year  of  fuel  cells  are  actually 
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produced.  This  under-utilization  of  production  facilities  is  a  major  factor  in  keeping 
the  costs  of  these  units  high. 

If  sufficient  "market  pull"  were  generated  to  increase  production  to  between  20- 
40  megawatts  per  year,  sustained  over  a  three-year  period,  unit  costs  could  be  re- 
duced from  above  $3000  per  kilowatt  to  about  $1500  per  kilowatt,  making  fuel  cell 
systems  economically  competitive  with  other  power  sources.  By  offering  buyer  re- 
bates for  a  portion  of  the  purchase  price,  the  Department  hopes  to  create  this  "mar- 
ket pull."  Over  time,  the  government's  portion  of  the  fuel  cell  market  entry  initiative 
would  be  recouped  through  royalty  pajmients  from  future  sales  or  from  tax  revenues 
generated  by  increased  domestic  and  international  sales  of  this  new  power  generat- 
ing option. 

The  Department  is  also  proposing  to  continue  an  aggressive  program  to  develop 
even  more  efficient,  potentially  lower  cost  advanced  fuel  cell  technologies.  The  fiscal 
year  1995  budget  includes  funding  to  continue  improvements  in  the  molten  carbon- 
ate fuel  cell  technology  ($30.1  million)  and  solid  oxide  technology  ($18.2  million), 
and  to  continue  supporting  research  in  electrodes,  electrolytes,  materials  and  seals, 
and  advanced  fabrication  techniques  ($1.4  million). 

These  R&D  activities  in  fiscal  year  1995  will  position  us  for  the  second  step  in 
the  fuel  cell  part  of  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan — a  new  effort  planned  for  fiscal 
year  1996  to  begin  a  second  round  of  demonstrations  of  advanced,  higher-efficiency 
fuel  cells.  These  demonstrations  will  help  provide  confidence  for  investment  in  man- 
ufacturing facilities,  warranties,  and  customer  purchases,  and  maintain  the  U.S. 
momentum  in  international  fuel  cell  competition. 

OTHER  GAS  UTILIZATION 

In  another  aspect  of  gas  utilization,  the  Department  is  proposing  to  continue 
studying  advanced  gas-to-liquids  processes  ($3.4  million)  that  could  one  day  offer 
the  potential  of  converting  light  hydrocarbon  gases  to  liquids  in  remote  areas  or  per- 
haps from  the  offgases  of  refineries  into  useable  liquid  fuels  or  chemicals.  Also  in 
this  portion  of  the  gas  budget,  the  Department  is  proposing  to  continue  its  support 
of  the  Gas  Research  Institute  in  operating  an  international  center  for  information 
on  natural  gas  technologies  ($0.5  million). 

GAS-RELATED  ENVIRONMENTAL  RESEARCH  AND  REGULATORY  IMPACT  ANALYSIS 

Because  more  stringent  environmental  regulation  could  have  a  significant  impact 
on  future  U.S.  gas  supplies,  the  Department  is  proposing  to  increase  its  efforts  in 
the  Environmental  Research  and  Regulatory  Impact  Analysis  area.  The  $5.9  million 
request  for  fiscal  year  1995  in  the  gas  program  is  nearly  two-and-a-half  times  the 
fiscal  year  1994  request  and  complements  another  $6  million  in  related  efforts  in- 
cluded in  the  Oil  Technology  program  (see  page  13). 

The  funding  level  reflects  a  substantial  increase  in  "risk  assessment"  efforts  that 
will  give  gas-producing  states,  industry  and  regulatory  agencies  sound  technical  and 
economic  data  necessary  for  developing  reasonable  environmental  requirements. 
Also  included  in  this  program  is  the  continuing  development  and  demonstration  of 
technologies  for  improved  water  and  waste  management,  air  emission  controls,  and 
the  handling  of  naturally  occurring  radioactive  materials  produced  in  gas  (and  oil) 
operations.  A  new  effort,  called  for  by  the  National  Petroleum  Council,  will  begin 
in  fiscal  year  1995  to  study  the  environmental  aspects  of  "downstream"  gas  oper- 
ations, including  air  toxics  research,  new  methods  for  remote  sensing  of  gas  leaks, 
waste  minimization  from  gas  processing  plants,  and  risk  assessments  of  naturally 
occurring  radioactive  materials  in  processing  equipment  and  pipelines. 

Oil  technology 

The  proposed  budget  for  the  Oil  Technology  Program  is  $107  million,  a  42  percent 
increase  over  the  $75  million  appropriated  in  fiscal  year  1994. 

The  proposed  increase  reflects  the  critical  role  that  advanced  technology  can  play 
in  boosting  U.S.  oil  production  and  preserving  jobs  in  the  domestic  oil  industry. 

RESERVOIR  CLASS  FIELD  DEMONSTRATION  PROGRAM 

Within  this  funding  level,  the  Department  proposes  to  double  the  pace  of  the  Res- 
ervoir Class  Field  Demonstration  Program.  This  program  is  an  intensive  effort  to 
provide  up  to  50  percent  matching  funds  to  oil  field  operators  willing  to  demonstrate 
new  or  underused  technologies  that  can  prevent  premature  abandonment  of  still- 
productive  geologic  classes  of  domestic  oil  fields.  Since  the  early  1980s,  the  abandon- 
ment rate  of  remaining  oil  in  the  lower  48  States  has  nearly  tripled.  Left  unabated, 
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this  trend  could  lead  to  the  permanent  loss  of  60-70  percent  of  the  Nation's  remain- 
ing oil  resource  by  shortly  after  the  year  2000. 

This  program  has  been  embraced  by  the  private  sector.  To  date,  from  the  first  two 
rounds  of  competition,  the  Department  has  underway  24  projects,  with  a  total  value 
of  more  than  $200  million  (56  percent  of  which  is  from  private  industry).  Each 
round  focuses  on  a  specific  tj^pe  of  endangered  reservoir  class.  Classes  I  and  II, 
alone,  are  predicted  to  yield  more  than  eight  billion  barrels  of  additional  oil  produc- 
tion using  technologies  demonstrated  in  the  program. 

On  February  28,  1994,  the  Department  began  its  Class  III  competition  which  will 
add  another  10-15  projects  to  the  program  later  this  year.  Technologies  dem- 
onstrated in  Class  III,  if  successfully  replicated,  could  add  another  five  billion  bar- 
rels to  the  Nation's  producible  reserves. 

The  Class  IV  competition  would  be  carried  out  in  fiscal  year  1995,  and  if  the  Ad- 
ministration's budget  proposal  is  accepted,  the  first  (modified  Class  V  competition) 
of  two  or  three  smaller  "wrapup"  classes  also  would  be  added  in  fiscal  year  1995. 
Planning  woiUd  also  begin  on  a  modified  Class  VI-VII  (also  to  be  determined)  and 
on  the  final  class  which  would  likely  incorporating  a  composite  of  underproduced, 
smsdl-to  medium-size  heavy  oil  Gulf  Coast  reservoirs. 

Under  this  accelerated  program,  the  funding  profile  for  the  Reservoir  Class  Field 
Demonstration  Program  would  be  as  shown  in  the  following  chart: 

OIL  RECOVERY  FIELD  DEMONSTRATION  PROGRAM— FUNDING  PROFILE 

[In  millions  of  dollars] 


Reservoir  class 

Prior  years     • 

Fiscal 

year 

1993 

1994 

1995 

1996 

1997 

Class  1. — Fluvial  dominated  deltaic  sandstones 

Class  II  — Shallow  shelf  carbonates  

$16.8 
6.8 

$23.0 
2.0 
1.2 

$8.1 

21.8 

8.8 

2.3 

$8.5 

20.0 

8.0 

4.5 

.8 

.9 

$10 
20 
10 
10 
10 

Class  III. — Slope  and  basin  clastic  reservoirs  

Class  IV.— Strand  plain/barrier  island  reservoirs 

Class  V — ^To  be  determined 

$9.7 

5  5 

Class  VI  — To  be  determined 

9.2 

Class  VII. — Unconsolidated  gulf  coast  reservoirs 

100 

Total  

23.6 

26.2 

41.0 

42.7 

60.0 

34.4 

Note:  The  fical  year  1995  column  is  the  President's  budget  request.  Dollar  amounts  for  outyear  estimates  are  forplanning  purposes  only 
and  are  subject  to  change. 

EXPLORATION  AND  PRODUCTION  SUPPORTING  RESEARCH 

The  Department  is  also  proposing  a  significant  expansion  of  its  Exploration  and 
Production  Supporting  Research  activity,  requesting  $47.9  million  in  fiscal  year 
1995  compared  to  $25.3  million  appropriated  in  fiscal  year  1994.  The  major  reason 
for  this  increase  is  the  inclusion  of  funding  for  the  Advanced  Computational  Tech- 
nology Initiative  (see  page  8).  Some  $12.5  million  of  the  Office  of  Fossil  Energy's 
$20  million  fiscal  year  1995  contribution  to  this  DOE-wide  effort  would  be  funded 
from  the  Oil  Technology  Program. 

A  variety  of  other  oil-related  projects  would  be  carried  out  in  the  exploration  and 
production  supporting  research  activity.  The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  proposes  fund- 
ing to  update  DOE's  Tertiary  Oil  Recovery  Information  System  and  conduct  other 
technical  planning  and  analysis  efforts  ($3.1  million). 

Targeted  supporting  research  would  also  be  conducted  to  improve  existing  ther- 
mal recovery  processes,  monitor  and  evaluate  the  expanding  field  activities,  and  im- 
prove the  performance  of  enhanced  oil  recovery  and  secondary  recovery  technologies 
($12.6  million).  Also  included  in  the  targeted  research  efforts  would  be  an  expanded 
technology  transfer  effort,  carried  out  in  accordance  with  the  Domestic  Natural  Gas 
and  Oil  Initiative  and  the  5-year  Oil/Gas  Technology  Transfer  Plan  ($3.5  million). 

Disciplinary  supporting  research  would  include  a  variety  of  technical  activities,  in- 
cluding advanced  microseismic  mapping  and  cat-scan  imaging  of  reservoir  roc'K,  re- 
search to  improve  monitoring  and  mobility  control  in  thermal  recovery  processes, 
advanced  fracturing  and  other  reservoir  characterization  efforts,  the  development  of 
longer-range  techniques  to  produce  presently  unrecoverable  oil  in  large  Class  I  and 
II  reservoirs,  university  studies  on  advanced  concepts  for  predicting  reservoir  rock 
and  other  characteristics,  and  the  continued  cooperative  partnership  of  DOE's  Na- 
tional Laboratories  and  the  oil  industry  to  apply  advanced  technology  to  better  un- 
derstand the  character  and  behavior  of  U.S.  reservoirs.  Including  the  Advanced 
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Computational  Initiative,  the  proposed  disciplinary  supporting  research  efforts  in 
fiscal  year  1995  would  require  $28.4  million. 

As  in  the  gas  program  (see  page  11),  Exploration  and  Production  Environmental 
Research  is  a  key  element  of  the  Oil  Technology  Program.  Within  the  $6.0  million 
proposed  funding  level,  the  Department  would  accelerate  its  research  to  assess  and 
mitigate  environmental  risks  created  by  oil  exploration  and  production,  including 
risks  posed  to  groundwater  from  produced  water  injection  and  enhanced  oil  recovery 
processes.  Also  in  this  activity,  the  Department  is  proposing  to  expand  its  assistance 
to  States  by  providing  scientifically  sound  data  and  methodologies  that  can  assist 
in  risk-based  regulatory  decisions.  An  expansion  of  this  activity  was  a  key  rec- 
ommendation of  the  Domestic  Natural  Gas  and  Oil  Initiative.  A  portion  of  this  fund- 
ing will  also  be  used  to  develop  more  economic  environmental  compliance  tech- 
nologies that  can  minimize  waste  production  in  oil  (and  gas)  operations. 

PROCESSING  RESEARCH  AND  DOWNSTREAM  OPERATIONS 

The  fiscal  year  1995  Oil  Technology  budget  also  includes  $10  million  in  proposed 
funding  for  Processing  Research  ana  Downstream  Operations.  Much  of  this  activity 
will  involve  an  expansion  of  work  with  industry,  universities  and  the  National  Lab- 
oratories to  develop  novel  and  advanced  concepts,  primarily  involving  more  effective 
catalysts,  for  upgrading  heavy  oil  and  residuum  ($5.0  million).  Another  $1.4  million 
would  be  spent  for  fundamental  upgrading  thermodynamics  and  chemistry  research, 
and  $3.6  million  would  be  directea  toward  resolving  environmental  issues  associated 
with  waste  minimization  and  other  compliance  issues  faced  by  the  Nation's  refiner- 
ies. 

Coal  research  and  development 

Although  the  $128  million  requested  for  fiscal  year  1995  for  Coal  Research  and 
Development  reflects  a  23  percent  decline  in  funding  from  the  1994  appropriated 
level,  sufficient  funds  are  requested  to  maintain  ongoing  efforts  to  develop  high-effi- 
ciency, environmentally  clean  power  generating  options  for  the  21st  century. 

As  noted  in  the  introductory  Strategic  Outlook  discussion  (page  3),  there  is  enor- 
mous potential  for  fuel  savings  by  increasing  the  energy  productivity  of  the  Nation's 
power  generating  fleet.  This,  in  turn,  can  provide  the  opportunity  to  build  the  future 
capacity  needed  to  sustain  economic  growth  without  adding  to  air  quality  and  solid 
waste  concerns.  Our  advanced  power  systems  R&D  program  can  also  assure  that 
the  United  States  remains  the  world  leader  in  clean  coal  technologies  and  continues 
to  benefit  from  growth  in  international  sales  of  U.S.  goods  and  services. 

ADVANCED  HIGH  EFFICIENCY/CLEAN  POWER  SYSTEMS 

The  strategic  milestones  for  the  Advanced  High  Efficiency/Clean  Power  Systems 
effort  are: 

By  the  year  2000,  demonstrate  an  advanced  coal  technology  with  42  percent  or 
greater  system  efficiencies.  The  system  must  also  control  sulfur  dioxide,  nitrogen  ox- 
ides, and  particulates  to  less  than  one-third  of  the  New  Source  Performance  Stand- 
ards and  well  within  the  emissions  cap  set  by  the  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  of 
1990; 

By  2005,  demonstrate  systems  with  efficiencies  of  at  least  47  percent,  while  con- 
trolling air  emissions  to  less  than  1/4 th  of  J^ew  Source  Performance  Standards; 

By  2010,  demonstrate  systems  with  efficiencies  of  more  than  55  percent,  while 
controlling  air  emissions  to  less  than  1/lOth  of  the  New  Source  Performance  Stand- 
ards; 

By  2015,  demonstrate  systems  with  efficiencies  of  more  than  60  percent,  while 
controlling  air  emissions  to  less  than  1/lOth  of  the  New  Source  Performance  Stand- 
ards. 

All  of  these  systems  also  must  be  capable  of  producing  electricity  at  10-20  percent 
lower  costs  than  currently  available  coal  technology  that  would  meet  the  same  envi- 
ronmental standard. 

The  continuing  efficiency  improvements  and  further  reductions  in  einissions, 
through  technological  improvements,  offered  by  this  program  will  become  increas- 
ingly important  if  U.S.  power  producers  are  to  remain  within  the  Clean  Air  Act's 
emission  caps  and  still  meet  post-2000  energy  needs,  particularly  if  community  con- 
cerns limit  future  siting  decisions. 

The  initial  efficiency/environmental  targets  would  be  met  by  many  of  the  tech- 
nologies now  being  demonstrated  in  the  Clean  Coal  Technology  Demonstration  Pro- 
gram (see  page  19).  In  addition,  the  Department  is  developing  a  low  emission  boiler 
system  which  reeng^neers  a  conventional  pulverized  coal  boiler  system  to  incor- 
porate advanced  emission  controls  and  comijustion  techniques  into  the  original  de- 
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sign,  rather  than  adding  them  after  the  plant  is  built.  In  fiscal  year  1995,  the  fund- 
ing request  of  $7.6  million  will  permit  at  least  one  of  the  three  concepts  now  being 
developed  to  move  from  the  conceptual  stage  to  engineering  development  and  sub- 
system testing. 

Development  of  the  advanced  generation  pressurized  fluidized  bed  combustion 
technology  would  continue  in  fiscal  year  1995,  with  a  budget  request  of  $20.4  mil- 
lion. Mucn  of  this  funding  ($16.8  million)  would  be  used  to  construct  and  operate 
a  pilot  scale  facility  at  the  Wilsonville  Power  Systems  Development  Facility  in  Ala- 
bama. 

Advanced  integrated  gasification  combined  cycle  concepts  would  also  continue  to 
be  developed  in  nscal  year  1995  at  a  funding  level  of  $28.1  million.  The  two  primary 
centers  of  activity  will  be  at  the  Wilsonville  Power  Systems  Development  Facility 
($12.9  million)  where  a  transport  reactor  (a  generic  gasifier)  and  hot  gas  cleanup 
test  modules  will  be  installed,  and  at  the  Gasifier  Improvement  Facility  ($10.1  mil- 
lion) in  West  Virginia  where  startup  testing  will  begin  of  an  advanced  'hybrid  gasi- 
fier" expected  to  lead  to  higher  levels  of  performance  for  future  power  plants  than 
todays  gasifiers. 

The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  also  includes  continued  development  of  indirectly 
fired  cycles,  an  innovative  concept  in  which  hot  coal  combustion  gases  heat  a  sepa- 
rate, clean  working  fluid  (air)  which  drives  a  gas  turbine-generator.  Keeping  the  not 
coal  gases  from  contacting  the  tiirbine  protects  turbine  components  while  allowing 
coal  to  be  used  in  a  highly-efiicient  combined  cycle  system.  The  $11.9  million  fund- 
ing request  will  continue  "Phase  11"  engineering  development  with  an  industrial 
partners)  to  be  selected  this  calendar  year. 

The  Department  is  also  recommending  that  $13.4  million  be  provided  for  ad- 
vanced research  and  environmental  technology,  a  collection  of  several  projects  that 
provide  valuable  supporting  research  for  future  power  systems.  Included  in  this 
budget  category  are  efforts  to  develop  future  super  clean  emission  controls,  collect 
needed  data  on  air  toxic  emissions  and  develop  control  technologies,  improve  the  ca- 
pabilities to  recover,  reuse  or  dispose  of  carbon  dioxide  from  coal  plants,  and  reduce 
solid  waste  concerns  by  collecting  environmental  data  and  developing  ways  of  using 
or  disposing  of  residues  from  coal  technologies. 

ADVANCED  CLEAN  FUELS  RESEARCH 

A  second  element  of  the  Department's  coal  research  and  development  budget  is 
the  development  of  clean  fuels  using  coal  as  a  feedstock.  While  a  longer-term  prior- 
ity than  the  advanced  power  systems  program,  the  development  of  more  economical 
ways  of  using  coal  as  a  substitute  for  other  fuels,  especially  imported  crude  oil,  can 
offer  the  Nation  a  potentially  invaluable  future  option  for  diversifying  its  fuel 
sources.  With  imports  continuing  to  rise,  such  a  long-term  alternative  could  become 
critical  to  energy  security  and  economic  stability. 

Our  fiscal  year  1995  budget  reduces  funding  for  these  programs,  reflecting  current 
energy  projections  that  forecast  a  continuing  period  of  relatively  low  oil  prices  into 
the  next  decade.  Given  current  budget  constraints,  we  believe  we  can  reduce  the 
pace  of  development  over  the  next  few  years,  allowing  us  to  allocate  needed  funds 
to  more  pressing  priorities.  The  level  of  funding  we  are  proposing  keeps  a  viable 
base  program  underway  and  maintains  the  option  of  one  day  producing  liquids  from 
coal  as  a  security  hedge  against  the  potentially  severe  economic  dislocations  that 
could  result  if,  over  the  long  term,  world  oil  prices  rise  and  we  are  unsuccessful  in 
finding  suitable  alternatives  to  meet  our  liquid  fuel  needs. 

Included  in  the  $20.1  million  request  for  these  programs  is  $5.6  million  to  con- 
tinue developing  advanced  direct  coal-to-liquid  technology  at  the  benchscale  level 
and  $7.6  mjllion  to  continue  development  of  improved  indirect  liquefaction  tech- 
nologies. 

In  both  efforts,  the  Department  has  set  a  strategic  goal  of: 

By  the  2010,  demonstrating  advanced  concepts  for  the  clean  and  safe  production 
of  coal-based  transportation  fuels,  chemicals  and  other  products  that  can  compete 
with  petroleum-derived  products  at  a  cost  of  $25-$30  per  barrel  (equivalent)  in  1991 
dollars. 

Also  included  in  this  budget  category  are  coal  preparation  research  programs  that 
have  been  redirected  in  recent  years  to  focus  on  new  environmental  needs.  Within 
the  $5.5  million  requested  for  coal  preparation  research,  funding  will  be  targeted  at 
advanced  physical  and  chemical  coal  cleaning  methods  that  can  produce  very  low 
sulfur,  low  ash  premium  fuels  as  well  as  remove  trace  impurities  that  can  be  re- 
leased as  air  toxic  emissions. 

The  advanced  clean  fuels  program  also  includes  $0.8  million  in  funding  for  ad- 
vanced research  and  environmental  technology,  primarily  to  (1)  study  advanced. 
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higher  performance  catalysts  for  coal  liquefaction,  (2)  characterize  the  make-up  of 
coal-derived  liquids,  and  (3)  study  the  coprocessing  of  coal  with  waste  materials. 

The  Department  is  also  proposing  to  use  $557,000  to  study  the  concept  of  a  "coal 
refinery"  that  would  focus  on  coproducing  electricity  and  coal  liquids. 

ADVANCED  RESEARCH  AND  TECHNOLOGY  DEVELOPMENT 

The  third  element  of  the  coal  research  and  development  budget.  Advanced  Re- 
search and  Technology  Development,  provides  for  the  more  fundamental  science  and 
educational  initiatives  that  are  crucial  to  the  core  competencies  of  this  Nation's  en- 
gineering community.  From  these  programs,  for  example,  have  come  new  catalysts 
now  being  used  by  the  Nation's  "Big  3"  auto  manufacturers  to  lower  smog-causing 
nitrogen  oxides,  new  forms  of  catalysts  that  are  now  removing  radioactive  cesium 
from  wastes  at  the  Hanford  reservation;  a  promising  catalyst  that  converts  carbon 
dioxide  to  chemical  feedstocks,  and  perhaps  equally  important,  a  new  cadre  of  col- 
lege graduates  with  fossil  fuel  research  experience  wno  represent  the  future  of 
American  science  and  technology. 

The  $26.3  million  requested  for  Advanced  Research  and  Technology  Development 
includes  $7.8  million  for  continued  development  of  high-strength,  corrosion-resistent 
materials  and  components  for  future  fossil  fuel  plants  and  $3.1  million  for  fun- 
damental coal  utilization  science  studies.  Also  included  is  $9.4  million  for  a  variety 
of  crosscutting  activities,  including  environmental,  technical  and  economic  analyses, 
international  and  clean  coal  technology  export  support,  advanced  instrumentation, 
and  long-range  concepts  for  biop recessing  oi  coal. 

Another  $6  million  is  requested  for  research  grants  targeted  specifically  for  inno- 
vative projects  to  be  carried  out  by  student-professor  teams  at  tne  Nation's  univer- 
sities and  for  similar  activities  at  Historically  Black  Colleges  and  Universities. 

PROGRAM  MANAGEMENT  AND  OTHER  ACTIVITIES  IN  THE  FOSSIL  ENERGY  RESEARCH  AND 

DEVELOPMENT  BUDGET 

A  number  of  other  items  make  up  the  Fossil  Energy  Research  and  Development 
budget  proposal.  Included  are: 

Program  Direction  and  Management  Support  ($63.7  million). — Provides  for  the 
salaries,  benefits  and  overhead  expenses  of  121  full-time  equivalent  staff  positions 
in  the  Washington  D.C.-area  and  395  full-time  eouivalent  staff  positions  (indirect) 
at  the  Morgantown  (WV)  and  Pittsburgh  (PA)  Energy  Technology  Centers,  the 
Bartlesville  (OK)  Project  Office,  and  the  Metairie  (LA)  Site  Office.  Also  included  are 
funds  to  operate  and  maintain  these  facilities,  to  provide  for  computer  services,  trav- 
el and  the  printing  of  technical  and  other  reports  on  Federally  sponsored  projects. 

Plant  and  Capital  Equipment  ($2.8  million). — Provides  for  general  plant  projects 
at  the  Energy  Technology  Centers  and  the  Bartlesville  Project  Office  and  for  capital 
equipment  needs  including  the  upgrading  of  Fossil  Energy's  local  area  network. 

Environmental  Restoration  ($21.0  million). — Provides  for  the  continued  cleanup  of 
prior  Fossil  Energy  test  sites,  experimental  facilities,  and  Energy  Technology  Center 
locations.  Also  included  in  fiscal  year  1995  is  $4.7  million  for  the  closeout  and  clean- 
up actions  associated  with  the  magnetohydrodynamics  projects  in  Montana  and  Ten- 
nessee. The  inclusion  of  this  funding  accounts  largely  for  the  increase  in  the  pro- 
posed budget  for  fiscal  year  1995. 

Cooperative  Research  and  Development  ($6.8  million). — Provides  continued  fund- 
ing for  joint  research  projects  undertaken  with  industry  by  the  Western  Research 
Institute  in  Wyoming  and  the  University  of  North  Dakota  Energy  and  Environ- 
mental Research  Center.  Also  included  in  this  budget  item  is  a  new  proposal  ($1.9 
million)  to  support  American  Indian  schools  and  businesses  in  developing  energy  re- 
sources on  Native  American  lands — an  initiative  called  for  in  Section  2603  of  the 
Energy  Policy  Act. 

Fuels  Programs  ($3.0  million). — Provides  funding  to  continue  the  regulatory  re- 
view of  natural  gas  imports  and  exports,  exports  of  electricity,  and  the  construction 
and  operation  of  electric  transmission  lines  which  cross  the  U.S.  international  bor- 
der. Also  included  are  the  remaining  regulatory  functions  mandated  by  the  Power- 
plant  and  Industrial  Fuel  Use  Act  of  1978. 

THE  CLEAN  COAL  TECHNOLOGY  DEMONSTRATION  PROGRAM 

The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  for  the  Clean  Coal  Technology  Program  is  $37 
million,  sufficient  to  maintain  the  pace  of  the  26  projects  expected  to  be  active  in 
the  program  in  fiscal  year  1995. 

Our  request  also  recommends  that  $20  million  in  available  funds  be  reallocated 
to  begin  a  new  international  clean  coal  technology  transfer  initiative  targeted  to- 
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ward  the  potentially  huge  market  for  new  power  generating  equipment  in  China 
and  for  the  burgeoning  market  for  retrofit  power  plant  upgrading  technology  in 
Eastern  Europe.  The  international  initiative  is  consistent  with  the  President's  Cli- 
mate Change  Action  Plan. 

The  Domestic  Clean  Coal  Technology  Program 

Today,  the  investment  in  advanced  environmental  technology,  originally  made  by 
Congress  in  1985,  is  beginning  to  pay  off.  The  45  first-of-a-kina  demonstration 

Eroiects,  underway  or  completed  in  21  States,  now  encompasses  a  broad  array  of 
ign-tech  concepts  that  is  unmatched  by  any  other  country. 

Today,  the  Clean  Coal  Technology  Program  is  at  its  mid,-point. 

The  early  projects — most  demonstrating  more  cost-effective  environmentsd  retrofit 
technologies — are  generating  data  or  have  finished  their  testing  programs.  The  re- 
sults are  beginning  to  come  m: 

The  Piire  Air  advanced  scrubber,  owned  and  operated  by  a  joint  venture  involving 
Air  Products  and  Chemicals,  Inc.,  allowed  the  Northern  Indiana  Public  Service  Cor- 
poration to  become  the  Nation's  first  utility  to  meet  new  Clean  Air  Act  standards 
for  sulfur  dioxide  control.  The  technology  subsequently  earned  Power  Magazine's 
"1993  Power  Plant  of  the  Year"  award  and  an  Outstanding  Engineering  Achieve- 
ment by  the  National  Society  of  Professional  Engineers; 

ABB  Environmental  Systems's  SNOX^"'^  technology,  a  combined  sulfur  dioxide-ni- 
trogen oxide  removal  system,  has  now  become  a  permanent  part  of  Ohio  Edison's 
Clean  Air  Act  compliance  strategy; 

Babcock  &  Wilcox  and  Foster  Wheeler  are  now  recording  commercial  sales  of  their 
low-NOx  burner  technologies  based  on  demonstrations  conducted  at  Clean  Coal 
Technology  projects; 

EER,  Inc.,  now  offers  commercial  guarantees  for  its  nitrogen  oxide-reducing  gas 
rebuming  process,  successfully  demonstrated  at  two  power  stations  in  Illinois; 

The  LIMB  technology,  tested  by  Babcock  &  Wilcox  at  an  Ohio  power  plant,  has 
been  chosen  for  an  independent  power  project  in  Canada. 

Successfiil  tests  of  AirPol  Gas  Suspension  Absorption  technology  in  Kentucky  has 
led  Hamilton,  OH  and  the  State  of  Ohio  to  select  the  technology  for  a  commercial 
boiler,  allowing  the  unit  to  switch  to  local  high  sulfur  coal. 

In  addition  to  these  pollution  control  retrofits,  a  new  generation  of  high-efficiency 
environmentally-clean,  advanced  coal-fired  power  generation  systems  is  being  read- 
ied for  the  market  based  on  results  from  the  Clean  Coal  Technology  Program.  For 
example: 

Pyropower  Corp.  is  now  selling  a  much  improved  version  of  its  circulating  fluid- 
ized  bed  combustion  technology  because  of  the  experience  it  gained  in  operating  the 
Colorado-Ute  demonstration  project; 

The  first-generation  utility-scale  pressurized  fluidized  bed  technology  tested  at  the 
Tidd  Plant  in  Ohio  now  has  almost  6,000  hours  of  operation,  serving  not  only  as 
a  test  of  the  advanced  combustion  technology  but  also  a  site  for  evaluating  new, 
high-efficiency  hot  gas  cleanup  devices. 

The  Clean  Coal  Technology  Program  is  also  showing  the  feasibility  of  producing 
higher-value  fuel  forms  of  cojd  that  may  find  growing  markets  overseas  as  well  as 
in  the  U.S.  For  example: 

Based  on  its  success  in  the  Clean  Coal  Technology  Program  at  the  ENCOAL  plant 
in  Wyoming,  SGI  International  Inc.  has  signed  an  agreement  with  the  Chinese  to 
study  the  feasibility  of  installing  its  "Liquids  from  Coal"  technology  in  a  5,000  ton- 
per-day  "Clean  Coal  Refineiy;" 

The  Rosebud  SynCoal""^  Partnership  and  Minnkota  Power  Cooperative  of  North 
Dakota  have  signed  a  letter  of  intent  that  could  lead  to  the  first  SynCoaF'*^  commer- 
cial plant.  The  high-value  products  fixjm  this  plant  could  improve  substantially  the 
operation  of  the  utility's  generating  station  near  Center,  ND. 

In  short,  the  Clean  Coal  Technology  Program  is  beginning  to  show  the  results 
that  were  anticipated  when  the  Congress  provided  $2.7  billion  in  advanced  appro- 
priations. The  funding  DOE  is  requesting  is  drawn  fi-om  that  original  advance  ap- 
propriation. The  fiscal  year  1995  request  anticipates  a  funding  profile  as  follows: 
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CLEAN  COAL  TECHNOLOGY  PROPOSED  ADVANCE  APPROPRIATIONS 
[In  millions  of  dollars] 


Round 

Prior 
years 

Fiscal  years— 

1991 

1992 

1993          1994 

1995 

1996 

1997 

Rounds  l-lll 

1567.6 

Round  IV 

35 

315 

100 

100 

18 
19 

25 
49 

107 

Round  V  

125 

307 

Total  ... 

35 

415 

225 

37 

74 

414 

The  sharp  difference  in  funding  between  fiscal  year  1994  and  fiscal  year  1995, 
shown  in  the  chart,  does  not  indicate  that  the  Department  has  slackened  its  support 
for  the  Clean  Coal  Technology  Program.  The  fiscal  year  1995  funding  request  re- 
flects only  the  amount  necessary  to  keep  active  projects  on  pace. 

Of  the  45  projects  in  the  program,  by  fiscal  year  1995:  19  projects  will  have  been 
completed;  7  emission  control  systems  will  be  in  the  final  stages  of  testing;  3  clean 
fuels  coal  processing  technologies  will  be  in  the  final  year  of  demonstration;  3  tech- 
nologies for  industrial  applications  will  be  entering  their  test  programs;  13  advanced 
power  generation  systems  projects  will  be  in  operation  or  preparing  to  begin  oper- 
ations. 

The  next  phase  of  the  program — the  operational  testing  and  data  collection  phase 
principally  for  the  high  efficiency  advanced  power  systems — will  just  be  beginning 
in  fiscal  year  1995. 

These  projects  are  the  larger,  more  complex  of  the  demonstration  ventures  in  the 
Clean  Coal  Technology  Program.  For  the  most  part,  they  will  begin  establishing  the 
foundation  for  much  of  the  21st  century  electric  power  industry.  They  will  be  par- 
ticularly important  for  power  generators  who,  in  the  2000-2010  timeframe,  must 
make  technology  choices  for  their  next  baseload  power  plant  orders. 

The  funding  required  in  fiscal  year  1995-97  will  be  necessary  to  meet  the  Depart- 
ment's contractual  obligations  for  these  pioneering  projects.  Equally  important,  it 
will  ensure  that  the  Federal  Government  fulfills  the  commitment  to  its  industrial 
partners  that  Congress  intended  when  it  approved  advanced  appropriations  for  the 
full  program.  This  commitment  is  especially  important  since  the  private  sector  is 
providing  cost-sharing  expected  to  top  $4.1  billion^-nearly  a  2-to-l  funding  ratio 
which  is,  in  itself,  a  measure  of  the  success  and  merits  of  this  government-industry 
partnership  program. 

The  international  clean  coal  technology  transfer  initiative 

The  fiscal  vear  1995  budget  also  proposes  to  reallocate  $20  million  from  prior  year 
unobligated  balances  to  begin  a  new  international  clean  coal  technology  transfer  ef- 
fort. 

Two  projects  are  envisioned:  (1)  to  "buy  down"  the  cost  of  an  initial,  market-entry, 
U.S. -manufactured  integrated  coal  gasification  combined  cycle  showcase  power  plant 
in  China;  and  (2)  to  provide  funds  for  refurbishment  of  Eastern  European  power 
plants  which,  today,  are  major  polluters  and,  because  of  their  low  efficiencies,  inor- 
dinately large  emitters  of  carbon  dioxide^  The  funding  is  proposed  as  follows: 

[In  millions  of  dollars] 


Activity 

Fiscal 

year— 

Total 

1995 

1996 

China  advanced  coal-fired  power  system  project 

$19 

$31 
24 

55 

$50 

Eastern  European  coal-fired  powerplant  upgrade  project 

1 

25 

Total  

20 

75 

Both  programs  are  consistent  with  the  President's  Climate  Change  Action  Plan, 
which  calls  for  a  "joint  implementation"  pilot  initiative.  These  pilot  efforts  are  likely 
to  show  that  the  sharpest  reductions  in  global  greenhouse  gases  may  come  from  rel- 
atively modest  assistance  to  countries  with  outdated  technology  who  can  upgrade 
to  more  efficient,  less  polluting  systems.  The  technology  proposed  for  demonstration 
in  China,  for  example,  is  50  percent  more  efficient  than  current  technology  in  China, 
and  emits  correspondingly  less  carbon  dioxide. 

The  projects  offer  other  benefits,  also.  They  can: 
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Provide  experience  to  U.S.  utilities  in  deploying  these  systems  commerciallv  which 
will  be  extremely  valuable  when  power  generators  begin  building  new  baseload  ca- 
pacity in  the  next  10-15  years. 

Help  open  new  opportunities  for  U.S.  firms  to  capture  expanding  markets  over- 
seas and  in  turn,  improve  our  balance  of  trade.  For  example,  China  will  need  $25 
billion  of  imports  in  power  generation  technology  by  the  end  of  the  century.  The 
worldwide  mfirket  for  clean  coal  technologies  comd  range  from  $270  billion  to  $750 
billion  over  the  next  20  years.  Without  this  partnership  effort  by  U.S.  government 
and  industry,  much  of  this  market  will  likely  be  lost  to  international  competitors 
who  already  enjoy  the  benefits  of  government  assistance; 

Increase  jobs  in  the  United  States.  U.S.  exports  of  clean  coal  technologies  could 
generate  29,000-43,000  jobs.  Of  this,  exports  to  China  could  account  for  7,000- 
10,000  U.S.  jobs  while  clean  coal  systems  exported  to  Eastern  Europe  could  generate 
1,500  to  2,000  jobs; 

Reduce  acid  rain-  and  smog-causing  pollution  by  demonstrating  technology  capa- 
ble of  95-99  percent  reductions  in  svufur  dioxide,  nitrogen  oxides,  and  particulates 
while  converting  solid  wastes  to  building  materials; 

Contribute  to  international  political  stability  by  providing  the  technology  that  can 
help  ensure  clean,  efficient  and  economical  power  to  improve  the  standard-of-living 
of  millions  of  people. 

Specifically,  for  the  China  Advanced  Power  System  Project,  the  Department  pro- 
poses to  cost-share  approximately  25  percent  (about  10  percent  of  project  cost)  of  the 
differential  cost  of  a  competitively  selected  integrated  gasification  combined  cycle 
technology  compared  to  the  cost  of  a  conventional  coal-fired  power  generation  tech- 
nology used  in  China.  The  Chinese  would  provide  at  least  the  equivalent  of  the  cost 
of  a  conventional  power  generation  technology.  The  remaining  costs  would  be  pro- 
vided through  debt  and  equity.  The  size  and  location  of  the  project  would  be  deter- 
mined by  the  Chinese.  The  showcase  plant  is  expected  to  be  approximately  350-400 
megawatts. 

For  the  European  Power  Plant  Upgrade  Project,  DOE  proposes  to  share  up  to  one 
third  the  cost  of  pollution  control  eqmpment  for  a  power  plant  upgrade  project.  Such 
a  project  would  involve  the  modernization  of  a  power  plant  through  life-extension, 
the  addition  of  pollution  controls,  and  modifications  to  increase  efficiency.  Criteria 
for  DOE  support  will  be  the  cost-effectiveness  of  the  refurbishment  projects  and  the 
agreement  by  the  host  utilities  to  implement  reforms  that  can  accelerate  the  move- 
ment to  a  fi-ee  market  approach  to  power  generation,  delivery  and  pricing. 

In  both  cases,  the  programs  will  be  fashioned  with  the  input  of  industry.  DOE 
has  already  held  one  exploratory  meeting  with  industry  (Feb.  10-11,  1994)  and  will 
likely  hold  one  or  more  additional  meetings  to  seek  industry's  views.  Projects  will 
be  selected  competitively. 

The  China  and  Eastern  European  efforts  would  be  joined  in  fiscal  year  1996  by 
a  third  international  project  development  initiative  to  be  carried  out  under  Section 
1332  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act.  DOE  plans  to  propose  a  $25  million  fund  for  cost 
sharing  with  U.S.  industry  the  costs  of  project  development  for  international  clean 
coal  technology  projects.  Many  small  and  moderately  capitalized  companies  with 
U.S.  clean  coal  technologies  are  limited  in  their  ability  to  enter  the  foreign  market 
due  to  the  high  risk  of  front-end  development  costs  overseas  (where  such  costs  can 
be  five  times  those  for  a  U.S.  project).  Even  large  companies  have  limits  on  high 
risk  capital.  The  copt-shfiring  would  mitigate  the  risk  of^  development  costs  and  en- 
able U.S.  firms  to  compete  in  more  overseas  projects. 

In  May,  1994,  DOE  will  have  completed  a  report  to  Congress  outlining  the  current 
expectations  of  expenditures  for  the  domestic  Clean  Coal  Technology  Program  and 
oaring  recommendations  for  any  future  activities.  This  report  will  provide  Congress 
with  additional  information  on  the  funding  availability  and  future  requirements  to 
ensure  that  the  U.S.  gains  maximum  benefit  from  the  investment  it  has  made  to 
date  in  the  Clean  Coal  Technology  Program. 

Even  in  advance  of  the  May  report,  however,  the  Department  can  assure  Congress 
that  neither  of  the  international  efforts  will  be  performed  at  the  expense  of  any  cur- 
rent domestic  project  in  the  Clean  Coal  Technology  Program. 

This  completes  my  prepared  statement.  I  will  be  pleased  to  answer  any  questions. 

COAL  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

Senator  Reid.  The  "Draft  Report  of  the  Department  of  Energy 
Working  Group  on  Energy  Facility  Siting  to  the  Secretary"  dated 
December  of  last  year  concludes  that  170  new  coal-fired  electric 
power  generation  units  will  be  needed  by  the  year  2010. 
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Assuming  that  the  prevaiHng  opinion  within  the  utility  industry 
is  accurate,  a  significant  number  of  the  110  nuclear  powerplants 
now  operating  will  have  to  be  retired  and  will  not  life-extend, 
which  suggests  that  the  Department's  facilities  siting  conclusions 
regarding  projected  coal-fired  capacity  additions  may  be  under- 
stated. 

In  addition,  the  Energy  Information  Administration  in  its  "An- 
nual Energy  Outlook  in  1994"  estimates  that  the  greater  coal-fired 
electric  power  generation  will  engender  an  increase  in  coal  produc- 
tion from  the  current  annual  level  of  1  billion  short  tons,  to  more 
than  1.2  billion  short  tons,  an  increase  of  about  20  percent  by  the 
year  2010. 

EIA  also  projects  that  coal  will  continue  to  be  the  fuel  source  for 
over  one-half  the  power  generated  in  the  United  States  in  2010. 

Given  this  Nation's  continued  reliance  on  coal  as  a  fuel  source, 
what  is  the  policy  rationale  for  the  Department's  23  percent  reduc- 
tion in  coal  R&D? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  The  coal  R&D  budget  focuses  almost  entirely  on 
electric  power  production  in  developing  new  generation  technolo- 
gies that  allow  coal  to  be  used  efficiently  and  cleanly. 

So  we  think  that  in  fact  our  budget  is  fully  funded.  In  our  pro- 
posal for  electric  power  production,  and  is  focusing  on  the  right 
market — the  electric  power  market  for  coal. 

Senator  Reid.  As  compared  with  what? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  There  are  other  market  applications  for  coal,  indus- 
trial applications,  residential  transportation 

Senator  Reid.  And  you  are  focusing  on  generation? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  On  electric  power  generation. 

We  do  have  a  small  part  of  our  program  that  deals  with  conver- 
sion of  coal  into  liquid  fuels,  which  we  have  reduced  dramatically 
from  our  fiscal  year  1994  budget.  We  reduced  that  because  our  En- 
ergy Information  Administration  tells  us  that  oil  prices  are  going 
to  remain  low  through  the  year  2010,  lower  than  we  were  able  to 
bring  the  cost  of  coal  liquefaction  technology  down  to. 

So  there  is  nothing  lost  by  stretching  out  our  coal  liquefaction 
program  over  time. 

AMERICAN  DEPENDENCY  ON  FOREIGN  OIL 

Senator  Reid.  The  EIA  estimates  that  the  American  dependency 
on  foreign  oil,  as  you  have  indicated  in  your  statement — is  going 
to  go  up  to  60  percent,  that  is,  from  38  percent  in  1992  to  the  60 
percent  in  2010? 

Does  this  increase  suggest  that  we  as  a  nation  can  produce  our 
way  out  of  foreign  oil  dependency  simply  by  reducing  the  marginal 
cost  of  domestic  oil  production  through  reservoir  classification  and 
enhanced  oil  recovery  efforts? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  I  do  not  think  we  will  ever  work  our  way  out  of  de- 
pendency on  foreign  oil.  Frankly,  I  do  not  think  there  is  a  chance 
that  we  can  do  that. 

Instead  in  our  program  we  are  trying  to  maintain  the  industry 
that  we  have,  reduce  the  oil  imports  that  we  anticipate,  and  utilize 
more  efficiently  and  effectively  the  oil  research  that  exists  in  the 
United  States. 
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Senator  Reid.  What  do  you  think  is  the  chance  we  could  be  less 
dependent  than  60  percent  in  2010? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  With  the  research  program  we  have  proposed  we 
think  that  we  can.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  our  projection  is  that  by 
2010  with  the  technologies  that  we  are  proposing  to  demonstrate 
in  our  research  and  development  budget,  we  could  increase  domes- 
tic oil  production  by  about  a  little  over  1  million  barrels  per  day. 

Today,  I  think  we  are  producing  about  6  million  barrels  of  oil  per 
day. 

Senator  Reid.  We  can  reduce  it  to  1  billion? 

Mr,  SlEGEL.  No;  we  can  increase  it  by  1  million  barrels  per  day. 

Senator  Reid.  Oh,  so  to  8  million. 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  To  8  million.  So  that  is  a  step  in  the  right  direction. 
That  still  clearly  is  not  going  to  reduce  dramatically  our  depend- 
ence upon  foreign  oil,  but  it  will  reduce  it  some. 

On  top  of  that  I  should  mention  that  there  are  a  number  of  other 
programs  outside  of  the  Fossil  Program  that  are  aimed  at  reducing 
our  dependence  on  oil — the  Energy  Efficiency  Program  is  looking  at 
alternative  fuel  vehicles,  for  example. 

Senator  Reid.  That  is  the  one  thing  I  wanted  to  talk  about. 

Are  you  involved  in  that? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  I  am  not  involved  in  that.  That  is  our  Energy  Effi- 
ciency and  Renewable  Energy  Office. 

Senator  Reid.  We  went  through  that  and  held  those  hearings. 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  Energy  efficiency  will  generally  allow  us  to  use  the 
scarce  resources  that  we  have  in  a  more  efficient  manner,  reducing 
our  consumption  of  oil  and  hopefully,  over  time,  our  other  imports. 

COAL  REFINING 

Senator  Reid.  What  about  refining  capacity  in  our  country?  We 
seem  to  be  losing  that. 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  Our  refining  capacity  is  being  reduced,  in  part  be- 
cause of  increasingly  more  stringent  environmental  requirements. 
That,  of  course,  is  a  concern. 

Part  of  our  budget  deals  with  technology  that  hopefully  will  allow 
refiners  to  comply  with  the  Clean  Air  Act  requirements  in  a  way 
that  will  allow  them  to  remain  economically  competitive. 

Senator  Reid.  Would  the  availability  of  liquid  fuels  from  coal 
help  address  this  problem? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  It  could,  but  the  problem  is  that  liquids  from  coal 
are  going  to  be  competing  with  oil  in  the  marketplace. 

Oil  prices  are  very  low  now  and  are  expected  to  be  low  well  into 
the  future.  Right  now  coal  liquefaction  technology  will  only  allow 
us  to  produce 

Senator  Reid.  Senator  Gorton,  did  you  have  any  questions  you 
wanted  to  ask? 

Senator  Gorton.  Oh,  no  thanks.  I  looked  over  the  testimony. 

Mr.  SlEGEL  [continuing].  Will  allow  us  to  produce  liquids  from 
coal  right  now  at  about  $35  per  barrel.  Our  goal  is  to  bring  that 
cost  down  to  below  $30  per  barrel,  but  still  that  is  above  what  we 
think  the  world  oil  prices  are  going  to  be. 

So  we  just  do  not  see  that  it  is  going  to  be  competitive  at  least 
to  the  year  2010.  Maybe  beyond  that,  and  hopefully  we  are  develop- 
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ing  the  technology  that  will  be  ready  when  coal  becomes  competi- 
tive with  oil. 

Senator  Reid.  Do  you  expect  the  price  to  go  down  without  any 
Government  assistance? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  Probably  not  without  Government  assistance,  but  we 
are  proposing  a  continuation  of  our  program  aimed  at  our  goal  of 
reducing  the  price  to  below  $30  per  barrel. 

We  are  just  cutting  back  on  the  large  facilities  that  we  had  be- 
cause, at  this  point  in  time,  we  do  not  think  it  is  necessary  to  keep 
those  large  facilities  operational. 

Senator  Reid.  Tell  me  about  it  in  layman's  terms. 

In  Reno,  NV,  DOE  has  given  Sierra  Pacific  a  grant  on  a  50-50 
split  for  a  clean  coal  technology  project  to  develop  the  capacity  of 
their  plant  there. 

In  layman's  terms,  why  is  that  good  for  Sierra  Pacific  and  the 
people  of  northern  Nevada? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  Well,  No.  1,  coal  is  the  lowest  priced  fossil  fuel  that 
exists  in  the  United  States  today.  We  have  lots  of  it,  and  it  is  rea- 
sonably priced. 

It  makes  a  very  fine  fuel  for  electric  power  production.  That  is 
why  more  than  50  percent  of  the  electricity  produced  in  the  United 
States  today  does  come  from  coal. 

But  the  problem  with  coal  is  the  environmental  impact  that  coal 
use  can  create. 

Senator  Reid.  It  is  dirty. 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  It  is  dirty. 

The  technology  that  is  going  to  be  built  in  Nevada  is  a  technology 
called  integrated  gasification  combined  cycle.  Basically  this  tech- 
nology takes  coal,  converts  it  very  efficiently  and  in  an  environ- 
mentally sound  manner  into  a  gaseous  form,  that  is  then  com- 
busted. 

What  results  from  the  overall  process,  looking  at  all  of  the  unit 
operations  of  this  technology,  is  the  technology  that  reduces  sulfur 
dioxide  emissions,  a  major  concern  in  using  coal,  by  over  99  per- 
cent. It  reduces  nitrogen  oxide  emissions,  another  concern  of  coal 
and  any  other  fossil  fuel,  by  over  90  percent.  It  increases  the  effi- 
ciency of  the  operation,  thereby  reducing  the  carbon  dioxide  emis- 
sions considerably. 

Today  a  modern  coal-fired  powerplant  has  an  efficiency  of  about 
36  percent.  The  technology  that  is  being  demonstrated  in  your 
State  will  improve  the  efficiency  to  the  mid-40  percent  range,  and 
maybe  even  higher.  So  there  is  a  very  considerable  25  to  30  percent 
improvement  in  efficiency. 

At  the  same  time,  rather  than  produce  a  waste  that  has  to  be 
disposed  of,  a  marketable  byproduct  of  sulfuric  acid,  which  is  of 
great  importance  in  the  marketplace. 

So  it  deals  with  all  the  environmental  concerns.  It  has  a  lot  of 
other  attributes  as  well.  And  it  is  a  technology  that  we  think,  if 
demonstrated  here,  is  going  to  have  a  great  deal  of  application 
throughout  the  world  in  many  coal-using  regions. 

ROLE  OF  NATURAL  GAS 

Senator  Reid.  In  your  technology  you  state  that: 
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Increasing  the  use  of  natural  gas,  especially  for  electric  power  generation,  is  a  key 
priority  in  the  Department's  implementation  of  Clinton's  climate  change  action  plan. 
Natural  gas  utilization  technologies  would  receive  a  substantial  increase  in  funding 
across  the  Department  in  the  next  year's  budget. 

What  role  do  you  see  for  natural  gas  during  this  transition? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  Right  now  natural  gas  is  the  fuel  of  choice  for  elec- 
tric power  production.  The  large  percentage  of  the  powerplants — 
and  they  are  mainly  powerplants  being  built  by  independent  power 
producers — are  utilizing  natural  gas,  because  the  capital  cost  is 
lower  for  natural  gas,  and  natural  gas  prices  are  quite  low  right 
now. 

We  see  that  trend.  Our  Energy  Information  Administration  sees 
that  trend  continuing  until  around  the  year  2005.  If  their  projec- 
tions are  correct  and  natural  gas  prices  creep  up,  and  the  United 
States  starts  building  baseload  electric  power  capacity  at  that  time, 
then  we  will  see  more  coal  being  used.  But  natural  gas  will  still 
play  an  important  role  beyond  the  year  2005. 

Senator  Reid.  If  natural  gas  does  become  the  transition  fuel, 
what  are  your  views  on  the  effects  that  the  increased  demand 
would  have  on  the  long-term  supply?  Deliverability  and  price  of 
natural  gas?  You  touched  on  that  in  your  last  answer,  I  think. 

Mr.  SiEGEL.  Yes;  we  feel  that  there  is  plenty  of  natural  gas  avail- 
able to  meet  any  of  the  demands  that  we  might  have  for  it  in  the 
foreseeable  future. 

Our  National  Petroleum  Council,  as  I  mentioned,  did  a  very,  very 
extensive  report  on  the  state  of  the  natural  gas  industry  and  con- 
cluded that  we  have  got  loads  of  natural  gas.  So  that  is  not  the 
problem. 

Getting  it  to  market,  and  building  the  confidence  among  electric 
utilities,  that  natural  gas  is  a  reliable  source  of  energy  is  more  of 
a  problem,  and  we  are  addressing  those  issues  in  our  research  pro- 
gram. 

POLICY  ON  FOSSIL  FUEL  USE 

Senator  Reid.  Well,  electric  power  generation,  the  administra- 
tion's policy  regarding  the  short-,  mid-,  and  long-term  role  for  coal 
seems  somewhat  unclear. 

In  the  short  term  the  administration's  policy  seems  to  be  pre- 
mised on  the  notion  that  there  will  be  little  or  no  need  for  baseload 
capacity  additions.  In  the  midterm,  the  administration  appears  to 
be  focusing  on  natural  gas  conservation  and  the  development  of  re- 
newables  as  evidenced  by  the  significant  increase  proposed  in  next 
year's  budget  request  for  natural  gas  conservation,  renewables,  and 
the  decrease  for  coal  R&D  activities. 

The  administration's  long-term  view  appears  to  be  based  on  a  fu- 
ture where  we  will  rely  almost  exclusively  on  energy  conservation 
and  renewable  resources,  thus  enabling  the  United  States  to  sub- 
stantially reduce  its  emissions  of  carbon  dioxide  and  other  green- 
house gases. 

Is  this  a  fair  summary? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  Yes;  it  is. 

I  think  the  administration  does  view  renewable  energy  as  the 
long-term  answer  to  the  energy  concerns  of  this  country  and,  frank- 


687 

ly,  of  other  countries  of  the  world.  In  transition,  the  fossil  fuels  will 
play  a  role. 

What  we  are  doing  in  our  Fossil  Fuel  Program  is  ensuring  that, 
No.  1,  the  fossil  fuels  that  are  in  great  demand  today,  gas  and  oil, 
continue  to  be  produced  here  in  the  United  States,  and  so  we  are 
developing  technology  for  that. 

No.  2,  we  are  focusing  a  good  bit  of  our  program  in  coal,  oil,  and 
natural  gas  and  ensuring  that  these  resources  could  be  used  in  a 
very  energy-efficient  manner. 

So  efficiency  is  a  key  driver  for  a  good  bit  of  the  research  that 
we  are  doing. 

Senator  Reid.  The  President's  climate  change  action  plan 
projects  a  reduction  of  100  million  tons  per  year  in  coal  production, 
or  10  percent  below  the  Energy  Information  Administration  esti- 
mates for  coal  production  by  the  year  2000. 

Is  this  projected  reduction  based  on  assumptions  regarding  the 
more  efficient  use  of  coal  through  new  combustion  technologies? 

Or  is  this  projected  reduction  based  on  the  anticipated  switching 
from  coal  to  renewables  and  natural  gas? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  I  think  that  our  estimate  is  that  some  fuel  switching 
will  take  place  as  a  result  primarily  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  Amend- 
ments of  1990,  but  it  is  not  going  to  be  that  significant. 

More  importantly,  I  think  there  are  going  to  be  some  efficiency 
gains  that  are  going  to  take  place  that  could  reduce  consumption — 
although,  as  you  point  out,  our  Energy  Information  Administration 
does  see  coal  consumption  continuing  to  increase  in  the  United 
States,  but  not  increasing  at  the  rate  at  which  previous  projections 
had  shown. 

COMMITMENTS  TO  CLIMATE  CHANGE 

Senator  Reid.  At  the  Intergovernmental  Negotiating  Committee 
for  the  Framework  Convention  on  Climate  Change  meeting  in  Ge- 
neva in  early  February,  the  United  States  offered  interventions, 
which  expressed  the  view  that  existing  United  States  and  inter- 
national commitments  with  respect  to  climate  change  are  inad- 
equate. 

Was  DOE  consulted  during  the  development  of  these  interven- 
tions? 

Mr.  Siegel.  doe  was  involved  in  the  discussions. 

Senator  Reid.  What  was  the  Department's  position  regarding  the 
issue  of  adequacy  of  commitments? 

Mr.  Siegel.  As  I  understand  it,  the  issue  was  not  necessarily 
adequacy  of  the  U.S.  commitment  to  global  climate  change,  but 
rather  was  the  international  treaty  itself  adequate? 

For  example,  the  treaty  is  very  unclear.  There  are  two  points 
that  I  will  make  here.  One  is  that  the  treaty  calls  for  countries  to 
stabilize  atmospheric  concentrations  at  nondangerous  levels.  We 
are  not  sure  what  that  means,  that  is,  what  are  nondangerous  lev- 
els? 

A  second  point  is  that  it  calls  for  developed  countries  to  take  ac- 
tion. What  does  action  mean?  How  is  that  defined? 

The  administration  feels  the  plan  that  they  put  in  place — the  cli- 
mate change  action  plan — is  the  right  first  step  and  they  are  work- 
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ing  hard  on  it.  That  is  where  the  priority  is  being  placed,  on  get- 
ting that  plan  in  place  and  implemented. 

With  respect  to  the  adequacy  of  the  treaty,  the  administration  is 
having  discussions  internally  and  will  be  consulting  with  Congress 
and  industry  and  others  before  they  take  their  position  to  the  inter- 
national forum  on  that. 

Senator  Reid.  Some  have  interpreted  the  U.S.  intervention  re- 
garding the  adequacy  of  commitments  in  the  post-2000  period  as 
supporting  a  60-percent  reduction  in  carbon  dioxide  emissions  and 
a  15-  to  20-percent  reduction  in  methane  emissions  by  the  year 
2030. 

What  is  the  Department's  understanding  of  the  U.S.  position  re- 
garding adequacy  of  commitments  in  the  post-2000  year  period? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  My  understanding  is  that  at  this  point,  no  commit- 
ments have  been  made.  There  may  be  some  in  the  Administration 
who  have  proposed  that,  but  like  I  said,  we  are  just  discussing  the 
issue  now.  And  before  a  position  is  finally  rendered,  there  is  going 
to  be  a  lot  of  consultation  within  the  United  States. 

Senator  Reid.  What  is  the  Department's  view  of  the  energy  pol- 
icy implications  of  a  U.S.  commitment  to  reduce  carbon  dioxide 
emissions  by  60  percent,  and  methane  emissions  by  15  to  20  per- 
cent as  I  have  mentioned? 

Mr.  SiEGEL.  Well,  I  could  give  you  my  view.  It  would  be  off  the 
top  of  my  head.  It  seems  as  though  that  is  a  very  dramatic  de- 
crease that  would  necessitate  a  very  major  change  in  the  way  that 
we  use  energy  today. 

That  does  not  mean  it  is  not  achievable  at  the  right  price  and 
over  the  right  time  period. 

Senator  Reid.  Would  you  provide  for  the  record  an  analysis  of 
the  fuel-mix  implications  and  the  economic  impacts  of  such  a  re- 
duction? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  Yes;  certainly. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Reduction  of  CO2  and  Methane  Emissions 

We  are  not  aware  of  a  U.S.  commitment  to  reduce  CO2  emissions  and  methane 
emissions  by  15-20  percent  by  the  year  2030.  In  the  Administration's  1993  Climate 
Change  Action  Plan,  the  Nation  established  an  initial  goal  of  reducing  greenhouse 
gas  (CHGs)  emissions  in  the  year  2000  to  1990  levels,  while  enhancing  the  prospects 
for  economic  growth  and  job  creation  and  positioning  the  U.S.  to  compete  in  the 
global  marketplace. 

The  principal  means  for  achieving  this  initial  goal  is  a  10  percent  reduction  in 
coal  consumption  compared  to  the  projected  baseline  level  in  2000  of  19.45  quadril- 
lion Btu.  All  other  primary  energy  consumption  remains  about  the  same  compared 
to  baseline  levels. 

CARBON  DIOXIDE  AND  METHANE  EMISSIONS  REDUCTIONS 

Senator  Reid.  What  impact  would  this  level  of  CO2  and  methane 
emissions  reductions  have  on  the  future  use  of  coal? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  Well,  I  would  expect  that  it  could  result  in  coal  use 
declining  quite  dramatically. 

Senator  Reid.  Senator  Domenici? 

NAVAL  petroleum  OIL  SHALE  RESERVES 
Senator  DOMENICI.  Oh  thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 
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Let  me  talk  a  little  bit  about  the  strategic  petroleum  reserve  and 
the  naval  petroleum  oil  shale  reserves. 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  OK. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Do  I  understand  that  on  the  naval  petroleum 
and  oil  shale  reserves  the  Administration  is  recommending  a  dra- 
matic change  from  the  past?  And  if  so,  what,  or  how? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  Yes;  I  think  some  clarification  is  necessary. 

For  the  Naval  Petroleum  Reserves,  Elk  Hills,  CA,  operation 
where  most  of  the  oil  is  being  produced,  the  Administration  had 
proposed  in  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  that  we  were  going  to  sell, 
or  lease,  or  do  something  else  with  those  reserves. 

We  have  been  working  within  the  Administration  and  have 
changed  our  view  on  that.  We  are  no  longer  placing  as  highest  pri- 
ority the  sale  or  lease  of  those  reserves,  but  rather  trying  to  im- 
prove the  revenues  from  those  reserves. 

So  we  have  a  number  of  activities  underway  to  improve  the  reve- 
nues by  bringing  in  a  new  operating  contractor  that  will  help  us 
save  money  by  reducing  some  of  the  unnecessary  burdens  that  are 
placed  on  the  facility  which  would  save  us  some  money  by  improv- 
ing the  operations  and  improve  the  efficiency. 

Once  we  have  put  those  programs  in  place,  we  want  to  have 
some  discussions  with  Congress  and  with  others  over  where  we  go 
next.  Where  we  go  next  might  include  the  sale  or  lease  of  those  re- 
serves. 

Senator  Reid.  So  you  do  not  think  there  has  been  enough  study 
on  this  issue? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  There  has  been  quite  a  bit  of  study,  but  frankly  we 
do  not  think  the  conditions  are  right  for  the  U.S.  Government  to 
maximize  the  profits  from  the  sale  of  those  reserves.  So  we  are 
going  to  do  the  things  that  are  necessary  to  make  it  a  more  profit- 
able operation. 

STRATEGIC  PETROLEUM  OIL  RESERVE 

Senator  Domenici.  On  the  strategic  petroleum  reserve,  I  under- 
stand that  the  1995  budget  includes  $244  million  for  SPR— that  is 
a  $37  million  increase.  These  funds  are  going  to  be  used  to  advance 
a  multiyear  refurbishment  program  for  SPR? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Domenici.  And  extend  the  useful  life  of  the  facilities  to 
2025? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  That  is  right. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Let  me  ask,  without  details  just  because  I 
think  it  should  be  part  of  the  record  and  the  Administration  should 
answer  the  question,  are  there  any  indications  that  anything  sig- 
nificant is  wrong  with  the  strategic  petroleum  reserve? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  Yes,  Yes;  there  are. 

There  are  two  problems  that  popped  up  just  in  the  last  year  or 
so. 

One  is  that  the  oil  in  the  reserves  has  become  gassy.  There  is  a 
considerable  amount  of  gas  that  has  infiltrated  into  the  oil.  That 
does  not  cause  a  problem  while  the  oil  is  in  the  ground,  but  when 
you  try  to  take  the  oil  out  of  the  ground  it  does  cause  some  signifi- 
cant problems  from  an  environmental  perspective  and  safety  prob- 
lems in  the  handling  of  that  gassy  oil. 
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In  addition,  a  considerable  amount  of  the  oil  has  gotten  hot,  hot- 
ter than  American  Society  of  Testing  Materials  [ASTM]  standards 
will  allow  for  the  shipment  of  that  oil. 

So  part  of  the  money  is  being  used  to  fix  those  problems — and 
these  are  naturally  occurring  things.  They  just  happen,  but  we  did 
not  recognize  them  until  fairly  recently.  So  that  is  a  part  of  the 
problem. 

Another  part  of  the  problem  is  that  the  facilities  are  aging  and 
we  are  finding  that  some  of  the  pumps  and  some  of  the  other 
equipment  are  not  operating  as  they  should.  The  facilities  there  are 
approaching  20  years  in  age  in  environments  that  are  pretty  dif- 
ficult. 

So  we  are  seeing  some  problems  there. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  How  many  billions  of  dollars  have  we  spent 
on  the  facilities  and  the  oil  that  we  have  put  in  SPR?  Does  anybody 
have  that  figure? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  I  will  have  to  provide  that  for  the  record.  It  is  a  lot 
of  money.  Most  of  it  went  for  the  oil. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Strategic  Petroleum  Reserve  Appropriations 

A  total  of  approximately  $20.9  billion  has  been  appropriated  for  the  Strategic  Pe- 
trol evun  Reserve  through  fiscal  year  1994.  These  appropriations  include  $16.7  billion 
for  petroleum  acquisition  and  transportation  and  $4.2  billion  for  storage  facilities 
development,  operation  and  management. 

STRATEGIC  PETROLEUM  OIL  RESERVE 

Senator  Domenici.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  raise  that  issue  because  I 
continue  to  hear  rumors  from  those  who  purport  to  know  that  if  we 
had  a  crisis  next  year  we  would  be  shocked  as  to  whether  or  not 
we  could  use  the  strategic  petroleum  reserve  to  meet  shortages 
that  might  occur  because  of  an  oil  boycott  or  a  war. 

Senator  Reid.  Could  we  use  it? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  We  could  use  it.  Right  now  we  have  about  590  mil- 
lion barrels  of  oil  in  the  reserve.  But  with  this  hot  and  gassy  oil 
problem  I  was  talking  about,  we  would  not  be  able  to  use  all  of 
that. 

A  considerable  amount  is  not  available. 

Senator  Reid.  Like  one-half  of  it? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  No;  not  one-half,  it  is  on  the  order  of  60  million  bar- 
rels. Again,  I  will  provide  that  for  the  record.  I  have  got  the  num- 
bers here,  but  I  just  cannot  find  them. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Strategic  Petroleum  Reserve  Inventory  and  Availability 

The  Strategic  Petroleum  Reserve  crude  oil  inventory,  as  of  April  30,  1994,  is  591.2 
million  barrels.  Of  this  total,  approximately  520  million  barrels  are  available  for 
drawdown.  The  remaining  71  million  barrels  are  temporarily  unavailable  due  to  ex- 
cessively high  levels  of  natural  gas  and  geothermal  heat  build  up. 

In  order  to  accommodate  other  oil  which  has  been  affected  by  gas  intrusion  and 
heat  build  up  to  a  lesser  extent  than  the  oil  which  is  temporarily  unavailable,  the 
initial  drawdown  capability  is  temporarily  constrained  to  2.5  million  barrels  per  day. 
After  the  installation  of  heat  excnangers  and  degassing  operations  are  completed 
(December  1997),  the  drawdown  capability  will  have  increased  from  2.5  to  4.3  mil- 
lion barrels  per  day,  and  the  full  inventory  of  the  reserve  will  be  available  for 
drawdown. 
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HOT  AND  GASSY  OIL 

Senator  Reid.  How  much  do  we  use  a  day? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  Well,  we  import  about  7  million  barrels  of  oil  per 
day.  We  do  not  use  any  out  of  the  reserve. 

But  an  even  more  important  problem  with  the  hot  and  gassy  oil 
is  that  we  have  designed  those  facilities  to  allow  us  to  withdraw 
from  the  strategic  petroleum  reserve  over  4  million  barrels  per  day 
of  oil  during  an  emergency. 

Now  we  would  have  to  limit  that  to  about  2  million  barrels  per 
day.  So  it  is  a  significant  problem. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  merely  raised  the  point 
to  suggest  to  you  in  your  good  judgment  that  maybe  you  will  want 
to  recommend  that  the  Energy  Committee  have  hearings  on  this 
issue. 

I  am  concerned  that  as  legislators  for  our  country,  we  continue 
to  be  surprised  by  programs  we  have  on  the  books  that  do  not 
work,  or  are  not  quite  what  we  thought.  We  had  one  issue  recently 
on  Amtrak.  For  8  or  10  years  we  were  being  told  that  Amtrak  is 
moving  ahead,  it  is  going  to  get  less  costly,  it  is  getting  modern- 
ized, and  now  we  get  a  belated  report  saying  it  is  going  to  hell  in 
a  handbasket  unless  we  put  much  more  money  in. 

I  think  somehow,  at  some  point,  with  the  billions  invested  that 
we  ought  to  know  a  little  bit  more  about  the  shortcomings  of  this 
SPR. 

Senator  Reid.  What  would  it  take  to  have  it  so  we  could  pump 
3  or  4  million  barrels  of  oil  a  day? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  We  have  a  program  underway  right  now.  Part  of 
what  we  can  do,  with  the  hot  oil,  is  to  blend  that  with  the  oil  that 
is  at  safe  temperature.  That  helps  part  of  the  problem. 

We  are  putting  in  place  degasifiers.  Basically  we  are  going  to 
take  the  oil  out  of  the  reserve,  send  it  through  the  degasifier,  and 
pull  the  gas  out. 

What  we  found  is  we  are  going  to  have  to  continue  to  do  that 
with  the  reserve  for  the  life  of  the  reserve.  We  will  just  continue 
that  program  indefinitely. 

But  on  an  accelerated  basis,  we  want  to  deal  with  the  problem 
that  exists  at  this  point  in  time. 

This  problem  was  just  uncovered.  Frankly,  it  is  nothing  that  any 
of  us  knew  about  until  about  1  year  ago.  It  was  discovered  after 
a  test  run — we  periodically  run  tests  of  the  reserve  to  make  sure 
things  are  operating  properly — and  found  some  elevated  readings 
that  were  not  quite  right. 

Upon  investigation,  we  found  that  the  problem  existed  and  re- 
ported it  in  a  report  to  Congress  shortly  after  finding  out  about  the 
problem. 

Senator  Reid.  I  am  glad  we  found  out  about  it. 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  We  are,  too. 

Senator  Domenici.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  your  inquiries  on 
this  subject.  I  just  want  to  state  for  the  record  that  this  is  no  con- 
frontation with  you.  I  know  you  do  a  great  job.  But  I  think  this  is 
a  very  serious  situation,  and  I  think  we  probably  ought  to  try  to 
find  out  more  about  it  at  the  earliest  possible  time. 
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I  thank  you  for  your  frankness  here  today.  That  is  a  pretty  big 
problem  for  America  when  we  think  we  have  this  kind  of  reserve 
and  maybe  we  do  not;  and,  when  the  amount  that  can  be  used  per 
day  is  only  one-half  of  what  we  expected,  and  America's  own  pro- 
duction of  oil  is  going  down,  as  you  know.  In  fact,  if  the  prices  con- 
tinue down,  we  are  at  a  49-percent  dependency,  and  my  guess  is 
that  under  the  current  situation  we  will  be  at  a  55-  or  60-percent 
dependency  in  the  next  3  or  4  years.  That  just  makes  us  more  vul- 
nerable, and  it  makes  SPR  a  little  more  important,  it  seems  to  me. 

Thank  you  for  that. 

Mr.  Chairman,  might  I  proceed  with  a  couple  more  questions? 

Senator  Reid.  Please. 

OIL  RECOVERY  TECHNOLOGY  PARTNERSHIP 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Could  we  talk  a  little  bit  about  the  oil  recov- 
ery technology  partnership? 

Are  you  familiar  with  that? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  Yes,  I  am. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  I  am  pleased  that  the  Administration  is  con- 
tinuing to  build  on  this  Oil  Recovery  Technology  Partnership  Pro- 
gram. I  think  one  of  the  small  things  that  I  am  very  proud  of  is 
that  this  program  was  initiated  at  one  of  our  technology  univer- 
sities with  the  independent  oil  producers,  and  $1  million  was  put 
into  it. 

Is  it  fair  to  say  that  this  program  is,  in  the  opinion  of  the  DOE, 
succeeding,  and  that  it  is  to  be  continued  at  a  much  higher  level? 

We  went  to  $3.5  million  last  year  from  the  previous  year's  $2.5 
million.  Is  it  fair  to  say  the  program  is  working,  and  that  it  will 
be  increased  in  dimension  and  value? 

Mr.  SiEGEL.  Yes;  it  is  a  great  success.  A  dramatic  increase  is 
being  proposed  in  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget. 

In  fact,  there  is  a  brandnew  initiative  called  the  advanced  com- 
putational technology  initiative  that  will  be  run  by  that  partner- 
ship as  well.  It  is  a  brandnew  $50  million  program  that  will  be  cost 
shared  with  industry. 

Senator  DOMENici.  I  am  aware  of  both,  and  I  laud  you  for  it.  I 
am  a  little  bit  worried  about  whether  this  committee  is  going  to 
find  the  $50  million  in  new  money  because  of  all  the  other  proposed 
cuts. 

If  we  could  not  line  item  it,  are  there  any  plans  within  the  ad- 
ministration to  fund  the  advanced  computational  technology  initia- 
tive by  some  other  approach  rather  than  a  line-item  appropriation? 

Mr.  SiEGEL.  Well,  we  would  have  to  review  it.  There  are  a  num- 
ber of  activities  going  on  right  now  within  the  administration  to 
look  at  the  problems  that  we  have  in  the  oil  and  gas  industry,  and 
that  could  be  one. 

We  are  hoping  that  the  Department  of  Energy  budget  as  a  whole, 
if  supported,  could  include  $50  million  for  this  initiative  which  we 
feel  is  a  very  high  priority  and  one  that  private  industry  wants 
very  badly. 

They  are  willing.  They  are  committed  to  providing  the  50-percent 
cost  sharing  for  that  initiative  right  away. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Right. 
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SOLIDS  TRANSPORTATION  PROGRAM 

I  understand  that  on  the  Solids'  Transportation  Program  you  are 
in  the  final  stages  of  the  advanced  research  objective.  This  program 
uses  DOE  National  Laboratories  to  investigate  basic  industrial 
problems  such  as  solids'  handling  and  other  things. 

Could  you  please  quickly  tell  the  subcommittee  what  outcome 
DOE  is  achieving  fi'om  this  research  objective? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  Yes;  it  addresses  solids'  granular  flow  and  equip- 
ment that  has  the  ultimate  goal  of  alleviating  the  problems  that 
deal  with  solids'  handling  for  a  wide  variety  of  applications,  not 
only  for  coal  but  for  minerals,  food,  pharmaceuticals,  and  so  forth, 
and  can  increase  the  efficiency. 

So  there  are  some  good  opportunities  for  that  program. 

Senator  Domenici.  Perhaps  you  could  furnish  a  little  more  detail 
for  the  record,  if  you  would,  on  how  you  intend  to  use  the  labora- 
tories, and  what  level  of  funding  is  requested,  and  from  where 
would  the  money  come. 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  I  would  be  happy  to. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Solids  Transport  Program 

Following  is  detailed  information  on  the  Solids  Transport  Program: 

Goals  /  objectives 

The  overall  goal  of  the  program  is  to  fully  understand  the  physics  of  the  flow  of 
a  granular  material  in  a  significant  but  simple  industrial  apparatus,  through  a  co- 
ordinated and  highly  interactive  research  program.  The  Program's  specific  objectives 
are  to: 

1.  Develop  a  laboratory  capable  of  experimentation  in  this  geometry  and  others. 

2.  Develop  innovative  instrumentation  for  measurements  of  flows  of  granular  ma- 
terials. 

3.  Develop  theory  for  flowing  granular  materials. 

4.  Develop  a  discrete  element  computer  code,  useful  for  design  of  machinery  han- 
dling flowing  granular  materials. 

The  apparatus  chosen  was  a  chute  because  its  simple  geometry  provided  the  high- 
est potential  for  understanding  the  behavior  of  the  material  with  least  interference 
from  complex  geometry. 

Significant  accomplishments 

The  team  consists  of  the  most  prominent  leaders  in  the  field,  in  the  U.S.  and  pos- 
sibly in  the  world.  Granular  materials  constitute  perhaps  the  largest  class  of  bulk 
commodity  handled  by  industry  worldwide.  Nonetheless,  there  is  little  scientific 
background.  Most  design  of  commercial  equipment  is  by  experience  and  "rule  of 
thumb."  The  only  other  country  with  significant  research  is  Japan,  and  theirs  is  not 
a  coordinated  effort  like  ours.  The  significant  accomplishments  of  the  Program  in- 
clude: 

1.  Development  of  a  science-based  theory  describing  flowing  granular  materials. 
This  theory  is  controlled  by  a  small  number  of  material  constants,  all  of  which  can 
be  measured  by  experiments  devised  and  built  by  Granular  Flow  Advanced  Re- 
search Obiectives  participants. 

2.  Development  of  a  discrete  element  computer  code,  useful  for  design  of  machin- 
ery handling  flowing  granular  materials.  The  constants  needed  for  this  code  are  ex- 
actly those  used  in  the  theory  above,  and  the  results  of  the  theory  and  the  code 
match  exactly. 

3.  A  first  class  granular  flow  laboratory  has  been  built,  is  in  operation  and  is  tak- 
ing data.  Results  agree  with  those  of  the  theory  and  the  computer  simulation. 

4.  Development  of  instrumentation: 

(a)  Laboratorj'  facilities  for  measurement  of  particle  properties. 

(b)  "Radiosonde"  (radio-emitting  particle)  and  associated  measurement  instrumen- 
tation. 

(c)  High  speed  video  instrumentation.  Artificial-intelligence  method  for  evaluating 
output  with  computers. 
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(d)  First  over  dynamic  three-dimensional  imaging  of  flowing  granular  materials 
using  nuclear  magnetic  resonance.  Velocity,  density,  granular  temperature,  turbu- 
lence measurements.  Major  advances  in  spatial  and  temporal  resolution.  Develop- 
ment of  an  engineering  Nuclear  Magnetic  Resonance  Imaging  Laboratory  that  is 
without  doubt  tne  best  in  the  world. 

(e)  Development  of  boroscopic  lens  imaging  of  flows  in  the  interior  of  granular  ma- 
terials. 

(f)  Development  of  capacitance  gauge  for  measurement  of  surface  properties  of 
granular  materials. 

(g)  Development  of  "screwdriver"  gauge  for  measurement  of  surface  properties  of 
granular  materials. 

(h)  Development  of  impact-gauge  measurements  of  granular  materials.  A  small 
business  (J&L  Research,  Ithaca,  NY)  has  been  formed  to  market  this  development 
and  the  two  above. 

(i)  Computer,  theoretical,  and  measurement  work  on  the  rotary  kiln,  a  principal 
device  for  processing  granular  materials  such  as  alumna,  cement,  pharmaceuticals 
such  as  pills,  and  other  materials. 

Program  participants 

1.  Industrial  advisors  from  Alcoa  Research,  Combustion  Engineering,  Dowell 
Schlumberger,  Pall  Corporation  (the  largest  industrial  filter  manufacturer  in  the 
U.S.),  Science  Applications  International,  and  Shell  Research  (Houston). 

2.  Annual  joint  meeting  with  National  Science  Foundation  Multiphase  Flow  Pro- 
gram. 

3.  Participation  in  U.S. -Japan  Seminars  on  Granular  Materials,  approximately 
once  every  3  years.  One  of  these  was  organized  by  our  contractor  at  Cornell. 

4.  Participation  in  International  Energy  Agency  Multiphase  Flow  Agreement.  Par- 
ticular interaction  with  Canada,  Norway,  and  the  United  Kingdom.  The  next  meet- 
ing of  this  group  will  be  sponsored  by  two  of  our  U.S.  contractors,  will  be  on  the 
subject  of  flow  of  granular  materials  in  complex  geometries,  and  will  be  held  in  New 
Mexico  in  August  1994.  Participation  from  Mexico  has  been  committed. 

5.  Transfer  of  computer  code  to  Alcoa,  the  Lovelace  Institutes,  the  New  Jersey  In- 
stitute of  Technology,  Pall  Corporation,  University  of  Berkeley,  University  of  Cali- 
fornia Davis,  University  of  California  Los  Angeles,  and  University  of  Florida. 

A  major  part  of  understanding  the  dynamics  and  boundary  contributions  on 
granular  flow  has  been  contributed  by  Sandia  National  Laboratory  and  Lawrence 
Livermore  National  Laboratory.  Both  of  these  laboratories  play  an  integral  part  in 
the  success  of  the  Solids  Transport  Program  and  need  full  support  to  assure  contin- 
ued success  of  the  program.  The  national  lab  support  includes  $400,000  requested 
and  $200,000  unfunded,  but  required. 

The  level  of  proposed  funding  for  this  program  is  $1,671,000. 

The  source  of  funding  for  this  program  is  $868,000  funded  and  $803,000  unfunded 
and  there  is  no  other  source  of  funding  for  this  program. 

NATURAL  GAS  RESEARCH 

Senator  DOMENICI.  The  administration  requests  in  the  fossil  en- 
ergy budget  resources  for  natural  gas  research.  Can  we  talk  about 
that,  Mr.  Secretary,  for  a  minute? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  Yes. 

Senator  Domenici.  The  overall  DOE  budget  includes  $289  mil- 
lion for  natural  gas  research? 

Mr.  Siegel.  That's  right. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  $153  million  is  in  the  fossil  energy  budget? 

Mr.  Siegel.  That  is  right. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  That  is  a  59-percent  increase  over  1994.  The 
administration  is  requesting  $67.8  million  for  fuel  cells,  an  increase 
of  $17  million  over  1994.  DOE  is  asking  for  $18  million  to  support 
a  Fuel  Cell  Market  Entry  Program. 

I  read  in  your  testimony  that  this  would  amount  to  a  subsidy  to 
entities  who  buy  gas  fuel  cells,  the  rationale  being  to  create  a  mar- 
ket demand. 

Could  I  ask  what  DOE  envisions  as  the  eligibility  for  the  buyer 
rebate  side  of  this  program? 
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Mr.  SlEGEL.  Is  the  question  related  to  would  it  be  limited  to  U.S. 
manufacturers?  Or  eligibility  generally? 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Eligibility  generally. 

Mr.  SiEGEL.  Any  fuel  cell  manufacturer  would  be  eligible,  and 
any  technology  would  be  eligible. 

Senator  Domenici.  Do  you  have  any  idea  now  what  portion  of 
the  purchase  price  would  be  necessary  to  create  enough  front-mar- 
ket pull? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  Yes;  we  have  an  initial  estimate  that  the  fuel  cells 
would  cost  about  $3,000  per  kilowatt.  In  order  for  them  to  be  com- 
petitive, they  would  have  to  come  in  the  marketplace  at  about 
$1,500  a  kilowatt. 

Our  proposal  is  that  we  would  subsidize  about  one-third  of  the 
cost  differential,  so  about  $500  per  kilowatt  we  would  subsidize.  We 
anticipate  that  industry  and  others  wolild  provide  the  resources  for 
the  rest. 

But  we  are  reviewing  that  right  now.  We  have  had  a  public 
meeting,  and  we  are  going  to  have  additional  meetings  to  get  in- 
dustry's viewpoints  on  how  we  can  best  utilize  the  money  to  meet 
the  objective  that  we  have. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  I  have  two  additional  questions  that  I  am 
going  to  submit.  One  has  to  do  with  the  climate  change  initiative. 
The  chairman  asked  some  questions  on  SPRO.  I  have  a  few  more 
questions  on  that  issue.  I  will  submit  them  for  answers. 

NATURAL  GAS  RESEARCH 

Senator  DOMENICI.  I  also  have  questions  on  the  proposed  staffing 
reductions  and  how  they  are  going  to  apply  out  in  the  field  versus 
the  headquarters  of  DOE.  Just  do  some  analysis  for  us  of  where 
these  full-time  equivalency  reductions  are  going  to  come  from,  and 
the  justification  for  where  you  are  planning  to  take  them. 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  I  will  be  happy  to  provide  that. 

Senator  DOMENICL  Mr.  Chairman,  might  I  state  for  the  record, 
and  I  will  try  to  be  very  brief. 

Mr.  Secretary,  I  was  pleased  and  privileged  to  have  a  meeting  in 
New  Mexico,  short  of  a  hearing,  of  independent  oil  producers  and 
those  who  service  them  who  came  from  all  over  my  State.  Contrary 
to  what  people  think,  it  is  a  very  big  producing  State  in  terms  of 
natural  gas  and  oil.  Maybe  on  gas  we  are  third  now. 

They  are  very  worried  about  the  marketplace.  Clearly  these  tech- 
nology programs  are  not  going  to  solve  that.  DOE's  initiative  in 
that  regard  is  welcome,  with  our  laboratories,  but  the  price  is  fall- 
ing so  rapidly  that  there  is  great  fear  out  there. 

I  just  want  to  make  a  point,  if  we  had  the  Secretary  of  Energy 
here  I  would  be  making  the  same  point  and  probably  will  in  person 
to  her  at  some  time,  that  I  think  the  oil  patch  really  feels  that 
there  is  no  concerted,  integrated  effort  to  look  at  their  products; 
that  we  are  going  off  on  technology  and  somebody  is  looking  at 
taxes,  but  at  the  same  time  the  regulatory  bureaucracy  is  almost 
hellbent  to  make  examples  out  of  oil  patch.  Under  certain  configu- 
rations of  regulatory  schemes,  it  appears  to  the  oil  patch  people 
that  there  really  is  no  consideration  for  the  fact  that  these  are  the 
hardest  of  times. 
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I  just  want  to  urge  that  at  some  point  somebody  try  to  see  if  we 
could  not  as  a  Nation  sort  of  integrate  both  our  assistance.  We  will 
be  looking  at  tax  policy  changes  in  Congress.  We  are  going  to 
present  them  to  the  President — but  at  the  same  time,  it  seems  that 
other  agencies  of  government  are  sort  of  off  on  their  own.  In  many 
cases,  nitpicking  becomes  very  expensive — nitpicking  by  bureau- 
crats becomes  very,  very  expensive  and,  I  guess  at  the  very  least, 
frustrating. 

Mr.  SiEGEL.  Yes. 

Senator  Domenici.  Producers  and  others  get  very  upset  with 
anybody  involved.  I  would  urge  that  somebody  try  to  put  all  this 
together  and  have  some  kind  of  a  consistent  approach. 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  Well  I  thank  you  very  much  for  those  comments.  We 
share  your  concern  and  the  concern  of  the  industry  that  there  is 
a  real  problem  out  there,  and  it  is  a  serious  problem  for  this  Na- 
tion. 

It  does  appear  that  we  do  not  have  our  act  quite  together.  I  can 
tell  you  that  this  concern  is  receiving  the  attention  at  the  very 
highest  levels  of  the  administration,  in  an  upcoming  meeting  that 
is  going  to  take  place  with  the  President  where  this  will  be  dis- 
cussed. 

There  is  a  concerted  effort  going  on  within  the  administration  to 
address  these  problems.  In  a  climate  where  we  have  got  serious 
budget  deficit  problems  and  other  forces  that  are  pulling  at  us  in 
all  different  directions,  we  are  very  happy  to  work  with  you  and 
this  committee  in  trying  to  seek  those  solutions  that  are  necessary. 

EFFECT  OF  OIL  PRICES  ON  THE  ECONOMY 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  might  just  again  state — and 
I  very  much  appreciate  your  indulgence — that  frankly  one  of  the  di- 
lemmas of  energy  production  in  the  United  States  is  that  the  lower 
the  price  of  crude  oil  from  overseas  the  better  for  the  American 
economy. 

In  fact,  one  of  the  unsung  heros  of  the  current  economic  upturn 
dramatically  affecting  inflation 

Senator  Reid.  Is  OPEC,  right? 

Senator  DOMENICI  [continuing].  I  mean,  they  are  either  willingly 
cooperating,  or  by  accident,  becoming  a  very  positive  influence  on 
lower  inflation  in  the  country  because  oil  prices  permeate  imme- 
diately, as  we  all  know,  every  phase  of  the  economy. 

The  problem  however  is,  the  more  that  occurs,  the  less  we 
produce  and  the  more  dependent  we  grow.  It  would  seem  like  there 
is  nothing  on  the  horizon  within  the  next  10  or  15  years  to  fill  that 
gap.  All  these  things  we  are  working  on  today  are  neat.  They  may 
bring  a  giant  breakthrough  in  fuel  cells  or  maybe  something  else — 
the  bright  star  being  natural  gas,  but  it  does  not  fill  all  the  pur- 
poses and  uses — so,  they  know  that  and  they  are  down  to  a  very 
low  level  of  development. 

Fear  is  rampant,  and  selling  off  assets  is  everywhere.  In  addi- 
tion, we  are  losing  many  of  the  stripper  wells,  and  we  lose  them 
forever. 

Mr.  Siegel.  Yes. 
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Senator  DOMENICI.  So  that  is  a  strange  anomaly.  On  the  one 
hand,  it  is  great.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  destroying  the  whole  in- 
dustry and  a  part  of  our  potential. 

STRIPPER  WELLS 

Senator  Reid.  What  is  a  stripper  well? 

Senator  DOMENICL  "Stripper"  is  just  a  word  meaning  very  small. 
Most  of  the  time  it  is  four,  five,  or  six  barrels  a  day. 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  Under  10?  Is  that  it?  Under  10  barrels  a  day. 

Senator  DOMENICL  Most  of  them  are  even  less  than  that. 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  Yes. 

Senator  Reid.  Where  did  that  word  "stripper"  come  from? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  Let's  ask  Mr.  Spiller,  because  he  recently  came  from 
the  industry. 

Mr.  Spiller.  It  is  a  term  used  for  a  low-volume  producing  well 
where  you  are  literally  trying  to  strip  the  remaining  reserves  from 
the  existing  field. 

Senator  Reid.  I  see. 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  By  the  way,  for  the  record  that  is  Reggie  Spiller  who 
is  the  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  for  the  Gas  and  Petroleum  Tech- 
nology Program. 

Senator  Reid.  Senator  Domenici  reminded  me  we  have  a  dif- 
ferent definition  of  "stripper"  in  Las  Vegas.  [Laughter.] 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Reid.  The  questions  that  will  be  submitted  in  writing  by 
Senator  Domenici,  would  you  not  only  send  the  answers  of  course 
to  the  subcommittee,  but  also  to  his  office  personally. 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  Certainly. 

FUEL  CELLS 

Senator  Reid.  Talking  about  fuel  cells,  the  Department  is  propos- 
ing in  next  year's  budget  a  fuel-cell  climate  change  initiative  which 
would  require  $62  million  over  3  years  to  accelerate  the  commer- 
cialization of  near-term  fuel  cell  technologies  through  cost  reduc- 
tion mechanisms  such  as  rebates  to  vendors  in  order  to  increase 
market  share. 

The  Department  is  requesting  $18  million  in  1995  to  begin  this 
3-year  fuel  cell  initiative. 

First  of  all,  is  this  enough  money? 

Second,  should  the  funds  not  be  applied  toward  the  ongoing  mol- 
ten carbonate  and  solid  oxide  fuel  cell  development  programs? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  In  fact,  part  of  the  global  climate  change  initiative 
will  boost  the  funding  for  molten  carbonate  and  solid  oxides,  but 
we  felt  that  the  real  near-term  objective  is  to  try  to  get  the  first 
generation  fuel  cell  technologies  into  the  marketplace. 

Senator  Reid.  Is  that  enough  money? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  We  feel  it  is  enough  money  in  fiscal  year  1995.  We 
feel  that  that  is  adequate  money. 

Senator  Reid.  My  question  is,  we  are  spending  billions  of  dollars 
importing  oil. 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  Yes. 


698 

Senator  Reid.  And  this  program,  if  successful,  would  be  one  of 
the  ways  we  could  cut  down  on  the  amount  we  import.  Is  that  not 
right? 

Mr.  SiEGEL.  Well,  we  could,  but  there  are  a  lot  of  other  ways,  too, 
and  they  are  all  competing  for  budget  priorities.  That  is  the  dif- 
ficulty. 

We  felt  that,  based  upon  the  manufacturing  capability  that  exists 
in  the  United  States  today  for  fuel  cells,  the  $18  million  in  fiscal 
year  1995  was  more  than  adequate. 

Senator  Reid.  What  is  the  percentage  of  fuel  that  we  import? 
What  percentage  is  used  for  electrical  generation  and  that  for  do- 
mestic cars? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  Very  little  is  used  for  electric  power  generation. 
Most  of  the  electric  power  generation  comes  from  coal — 55  percent; 
other  sources  include  nuclear,  which  is  domestic  renewable  energy, 
hydroelectric  in  particular;  and  then  some  gas,  and  then  a  very, 
very  little  bit  of  oil. 

Almost  all  the  imported  fuels — well,  we  do  import  natural  gas  as 
well,  but  it  is  used  mainly  for  residential  and  commercial  industrial 
applications. 

The  biggest  appetite  that  we  have  is  for  transportation  fuels,  pe- 
troleum, and  that  is  with  the  imported  fuels. 

Senator  Reid.  Of  course  the  fuel  cells  could,  if  successful  in  your 
program,  be  used. 

Mr.  SiEGEL.  That  is  right.  But  this  fuel  cell  initiative  is  not 
aimed  at  automobiles,  but  power  generation. 

Senator  Reid.  Yes;  I  understand.  I  know  that.  We  have  other 
programs  in  that  regard. 

Mr.  SiEGEL.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Reid.  In  both  the  House  and  Senate  reports  accompany- 
ing the  House  and  Senate  versions  of  the  appropriations  bill  last 
year,  concerns  were  raised  by  the  committees  regarding  the  future 
of  the  Fuel  Cell  Development  Program. 

The  committees  directed  the  Department  to  report  on  the  future 
of  the  Fuel  Cell  Program  by  December  1993.  In  its  report  to  the 
committees,  the  Department  identified  a  number  of  strategic  issues 
such  as  balance  of  plant  component  development,  down-selecting  of 
contractors'  total  program  cost,  and  greater  industry  cost  sharing 
for  future  fuel  cell  development. 

The  issue  raised  by  the  Department's  fuel  cell  climate  initiative 
is  the  need  to  provide  rebates  to  vendors  in  order  to  accelerate  the 
commercialization  of  near-term  technologies,  was  never  discussed. 

Why  does  the  Department  find  it  necessary  to  provide  rebates  to 
vendors  in  order  to  subsidize  IPC's  production  of  phosphoric  fuel 
cells? 

Mr.  Siegel.  First  of  all,  the  program  is  not  limited  to  Inter- 
national Fuel  Cells,  [IPC].  It  is  open  to  any  vendor,  although  clear- 
ly International  Fuel  Cells  has  a  leg  up  on  most  others. 

Second,  our  fuel  cell  program  is  much  broader  than  this  initia- 
tive. As  you  noted,  we  have  a  very  significant  increase  in  our  fiscal 
year  1995  budget  in  fuel  cells.  Generally,  most  of  that  is  being 
aimed  at  molten  carbonate  and  solid  oxide  fuel  cells,  the  next-gen- 
eration fuel  cells. 
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This  initiative  came  up  as  a  result  of  discussions  we  had  with  the 
gas  industry  to  determine  things  that  could  be  done  to  help  expand 
the  markets  for  natural  gas  and  to  do  it  in  an  environmentally  ac- 
ceptable way. 

This  is  one  of  the  proposals  that  came  out. 

We  had  a  public  meeting,  as  I  mentioned,  a  month  or  so  ago  and 
we  had  a  very  large  group  of  people  that  showed  up  that  had  a  sig- 
nificant interest  in  this  program. 

FUEL  CELLS 

Senator  Reid.  Tell  us  about  the  Department's  international  ini- 
tiative. In  my  opening  statement  I  talked  about  some  of  the  money 
that  was  being  proposed  to  be  spent  in  China  and  Eastern  Europe. 

Mr.  Siegel.  Yes;  our  proposal  is  not  to  ask  for  any  new  money 
from  Congress,  but  rather  to  reprogram  existing  funds  out  of  the 
Clean  Coal  Technology  Demonstration  Program  to  do  two  showcase 
projects  and  then  some  other  things. 

This  proposal  was  actually  initiated  subsequent  to  the  Energy 
Policy  Act,  which  was  passed  a  couple  of  years  ago,  called  for  an 
export  program  for  clean  coal  technologies.  And  there  were  other 
export  programs  in  other  program  areas  as  well,  that  are  not  under 
my  purview. 

In  discussions  we  have  had  with  a  lot  of  people,  we  concluded 
that  by  far  and  away  the  largest  market  for  clean  coal  technology 
in  the  near  term,  in  the  next  20  years,  and  it  is  going  to  occur  out- 
side the  U.S.  borders. 

The  United  States  is  not  making  large  additions  to  its  baseload 
coal-fired  capacity  and  will  not  be  for  the  next  10  or  15  years  here 
in  the  United  States. 

On  the  other  hand,  in  Asia 

Senator  Reid.  Is  that  because  of  our  capacity  being  adequate  for 
the  short  term? 

Mr.  Siegel.  That  is  right.  We  have  adequate  capacity,  and  all  we 
need  now  is  incremental  capacity  to  deal  with  intermediate  and 
peaking  needs. 

INTERNATIONAL  FACILITIES 

Senator  Reid.  But  in  Eastern  Europe  and  China  they  need  new 
facilities?  Is  that  right? 

Mr.  Siegel.  No;  not  in  Eastern  Europe.  But  in  China,  Indonesia, 
Thailand,  India,  they  are  building  new  capacity  like  gang  busters. 
In  fact,  China  far  and  away  is  the  largest  market  in  the  world. 

Senator  Reid.  And  not  many  of  them  are  nuclear?  Or  are  any  of 
them  nuclear? 

china's  coal  industry 

Mr.  Siegel.  They  just  started  up  a  nuclear  plant.  They  are  just 
starting  a  nuclear  industry.  Almost  all  of  the  energy  that  is 
consumed  in  China  is  based  on  coal,  and  in  fact  that  is  what  is  pro- 
jected for  the  future. 

Senator  Reid.  That  is  my  point.  None  are  nuclear? 

Mr.  Siegel.  They  have  some  nuclear.  They  just  started  up  their 
first  nuclear  plant. 
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Senator  Reid.  A  big  one? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  It  is  a  big  one.  As  I  recall,  it  is  900  megawatts,  or 
1,200  megawatts.  Then  they  have  another  one  where  construction 
is  nearly  completed.  They  also  have  plans  to  build  more  since  they 
are  going  to  expand  their  nuclear  capacity. 

They  have  plans  to  expand  their  hydroelectric  capacity. 

Senator  Reid.  It  is  my  understanding  they  have  very  dirty  coal 
in  China  also.  Is  that  right? 

Mr.  SiEGEL.  They  have  the  full  range  of  coals.  They  have  a  lot 
of  coal.  They  are  the  largest  producer  and  largest  consumer  of  coal 
right  now. 

So  our  initiative  really  is  to  ensure  that.  No.  1,  China  starts 
thinking  about  utilizing  better  technology.  If  they  are  going  to  use 
coal,  let's  get  them  to  use  clean  and  efficient  technology. 

No.  2,  to  open  up  the  opportunities  for  the  United  States  compa- 
nies to  market  the  results  out  of  our  Clean  Coal  Program  in  China. 

Senator  Reid.  But  what  would  the  denial  of  most  favored  nation 
status  have  to  this  project? 

Mr.  Siegel.  It  would  have  an  impact  on  the  project. 

As  I  testified  before  the  House,  we  would  very  likely  propose  not 
to  do  this  project  if  most  favored  nation  status  is  not  approved. 

UNOBLIGATED  BALANCES 

Senator  Reid.  The  Department  has  been  directed  by  Congress  to 
provide  a  report  by  May  1  of  this  year  identifying  the  unobligated 
balances  that  are  likely  to  remain  in  the  Clean  Coal  Program,  and 
to  make  specific  recommendations  regarding  possible  programmatic 
options  for  the  use  of  any  excess  funds. 

What  is  the  status  of  the  report,  and  what  details  could  you  pro- 
vide regarding  the  major  findings  and  recommendations  that  are 
likely  to  be  contained  in  this  report  next  month? 

Mr.  Siegel.  The  report  is  on  schedule.  A  draft  of  the  report  is 
being  reviewed  within  the  Department  right  now  and  hopefully  will 
be  to  Congress  as  you  called  for  on  May  1. 

A  major  conclusion  of  the  report  is  that  we  feel  in  the  first  five 
rounds  of  the  program  we  have  covered  the  full  gamut  of  tech- 
nology that  we  think  needs  to  be  demonstrated  under  this  program. 

So  we  would  be  suggesting  that  we  do  not  think  we  need  to  have 
any  more  demonstration  rounds  like  we  have  had  in  the  past;  that 
the  focus  of  the  program  now  ought  to  be  on  the  commercial  de- 
ployment of  these  technologies. 

Senator  Reid.  You  think  that  the  quality  of  clean  coal  technology 
is  about  as  far  as  it  is  going  to  get? 

Is  that  what  you  are  saying  to  us? 

Mr.  Siegel.  The  technologies  are  ready  for  demonstration  now 
and  are  pretty  much  covered  within  the  demonstration  program  in 
the  45  projects  that  we  already  have  in  the  program. 

The  same  conclusion  was  reached  by  our  National  Coal  Council 
Advisory  Committee  to  the  Secretary  on  coal  issues.  They  con- 
cluded the  same  thing,  that  there  is  no  need  at  this  time  for  future 
rounds  in  the  Clean  Coal  Program  because  we  have  got  the  tech- 
nologies, which  are  really  the  technologies  of  major  interest,  cov- 
ered in  that  program. 
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Senator  Reid.  I  guess  the  question  is:  What  assurances  is  the  De- 
partment able  to  provide  that  siphoning  off  clean  coal  funds  for  use 
in  promoting  technology  exports  will  not  limit  technology  develop- 
ment enhancements  for  projects  here  at  home? 

Mr.  SiEGEL.  The  May  1  report  will  go  through  the  financial  side 
of  the  Clean  Coal  Program.  It  will  conclude  that  we  think  we  have 
ample  funds  not  only  to  keep  the  45  projects  in  the  program 
healthy  through  their  completion,  but  to  also  pay  for  this  inter- 
national initiative. 

The  possibility  exists,  depending  on  what  happens  to  a  couple  of 
the  projects  in  the  Clean  Coal  Program  that  may  or  may  not  suc- 
ceed and  may  not  be  demonstrated,  for  additional  funds  to  be  used 
for  some  additional  deployment  initiatives. 

Senator  Reid.  Can  you  make  a  distinction  between  this  we  are 
talking  about  now,  the  clean  coal  export  to  China  as  an  example, 
and  foreign  aid?  Is  it  a  type  of  foreign  aid? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  Yes;  it  is  a  type  of  foreign  aid,  but  it  is  a  foreign  aid 
that  does  not  exist  at  the  present  time. 

ENERGY  TECHNOLOGY  ENGINEERING  CENTER 

Senator  Reid.  The  Secretary  announced  on  April  7,  just  a  week 
or  two  ago,  that  the  Department  intends  to  keep  open  the  Energy 
Technology  Engineering  Center  [ETEC]  which  is  near  Los  Angeles. 

ETEC,  which  was  established  in  1966  to  demonstrate  nuclear  en- 
ergy technology,  was  scheduled  for  shutdown  last  month.  The  Sec- 
retary stated  that  the  facility  would  remain  open  to  perform  re- 
search for  and  a  technology  demonstration  of  the  Kalina  cycle. 

What  is  the  Kalina  cycle  technology  and  how  does  it  relate  to  the 
power  system  development  work  at  the  energy  technology  centers? 

Mr.  Siegel.  The  Kalina  cycle  is  a  cycle  that  takes  basically  con- 
ventional powerplant  technology  and,  by  the  use  of  ammonia,  can 
make  it  a  much  more  efficient  technology. 

So  as  I  mentioned  before,  the  current  efficiency  of  coal-fired  pow- 
erplants,  for  example,  is  about  36  percent.  Through  this  Kalina 
cycle  we  anticipate  that  we  can  up  the  efficiency  to  the  low  40-per- 
cent range.  That  is  a  very,  very  significant  improvement  in  effi- 
ciency that  will  reduce  costs  and  reduce  emissions  dramatically. 

Senator  Reid.  The  problem  is,  though,  that  the  Kalina  cycle  was 
never  successful  in  winning  funding  support  from  either  energy, 
conservation,  or  fossil  energy,  despite  many  competitive  procure- 
ment opportunities. 

So  why  does  the  Department  want  to  sole-source  funding  for  this 
technology?  Is  not  General  Electric  currently  offering  the  Kalina 
cycle  technology  for  sale  in  the  marketplace? 

Why  does  the  Department  want  to  enter  into  a  sole-source  pro- 
curement to  do  research  in  a  technology  demonstration  for  a  tech- 
nology that  has  already  been  developed  and  is  available  for  com- 
mercial use  and  sale? 

Mr.  Siegel.  I  think  what  you  would  find,  if  one  had  discussions 
with  General  Electric,  is  that  they  need  the  data  that  is  going  to 
come  off  of  this  facility  in  fiscal  year  1994-95  in  order  to  really 
back  the  commercial  offerings  that  they  are  proposing. 

Senator  Reid.  How  much  will  it  cost  to  keep  the  facility  open? 
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Mr.  SlEGEL.  Our  share  for  the  Kalina  cycle  is  $8  million,  and 
that  is  fiscal  year  1995  money.  So  we  are  proposing  to  Congress  in 
fiscal  year  1995,  a  budget  amendment  of  $8.1  million  for  that. 

Senator  Reid.  What  is  the  source  of  this  funding? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  We  are  going  to  be  proposing  that  $6  million  be 
taken  out  of  this  fuel  cell  initiative  that  we  just  talked  about,  the 
commercial  deployment  initiative,  and  another  $2.1  million  out  of 
our  coal  program.  This  program  is  equally  applicable  to  both  coal 
and  natural  gas. 

Senator  Reid.  I  do  not  know  how  Senator  Byrd  feels  about  this, 
but  I  will  talk  to  him,  and  I  know  the  staff  will,  but  I  personally 
think  it  is  a  bad  idea.  We  are  so  short  of  money  here  that  I  think 
it  is  something  you  might  consider 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  Well  it  is  a  very,  very  promising  technology.  Great 
advances  have  been  made  in  this  technology  in  the  last 

Senator  Reid.  Why  cannot  General  Electric  do  it? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  The  advances  were  made  at  this  ETEC  facility.  Now 
they  need  a  couple  of  years  of  operational  experience  with  some  of 
these  advanced  techniques  in  order  to  really  ensure  that  the  tech- 
nology is  going  to  work. 

These  advances  have  been  made  since  the  competitive  procure- 
ments that  the  Department  had.  I  expect  that  if  those  procure- 
ments were  held  today  that  this  Kalina  cycle  might  score  better 
than  it  otherwise  has  in  the  past. 

Senator  Reid.  Senator  Burns? 

Senator  BURNS.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  just  wanted  to  ask  that  my  statement  be  put  in  the  record,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Senator  Reid.  That  has  been  done. 

COAL  RESEARCH 

Senator  Burns.  With  coal  providing  about  55  percent  of  the  elec- 
tricity in  this  country  right  now,  we  are  still  looking  at  a  situation 
where  I  do  not  understand  why  the  administration  is  cutting  back 
on  research  in  coal  when  it  is  becoming  more  and  more  of  an  im- 
portant player  in  our  overall  energy  makeup. 

When  we  take  a  look  and  see  in  our  balance  of  trade — everyone 
would  like  to  stand  around  and  beat  up  on  Japan  and  call  for  a 
super  301 — when  61  percent  of  our  negative  trade  balance  is  di- 
rectly attributed  to  the  import  of  energy.  That  is  natural  gas.  That 
is  crude,  and  that  is  electricity  that  comes  into  this  country. 

So  when  we  see  how  energy  dependent  we  are  on  foreign  sources, 
and  then  we  take  a  look  at  the  availability,  and  cheap  availability, 
of  this  fossil  fuel  called  coal,  this  is  where  should  be  placing  our 
dollars  because  we  can  cure  some  ills  there. 

So  I  am  a  little  bit  concerned  why  the  administration  wants  to 
turn  around  on  that. 

Senator  Reid.  We  have  had  some  responses  to  that,  Senator 
Bums.  One  was  about  the  clean  coal  research  and  in  other  areas. 

Would  you  summarize  that  for  Senator  Bums. 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  As  you  know,  I  am  very  sympathetic  to  the  concerns 
you  have,  having  been  from  the  coal  side  of  the  organization,  but 
I  feel  very,  very  comfortable  with  the  budget  that  we  submitted. 
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We  have  gotten  to  the  point  now  that  with  the  development  of 
coal  technology  in  this  country,  through  our  research  program  and 
now  the  Clean  Coal  Demonstration  Program,  we  have  a  great  suite 
of  technologies  that  is  going  to  help  in  expanding  the  utilization  of 
coal  here  in  the  United  States  and  other  parts  of  the  world  in  an 
environmentally  acceptable  and  economically  efficient  manner. 

Since  coal  is  primarily  a  fuel  for  electric  power  production,  the 
budget  that  we  have  in  fiscal  year  1995  is  aimed  primarily  at  that, 
the  electric  power  market.  It  is  a  fully  funded  program. 

All  the  research  that  we  proposed  to  do  for  coal  for  electric  power 
for  these  high  efficiency  superclean  systems,  has  been  proposed  for 
funding  by  the  President. 

So  we  think  that  part  of  it  is  very,  very  sound. 

The  decline  in  our  coal  budget  really  comes  about  on  the  liquid 
side,  producing  liquid  fuels  from  coal.  There  the  argument  is — and 
I  think  it  is  a  good  one;  it  is  one,  frankly,  that  I  make  all  the 
time — that  our  energy  projections 

Senator  Burns.  That  does  not  always  make  it  good,  you  know? 
[Laughter.] 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  Right.  To  me  it  is  good. 

Senator  Burns.  That  is  what  I  think  about  mine,  too.  [Laughter.] 

IVIr.  SlEGEL.  That  is  a  good  point.  I  will  have  to  remember  that. 

Our  energy  projections  show  that  oil  prices  are  going  to  remain 
low  for  a  long  time  to  come.  That  gives  us  more  time  to  develop 
this  coal  liquefaction  technology. 

The  problem  when  we  talk  about  oil  imports  and  gas  imports  is 
because  our  domestic  oil  and  gas  industry  is  suffering  so  dramati- 
cally and  oil  production  is  going  down  very  dramatically. 

So  we  felt  that  higher  priority  in  our  budget  for  fiscal  year  1995 
ought  to  be  on  trying  to  save  the  domestic  oil  and  gas  industry. 
That  is  a  major  emphasis  in  our  budget. 

Senator  Burns.  Well  that  is  going  to  be — I  do  not  know  what 
kind  of  a  possibility  we  have  for  doing  that,  because  this  Govern- 
ment has  been  a  great  part  of  the  decimation  of  our  energy  as  far 
as  oil  and  gas  is  concerned. 

Now  this  Government  has  to  take  responsibility  for  that.  Every- 
body likes  to  go  around  pointing  fingers  at  everybody  else,  but  they 
have  not. 

FUEL  CELLS 

One  area  where  the  chairman,  and  rightly  so,  has  concerns  is 
over  fuel  cells.  I  happen  to  agree  with  you  in  fuel  cells.  I  have 
watched  that  technology  develop.  I  have  seen  what  they  have  done 
with  it  in  Japan.  I  think  we  have  got  to  get  competitive  in  that  in- 
dustry because.  No.  1,  it  is  a  methane — it  is  a  methanol-type  proc- 
ess that  is  going  to  be  the  fuel,  the  clean  fuel,  of  the  future  when 
it  comes  to  coal. 

Coal  is  used  in  that,  and  we  have  to  figure  out  a  way  to  make 
that  conversion  environmentally  safe,  which  I  think  we  can  do.  But 
I  want  to  congratulate  you  on  your  work.  General  Electric  can 
probably  do  a  lot  of  work  on  it,  but  I  think  here  is  a  great  oppor- 
tunity where  this  Government  can  form  a  partnership  with  private 
industry  in  fuel  cell  development.  I  would  like  to  see  this  country 
get  more  competitive. 
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Whenever  you  see  into  the  future  and  you  take  a  fuel  cell  that 
is  the  size  of  a  30-dozen  egg  case — of  course  you  probably  do  not 
know  how  big  that  was  and  I  am  dating  myself.  [Laughter.] 

But  nevertheless,  when  we  look  at  the  fuel  cell  that  would  drive 
a  home  for  180  days,  and  then  they  just  switch  cells  and  plug  it 
back  in  and  they  go  on,  this  is  what  is  in  the  future.  This  is  what 
is  in  the  future.  I  congratulate  you  on  that.  And  that  is  the  future 
for  our  coal  industry,  too.  I  think  we  can  make  that  conversion  and 
still  work  on  that  resource. 

I  have  a  question  I  will  ask  you  to  be  submitted.  If  you  could  re- 
spond both  to  the  committee  and  to  me,  please  do  that.  I  would  ap- 
preciate that  very  much. 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  I  will  be  happy  to  do  that. 

Senator  Burns.  That  is  all  I  have,  Mr.  Chairman.  Thank  you. 

CLEAN  COAL  TECHNOLOGY  PROJECTS  ROUNDS  4  AND  5 

Senator  Reid.  Thank  you.  Senator  Bums. 

How  much  additional  funding  above  the  $37.1  million  requested 
by  the  Department  for  fiscal  year  1995  will  be  needed  to  ensure 
that  none  of  the  rounds  4  and  5  projects  will  be  delayed? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  I  can  only  remember  the  number  off  the  top  of  my 
head,  it  is  the  numbers  you  had  in  your  opening  statement.  Those 
were  accurate. 

It  is  something  like — I  do  not  have  the  number  off  the  top  of  my 
head.  There  it  is;  $74  million  in  1996,  and  $414  million  in  1997. 

Senator  Reid.  You  told  the  subcommittee  last  year  that  coopera- 
tive agreements  for  round  5  would  be  completed  and  signed  within 
the  year. 

That  would  be  by  early  next  month.  How  many  round  5  agree- 
ments will  be  signed  by  then? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  I  do  not  think  we  will  have  any  actually  signed.  Two 
or  three  of  the  five  projects  we  hope  will  have  reports  to  Congress 
by  then. 

The  industrial  participant  will  have  signed  them,  and  then  we 
send  the  report  to  Congress  for  a  30-day  lie  before  we  can  sign 
them.  But  we  think  the  three  of  them  will  be  ready  by  then  to  go 
to  Congress. 

The  other  two  are  a  little  more  problematic  and  will  take  a  little 
bit  more  time. 

UNOBLIGATED  BALANCES 

Senator  Reid.  On  pages  150  and  151  of  your  budget  justification, 
it  is  stated  therein  that: 

Although  the  advance  appropriation  already  enacted  for  fiscal  year  1995  is  $375 
million,  the  Department  is  proposing  a  fiscal  year  1995  budget  level  of  $37  million 
in  recognition  of  the  fact  that  significant  prior  year  unobligated  balances  are  avail- 
able to  fund  1995  required  activities. 

In  response  to  written  questions  from  the  Secretary  when  she  ap- 
peared before  the  House  Committee  on  Interior  and  Related  Agen- 
cies earlier  this  year,  Secretary  O'Leary  indicates  that  the  1995 
budget  request  for  clean  coal  technology  may  result  in  a  cash  flow 
squeeze  for  existing  clean  coal  projects. 

Is  that  right? 
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Mr.  SiEGEL.  No;  we  think  the  $37  milUon  is  adequate  to  fund  the 
45  projects  through  fiscal  year  1995. 

Senator  Reid.  Based  upon  what  you  just  told  us,  that  you  have 
no  hope  of  having  signed  agreements  by  early  next  month,  there 
is  some  evidence  that  the  Department  has  become  rigid  in  clean 
coal,  increasingly  rigid  in  clean  coal  project  negotiations. 

Some  are  suggesting  that  the  Department  is  fighting  necessary 
expenditures  and  technology  enhancements  related  to  existing 
clean  coal  projects  in  an  effort  to  fence  off  or  preserve  existing  un- 
obligated balances  in  order  to  provide  funding  for  new  depart- 
mental program  initiatives. 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  No;  that  is  not  the  case.  It  just  so  happens  that 
round  5  of  the  Clean  Coal  Program  was  one  in  which  we  took  a 
dramatic  step.  We  wanted  to  really  increase  the  state  of  the  art  of 
coal  technology  very  dramatically  and  put  in  some  very  difficult  cri- 
teria that  dealt  with  efficiency  and  environmental  performance  and 
so  forth. 

The  projects  that  we  have  are  very  advanced  technologies.  It  just 
so  happens  that  for  those  projects  it  is  more  difficult  to  get  them 
to  the  point  where  neither  we  or  the  industrial  participant  are  will- 
ing to  sign  a  cooperative  agreement.  So  that  is  what  is  taking  the 
time.  There  has  not  been  a  movement  to  siphon  money  out  of  the 
Clean  Coal  Program  for  other  purposes. 

We  are  still  asking  in  our  1995  budget  that  the  full  funding  for 
the  complete  program,  the  $2.75  billion,  be  provided  for  the  pro- 
gram. We  do  not  think  we  need  what  Congress  advance-appro- 
priated in  1995  to  keep  our  program  on  schedule. 

LOW-NOx  WALL-FIRED  BURNER 

Senator  Reid.  Private-sector  participation  in  the  Southern  Co., 
services  of  low-NOx  wall-fired  burner,  with  advanced  open  fire  air 
clean  coal  demonstration  project,  is  expanding  and  now  includes 
other  utilities  and  the  United  Kingdom. 

Cost  overrun  allowances  have  been  used  to  enhance  the  low-NOx 
technology  developed  to  include  the  use  of  artificial  intelligence  and 
distal  control  to  minimize  human  error  and  maximize  effective 
NOx  control  and  attract  broader  private  sector  cost  savings. 

Will  the  Department  be  encouraging  these  kinds  of  technology 
development  enhancement  expenditures?  Or  is  the  Department's 
less  flexible  approach  to  modern  negotiations  designed  to  wring 
these  kinds  of  expenditure  out  of  the  Clean  Coal  Program? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  We  hope,  and  in  our  May  1  report  to  Congress  we 
will  point  out,  that  we  think  we  have  ample  funds  in  our  program 
to  enable  us  to  cover  cost  growth  of  that  type  in  the  future. 

So  we  think  that  we  are  going  to  be  able  to  deal  with  those  kinds 
of  improvements  and  to  provide  funding  for  cost  overruns  that 
occur  as  the  project  is  underway. 

But  of  course  we  are  going  to  be  fiscally  responsible.  We  are 
going  to  make  sure  that  any  cost  overruns  that  come  about  in  these 
programs  are  cost  overruns  that  we  think  we  should  participate  in. 

Senator  Reid.  The  Department  is  proposing  that  its  remaining 
balance  of  advance  appropriated  clean  coal  funds,  almost  $500  mil- 
lion, be  provided  in  1996 — $75  million,  and  in  fiscal  year  1997 — 
$413  million. 
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Why  is  the  Department  proposing  to  balloon  clean  coal  funding 
at  the  point  when  the  large  and  more  complex  advance  combustion 
system  demonstrations  have  been  awarded? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  It  is  just  a  cash  flow  situation. 

Senator  Reid.  It  appears  from  all  these  numbers — it  appears  in 
relation  to  my  first  question,  that  there  is  an  attempt  not  to  spend 
these  moneys. 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  No;  not  at  all.  It  is  just  that  in  fiscal  year  1995  the 
Department,  the  administration,  is  strapped  fiscally  and  we  were 
asked  to  just  propose  in  our  budget  what  we  needed  to  get  the  im- 
portant activities  completed. 

We  felt,  based  upon  the  analysis  that  we  undertook,  that  $37 
million  in  1995  is  all  that  we  need  to  keep  those  45  projects  in  the 
Clean  Coal  Program  on  schedule,  and  to  even  provide  the  down 
payment  for  a  couple  of  new  initiatives,  the  international  initiative 
being  one. 

If  we  get  $37  million  appropriated  to  us,  to  keep  that  cash  flow 
going  and  to  keep  those  45  projects  on  schedule,  the  out-year  budg- 
et projections  that  you  pointed  out  will  be  required. 

Senator  Reid.  Senator  Nickles. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  I  will  follow  on  that,  Mr.  Siegel. 

So  $37  million  this  year;  $74  million  in  1996;  and  $414  million 
in  1997? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Nickles.  Wow. 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Nickles.  That  is  going  to  be  hard  to  do. 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  Yes;  now  we  did  get  advanced  appropriations  from 
Congress  for  the  whole  program.  So  all  that  money  has  already 
been  advance  appropriated. 

Senator  Nickles.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  And  all  we  are  asking  is  a  reallocation  of  those 
funds. 

DEPENDENCY  ON  FOREIGN  OIL 

Senator  NiCKLES.  That  is  right.  I  had  forgotten  that  we  do  that 
in  that  program. 

You  also  have  a  significant  increase  in  funding  for  fossil  fuels, 
primarily  petroleum  and  gas.  I  have  always  thought,  that  fossil 
fuels  was  an  area  that  needed  additional  resources,  particularly  on 
the  petroleum  side.  In  the  allocation  of  resources  between  coal,  nu- 
clear, gas,  and  so  on,  the  real  shortages  that  occurred  in  the  past 
were  in  petroleum  and  possibly  some  research  could  be  done  to 
help  us  minimize  that. 

You  have  a  42-percent  increase  in  petroleum.  How  is  that  going 
to  help  us  reduce  our  dependency  on  imported  oil? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  Well,  hopefully  to  a  great  extent. 

We  had  some  discussion  earlier  about  this.  We  recognize  that 
there  is  a  very,  very  serious  problem  that  the  United  States  is  fac- 
ing and  the  oil  patch  is  facing  in  particular. 

The  United  States  is  facing  a  problem  of  increasing  oil  imports 
as  our  demand  for  oil  and  oil  products  increases  and  our  domestic 
production  declines.  Right  now  we  are  importing  about  50  percent 
of  the  oil  we  consume,  and  in  the  year  2010  we  are  projecting  that 
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about  60  percent  of  the  oil  we  consume  will  be  imported.  That  is 
a  difficult  pill  to  swallow.  Part  of  that,  as  I  mentioned,  is  a  result 
of  the  decline  of  the  domestic  industry.  It  is  declining  dramatically 
as  you  very  well  know. 

So  we  felt  that  a  much  higher  priority  ought  to  be  placed  now 
starting  in  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  in  dealing — actually  it  start- 
ed in  the  1994  budget  but  it  is  continuing  on  at  an  accelerated  pace 
in  1995 — in  dealing  with  some  of  the  problems  that  are  being  faced 
by  the  oil  patch  here  in  the  United  States. 

So  we  think  that  these  programs  that  we  have  proposed,  an  ac- 
celeration of  the  Oil  Demonstration  Program  bringing  new  oil  ex- 
traction technologies  to  the  independents  on  an  accelerated  basis, 
new  initiatives  for  advanced  computational  technologies  to  help  us 
find  the  oil  and  to  be  able  then  to  extract  it  properly  and  at  lower 
cost,  and  in  other  areas  that  we  proposed  some  initiatives  in  oil, 
will  help. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Let  me  ask  you  for  a  little  further  explanation 
because  I  have  talked  to  some  of  our  independents,  many  of  which, 
because  prices  are  so  low  right  now,  are  either  going  out  of  busi- 
ness or  are  in  the  process  of  shutting  in  marginal  wells. 

How  does  this  shared  technology  proposal,  which  I  have  heard 
Secretary  O'Leary  talk  about,  getting  out  into  the  real  world?  You 
have  marginal  wells  producing  1.5  to  2  to  2.5  barrels  a  day,  and 
somebody  is  looking  at  $12.50  per  barrel  of  oil  or  $13  per  barrel 
of  oil,  and  saying  we  are  not  meeting  expenses  and  therefore,  we 
are  going  to  shut  in. 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  Well  in  the  near  term,  there  is  a  significant  problem 
for  a  lot  of  people  who  are  operating  marginal  wells. 

The  program  that  I  am  talking  about  already  has  had  some  suc- 
cesses, where  marginal  producers  were  about  ready  to  shut  in, 
where  the  technology  that  this  program  has  brought  to  bear  has  al- 
lowed them  to  continue  operation  and  to  continue  to  produce  eco- 
nomically. 

It  is  not  to  say  that  the  research  and  development  program  that 
we  have  is  going  to  solve  all  the  problems  of  the  oil  patch. 

It  is  not. 

As  you  well  know,  the  administration  is  very  well  aware  of  the 
concerns  that  exist  in  the  oil  patch  and  has  a  concerted  effort  now 
underway  at  the  very  highest  levels  of  government.  The  President 
personally  is  involved  in  this,  looking  at  some  options  to  help  the 
industry. 

Senator  Nickles.  Some  of  us  are  working  on  some  tax  changes 
and  regulatory  relief  that  hopefully  would  help  stop  the  premature 
abandonment  of  some  of  these  wells. 

Some  of  it  is  enhanced  tax  credit  for  marginal  wells,  and  so  forth. 

We  have  requested  a  meeting  with  the  President,  and  we  have 
a  significant  number  of  our  colleagues — I  think  30  in  the  Senate 
and  100  in  the  House,  or  100-plus  in  the  House — involved  in  this 
coalition  trying  to  come  up  with  what  I  am  going  to  say  is  relief 
on  marginal  wells. 

We  do  not  want  those  wells  prematurely  abandoned.  We  lose  that 
oil  forever,  and  then  the  dependency  curve  is  accelerated. 

Senator  Reid.  That  is  right. 
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Senator  NiCKLES.  I  will  make  a  prediction  that  you  have  under- 
estimated on  the  60  percent  by  the  year  2010. 

Senator  Reid.  You  think  it  will  be  more  than  that? 

Senator  Nickles.  Yes;  I  think  it  will  be  more  than  that. 

Mr.  SiEGEL.  Because  domestic  production  is  declining. 

Senator  Nickles.  Domestic  production  is  really  on  the  slide.  If 
the  economy  strengthens  and  grows — and  that  is  one  of  the  vari- 
ables that  is  kind  of  hard  to  guess — but  if  vou  put  those  two  equa- 
tions together,  plus  you  look  at  the  North  Slope  decline,  that  is 
going  to  drive  that  figure  up.  I  think  it  is  going  to  be  about  two- 
thirds  in  15  years. 

That  is  a  scary  scenario  when  you  think  that  we  had  the  short- 
ages when  we  were  at  34  and  43  percent. 

So  we  are  already  much  higher  than  when  we  had  the  curtail- 
ments in  the  past.  When  was  that?  In  1973  and  1979?  We  are  al- 
ready higher  than  that  today,  and  I  am  saying  we  are  going  to  be 
much  higher — we  will  be  importing  about  two-thirds. 

Senator  Reid.  You  missed  the  good  news  earlier  on  the  SPR. 

Senator  Nickles.  On  the  SPR? 

Senator  Reid.  We  have  some  problems  with  that. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  I  am  not  the  biggest  fan  of  SPR. 

Senator  Reid.  You  would  be  less  of  a  fan  if  you  knew  what  we 
heard  earlier. 

OIL  producers  regulatory  relief 

Senator  Nickles.  I  will  move  into  that  in  a  moment.  We  are 
working  on  the  tax  bill,  but  there  is  nothing  in  the  administration's 
budget  for  the  tax  changes,  although  we  have  had  some  indications 
they  might  be  receptive  to  our  proposal.  Hopefully,  we  will  be  pre- 
senting that  proposal  to  the  President  sometime  this  month.  It  con- 
tains regulatory  relief  and  some  tax  changes. 

In  Oklahoma  we  have  70,000  stripper  wells,  and  our  State  is  not 
alone.  That  is  a  great  deal  of  production  in  reserves  that  I  am 
afraid  will  be  abandoned  with  this  price  dive. 

I  see  the  tax  changes  doing  some  things,  but  I  still  have  not  been 
able  to  grasp  how  this  shared  technology  is  going  to  help.  When  I 
tell  my  producers  that  the  Department  of  Energy  is  saying  they  are 
going  to  share  technology,  they  almost  look  like  "you  have  got  to 
be  kidding."  There  is  nothing  there  for  them. 

Mr.  Siegel.  Well  now  the  Department  has  had  a  lot  of  discus- 
sions with  the  independents.  I  am  going  to  ask  Reggie  Spiller  who 
heads  up  the  Gas  and  Petroleum  Technology  Office,  who  has  been 
very  much  involved  in  a  lot  of  discussions  with  the  independents 
on  just  that  issue,  to  talk  about  this  in  just  a  second. 

But  it  is  our  judgment,  based  upon  the  many  discussions  and 
many  meetings  that  we  have  had  with  the  independents,  that  they 
view  the  program  which  we  have  proposed  to  be  one  that  not  only 
can  in  the  future,  but  can  right  now  help  them  with  some  of  the 
problems  that  they  have,  bringing  better  technology  that  is  not  nec- 
essarily more  expensive  technology,  but  it  is  technology  that  is 
going  to  allow  them  to  produce  more  efficiently  and  more  economi- 
cally to  bear  in  the  near-term. 

It  is  a  pretty  massive  program  that  involves  the  independents  in 
actually  getting  the  information  out  to  other  independents. 
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Senator  NiCKLES.  Are  you  trying  to  get  that  out  through  the  as- 
sociations? Right  now  the  number  of  independents  has  declined 
substantially,  so  it  is  not  that  hard  to  contact  them. 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  We  are  setting  up  a  number  of  centers  throughout 
the  oil  producing  regions  of  the  country  that  involve  the  producers 
themselves  and  the  independents,  and  a  number  of  organizations, 
but  the  producers  themselves  that  have  access  to  a  lot  of  informa- 
tion on  these  technologies. 

They  in  turn  are  getting  that  information  out  to  their  regions, 
the  producers  in  their  regions. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  I  am  assuming  part  of  this  technology  is  trying 
to  better  maximize  production  in  an  economical  manner  to  where 
when  we  abandon  wells  we  do  not  leave  a  majority  of  the  oil  in  the 
ground. 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  That  is  right. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  As  you  know,  when  you  abandon  the  well  that 
is  usually  a  permanent  abandonment,  given  the  price  situation. 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  That  is  exactly  right.  That  is  a  major  emphasis  of 
the  program. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  The  energy  facility  that  is  in  Bartlesville,  OK, 
which  has  switched  from  Niper  into  BDM — and  I  compliment  you 
on  the  transaction  or  transition;  I  think  it  has  gone  well — is  this 
facility  a  major  player  in  this  effort  as  well? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  It  is  the  major  player.  That  facility  will  manage  our 
oil  program.  We  are  beefing  up  the  facility.  They  are  very  actively 
involved  in  all  decisions  that  are  made  on  where  we  go  from  here 
in  the  program. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  I  have  not  visited  it  since  the  transition,  al- 
though I  plan  on  doing  that,  but  most  everything  I  have  heard  has 
been  positive. 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  They  are  good  people  there.  It  is  a  good  organization, 
and  I  think  they  are  very  well  tied  with  the  independents  not  only 
in  Oklahoma  but  throughout  the  oil-producing  regions. 

Hopefully  with  that  good  relationship  with  industry,  the  pro- 
grams that  we  are  proposing  are  programs  that  industry  is  going 
to  agree  are  those  that  are  needed  by  them  and  will  be  most  useful 
to  them. 

Senator  Nickles.  Senator  Reid  has  tapped  my  curiosity.  What  is 
the  latest  news  on  SPR? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  Everything  is  just  fine.  [Laughter.] 

No;  we  do  have  a  couple  of  very  serious  problems  with  SPR.  One 
is  that  we  have  excessively  hot  oil  in  a  couple  of  the  caverns  where 
we  are  storing 

Senator  Nickles.  What  are  you  at,  about  560  million  barrels  or 
something  like  that? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  About  590  million  barrels  of  oil. 

Senator  Reid.  And  we  are  adding  to  that? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  No;  well,  we  are  adding  a  very  little  bit.  The  very 
last  buy  is  going  to  be  coming  in  in  the  next  couple  of  months.  We 
have  proposed  in  the  1995  budget  no  more  fill. 

Senator  Reid.  And  it  comes  from  where,  the  little  bit  that  you 
are  buying? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  It  comes  from  the  North  Sea. 

Senator  Nickles.  We  were  buying  primarily  Mexican. 
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Mr.  SlEGEL.  Not  recently. 

Senator  Nickles.  Really? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  We  go  out  for  bids,  and  the  cheapest  is  where  we  go. 

Senator  Nickles.  That  is  fine. 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  So,  hot  oil;  and  then  gassy  oil  for  parts  of  the  reserve 
as  well.  The  result  of  that  is,  at  this  point  in  time  that  we  are  not 
able  to  pump  out  at  the  4  million  barrel  design  capacity,  but  only 
at  2  million  barrels  per  day  out  of  the  SPR. 

Senator  Reid.  The  good  news  though  is  that  we  discovered  it  and 
they  are  trying  to  rectify  the  problem. 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Nickles.  Why  am  I  looking  at  a  request  of  $244  million 
in  SPR  compared  to  $206  million  in  1994? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  It  is  in  part  to  deal  with  the  problem  we  just  talked 
about,  and  in  part  because  of  a  kind  of  a  related  problem.  The  fa- 
cilities are  aging. 

The  facilities  in  some  of  the  SPR 

Senator  Nickles.  They  have  not  been  used. 

Mr.  SlEGEL  [continuing].  Are  now  becoming  20  years  old. 

Well,  they  are  used.  They  use  them — even  if  they  are  not  used — 
but  they  are  used  for  routine  tests,  and  we  did  use  it  to  some  ex- 
tent during  the  last  Middle  East  war. 

But  even  if  they  are  not  used,  there  are  very  bad  conditions  that 
exist  in  the  region  where  the  reserve  exist.  There  is  corrosion  and 
erosion,  and  the  pipes  are  becoming  corroded  and  eroded,  and  we 
just  want  to  make  sure  that  this  facility,  that  is  becoming  20  years 
of  age  now,  is  upgraded  to  the  point  where  it  will  be  able  to 
produce  the  reserves  when  we  need  them. 

So  our  budget  focused  on,  and  our  budgets  for  the  future  are 
going  to  be  focused  on,  just  upgrading  the  facilities  and  dealing 
with  the  problems  we  have  with  the  oil  that  is  in  the  caverns. 

STRATEGIC  PETROLEUM  RESERVE  OPERATIONS 

Senator  Nickles.  Senator  Bradley  and  some  others  may  disagree 
with  that,  but  the  only  disagreement  I  would  have  is  it  seems  like 
we  always  quit  buying  when  the  price  is  at  its  lowest. 

I  remember  us  buying  oil  when  it  was  $30-some-plus  dollars,  and 
we  were  not  buying  very  much  when  oil  was  much  cheaper.  That 
is  one  of  the  reasons  why  I  have  been  somewhat  critical  of  SPR. 

I  was  critical  of  the  release  during  the  war.  I  mean,  that  looked 
to  me  like  that  was  done  for,  I  don't  want  to  say  political  purposes, 
but  there  was  pressure.  Some  people  were  saying  we  need  to  do 
that  because  we  think  there  may  be  a  shortage.  There  was  not  a 
shortage.  It  did  not  need  to  happen. 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  It  was  not  done  for  shortage,  it  was  done  because  of 
the  blip  in  prices.  Some  would  argue  that  that  is  not  a  reason  to 
use  the  reserve;  you  should  use  it  only  when  there  is  a  shortage, 
but  there  are  differing  views  on  that. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Well,  I  do  not  want  to  get  into  a  whole  philo- 
sophical discussion,  but  if  some  people  think  that  this  SPR  is  going 
to  be  such  a  great  leverage  on  price  increases,  I  think  they  are 
making  a  mistake.  One  of  the  provisions  that  was  in  the  tax  effort 
to  help  independents  would  let  us  mandate  the  SPR  buy  domestic 
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oil  to  help  support  domestic  oil  prices.  And  I  said,  it  will  not  make 
a  drop  in  the  bucket. 

And  yet,  some  people  were  saying,  hey,  this  is  going  to  have  a 
positive  impact  on  world  prices,  or  on  U.S.  domestic  prices.  I  do  not 
think  that  is  the  case. 

I  guess  I  have  a  little  bit  of  a  problem  when  I  see  people  trying 
to  use  SPR  to  influence  a  market  that  I  think  is  a  whole  lot  bigger 
than  SPR  will  ever  be,  or  should  be. 

So,  anyway,  enough  said  on  that. 

Senator  Nickles.  I  do  hope  that  we  have  the  capability  and  fa- 
cilities to  be  able  to  produce,  but  I  have  some  questions  on  it. 

If  I  remember,  during  the  war  the  trial  run  was  not  as  successful 
as  it  probably 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  No;  it  worked  perfectly. 

Senator  Nickles.  Did  it  work  that  well? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  It  did  work  well. 

Senator  Nickles.  What  did  they  produce  per  day? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  It  was  only  a  total — as  I  recall,  it  was  a  total  sale 
of  14  million  barrels,  so  it  was  a  pretty  small 

Senator  Nickles.  How  much  did  they  produce  a  day? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  It  was  about  500,000  barrels  a  day.  So  they  are  only 
talking 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Oh,  did  they? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  Yes. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  On  a  4-day  run? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  No;  more  than  30  days  anyhow,  I  think  the  facilities 
worked  quite  well  there.  It  was  since  then  that  we  discovered  the 
hot  and  gassy  oil  problems,  just  naturally  occurring  things,  but 
things  we  need  to  take  care  of. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  This  means  we  are  taking  the  Mexican  and 
Saudi  oil,  pumping  it  in,  and  putting  it  into  salt  caverns,  and  when 
you  pump  it  out  you  are  finding  that  the  oil  has  a  refinery  prob- 
lem? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  Yes;  a  gas  and  heat  problem. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Is  it  compatible  with  the  other  oil  that  is  com- 
ing from  domestic  and  foreign  sources? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  Some  of  the  oil  is  compatible,  even  from  domestic 
sources.  I  have  to  go  to  my  experts  on  this,  but  my  understanding 
is  that  even  domestic  sources  cannot  have  excessively  high  gas  lev- 
els; they  have  to  degassify. 

Senator  Nickles.  But  we  have  gas  stripper  plants  all  the  time. 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  That  is  right. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  That  is  not  a  big  deal. 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  That  is  right.  And  really  that  it  what  this  is.  That 
is  exactly  what  we  are  doing  with  the  reserves  we  have  in  SPR. 

When  the  oil  was  put  in  there,  it  did  not  have  the  gas  problem, 
but  it  occurred  over  time.  So  now  we  are  just  going  to  strip  that 
gas  out  using  conventional  technology. 

Senator  Nickles.  In  Oklahoma  40  years  ago  we  considered  that 
a  problem.  We  now  consider  that  a  blessing.  There  are  good  prod- 
ucts out  of  that. 

Senator  Reid.  We  have  been  through  stripper  here  earlier  today, 
too. 

Senator  Nickles.  You  have  covered  that? 
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Senator  Reid.  Yes. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  OK. 

Senator  Reid.  The  Las  Vegas  type  strippers.  [Laughter.] 

Senator  NiCKLES.  I  caught  your  drift.  [Laughter.] 

That  is  how  we  get  support  for  stripper  wells  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate.  [Laughter.] 

Senator  Reid.  That  is  what  I  understand.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  The  independents,  not  fully  appreciating  the  pro- 
gram that  we  are  proposing  in  the  oil  research  and  development  ac- 
tivity. We  would  very  much  like,  if  you  are  interested  in  this,  to 
meet  with  you  and  some  of  the  producers  in  your  State  and  talk 
to  them  about  this  face  to  face. 

I  think  it  is  safe  to  say,  and  Reggie  you  correct  me  if  I  am  wrong, 
that  the  meetings  that  Reggie  has  had  with  independents,  mar- 
ginal producers  who  felt  the  same  way  before  Reggie  showed  up 
there  felt  differently  after  they  had  the  discussions  and  really  un- 
derstood our  program,  and  the  benefits. 

Senator  Reid.  What  is  Reggie's  name,  for  the  record? 

]VIr.  SlEGEL.  Reginald  Spiller. 

Senator  Nickles.  Well,  why  don't  we  not  do  this:  I  will  schedule 
a  meeting  to  go  into  the  Bartlesville  facility  and  get  a  better  brief- 
ing on  what  you  are  doing  there. 

Then  it  would  be  very  easy  for  me  to  schedule  a  larger  meeting 
and  invite  all  the  independents  in  the  State.  If  we  say  we  are  going 
to  be  sharing  this  technology,  we  will  try  and  lay  it  out  and  let 
them  have  some  means  of  getting  a  hold  of  it. 

So  I  appreciate  that. 

IVlr.  SlEGEL.  That  would  be  great.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Nickles.  Thank  you. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Reid.  Thank  you.  Senator  Nickles. 

TECHNOLOGY  EXPORT  PROGRAM 

A  couple  of  more  questions  and  then  we  are  going  to  wrap  this 
up. 

The  Technology  Export  Program  we  have  already  talked  about. 
I  do  not  want  to  mention  the  words  "foreign  aid"  while  Senator 
Nickles  is  still  in  the  room.  [Laughter.] 

We  have  a  new  type  of  foreign  aid  here  that  we  talked  about. 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  But  this  is  good  stuff. 

Senator  Reid.  Yes.  [Laughter.] 

You  have  heard  that  before. 

The  Technology  Export  Program  envisioned  by  Senator  Byrd  em- 
bodied in  section  1332  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  1992  provides 
for  a  highly  aggressive  competitive  technology  export  program  that 
requires  that  U.S.  dollars  used  to  export  these  technologies  be  tied 
to  domestic  industries  in  order  to  create  jobs  here  at  home. 

The  Department's  international  initiative  sounds  like  foreign  aid, 
as  we  talked  about,  and  you  acknowledged  that  it  was. 

Is  the  Department's  international  initiative  designed  to  promote 
the  export  of  our  equipment  or  our  technologies? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  Of  our  equipment.  The  intention  is  that — let  me  talk 
about  China  first. 
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China,  as  I  mentioned,  is  a  growing  economy.  Along  with  the 
growth  in  their  economy  of  course  is  the  growth  in  energy  demand. 
Electricity  demand  is  growing  faster  there  than  the  rest  of  the 
world  combined. 

They  are  building  new  capacity  and  most  of  the  new  capacity 
they  are  building  is  coal-fired. 

We  would  like  to  take  advantage  of  the  billions  of  dollars  that 
have  been  spent  in  developing  clean  coal  technology  here  and  get 
those  technologies  exported  to  China  and  other  countries  of  the 
world. 

Senator  Reid.  But  it  is  the  equipment  that  we  want  to  export. 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  That  is  right.  We  want  to  export  the  equipment,  but 
the  technology  is  going  to  help  China  deal  with  the  environmental 
problems  that  they  have  and  other  problems  that  they  have. 

Senator  Reid.  What  happens  to  the  rights  to  license  these  tech- 
nologies? How  do  you  prevent  the  export  of  these  technologies  from 
becoming  one-shot  deals? 

Mr.  SiEGEL.  We  hope  that  our  industry  knows  how  to  negotiate 
these  projects  abroad  so  that  they  are  not  one-shot  deals.  They  are 
exporting  equipment,  goods  and  services  all  the  time  and  they 
build  in  protections  so  that  these  are  not  one-shot  deals. 

My  understanding,  from  talking  to  U.S.  equipment  manufactur- 
ers who  are  interested  in  this  program,  is  that  they  see  this  as  a 
massive  market  opportunity  for  their  companies  which  will  bring 
a  lot  of  benefit  back  to  the  United  States. 

Senator  Reid.  Will  not  most  of  the  countries  want  to  develop 
their  own  manufacturing  capability? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  For  some  of  the  equipment,  they  probably  will.  We 
are  never  going  to  avoid  that.  Any  equipment,  any  powerplants 
that  are  built  in  Asia  for  example  will  have  a  good  percentage  of 
the  equipment  built  in-country;  but  also  there  will  be  an  import 
component. 

The  rough  ballpark  figure  is  about  25  percent  or  so  of  the  equip- 
ment that  is  purchased  in  China  for  example  is  equipment  that 
comes  from  outside  of  China. 

Senator  Reid.  Why  would  we  not  be  better  off  encouraging  other 
nations  to  shop  for  clean  coal  technologies  here  in  the  United 
States? 

Could  they  not  test  their  coals  in  U.S.  facilities  and  then  make 
arrangements  to  purchase  needed  U.S.  equipment  for  export? 

Would  this  not  help  protect  the  jobs  here? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  That  is  being  done,  too.  In  some  of  these  projects, 
foreign  coals  are  being  tested  at  the  industrial  participant's  ex- 
pense because  we  are  not  allowed  to  do  that  as  part  of  the  Clean 
Coal  Technology  Program. 

But  the  consensus  based  upon  a  lot  of  meetings  that  we  have 
had,  is  that  Asia  for  example,  is  not  going  to  go  and  use  these  clean 
coal  technologies  without  some  experience  in  using  them  in  their 
own  region  of  the  world. 

I  brought  an  electric  power  mission  to  China  back  in  June  of  last 
year.  It  was  made  up  of  a  good  broad  cross-section  of  United  States 
industry. 

One  of  the  recommendations  they  made  in  a  report  we  prepared 
afterward  was   that  we   do   demonstrations   of  advanced   electric 
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power  technology  in  China  as  a  foot  in  the  door  toward  getting 
them  to  use  these  technologies  and  to  use  United  States  tech- 
nologies over  others. 

I  can  tell  you  that  other  countries  are  doing  the  same  thing.  The 
Japanese  are  building  scrubbing  systems  in  China,  it  is  because 
they  see  a  great  export  opportunity  in  China  for  that  technology. 

Senator  Reid.  I  understand. 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  So  they  are  building  it  there. 

ADDITIONAL  COMMITTEE  QUESTIONS 

Senator  Reid.  Thank  you  very  much  for  your  time  here. 

We  will  doubtless  have  some  questions  for  you  to  answer.  We 
will  submit  those  to  you. 

I  ask  that  you  respond  to  them  within  3  weeks  so  that  we  can 
do  our  markup. 

Mr.  Siegel.  Thank  you,  very  much. 

Senator  Reid.  Thank  you. 

[The  following  questions  were  not  asked  at  the  hearing,  but  were 
submitted  to  the  Department  for  response  subsequent  to  the  hear- 
ing:] 
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ADDITIONAL  COMMITTEE  QUESTIONS 

Energy  Policy 

Question:  Given  the  fact  that  almost  two-thirds  of  our  daily  consumption 
of  oil  is  in  the  transportation  sector,  doesn't  it  make  sense  to  continue  our 
efforts  to  develop  alternative  sources  for  these  fuels  as  in  the  direct  and 
indirect  conversion  of  coal  to  liquid  fuels? 

Answer:  Yes,  and  we  are  doing  so.  However,  given  the  need  for  budget 
restraint  and  deficit  reduction,  the  liquefaction  request  for  FY  1995  is 
appropriate.  The  latest  Energy  Information  Administration  projections  show 
world  oil  prices  staying  under  $30  per  barrel  through  2010.  Therefore,  coal 
liquids  are  not  projected  to  become  economic  for  over  15  years.  Fossil  Energy 
will  continue  its  laboratory  and  bench-scale  program  to  achieve  process  and 
catalyst  improvements  required  to  reach  the  program  goal  of  $30  per  barrel  of 
oil.  Proof-of-concept  testing  provides  engineering  data  required  to  properly 
assess  scale-up  and  commercialization  potential  of  technologies  under 
development.  Projections  of  continued  soft  world  oil  prices  have  convinced  us 
that  industrial  interest  in  commercialization  is  not  likely  to  occur  sooner 
than  the  year  2010.  Under  these  circumstances,  continued  proof-of-concept 
testing  is  not  warranted,  and  should  not  be  reinitiated  until  market 
conditions  are  more  amenable  toward  commercializing  these  technologies. 

Question:  There  seems  to  be  growing  evidence  that  domestic  refining 
capacity  is  continuing  to  decline.  This  decline  in  refining  capacity  is  due 
in  part  to  the  requirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  of  1990  and  the 
increasing  reliance  on  heavier  crude  oil  as  a  feedstock.  Wouldn't  the 
availability  of  liquid  fuels  from  coal  help  address  problems  that  currently 
confront  the  refiners? 

Answer:  The  Coal  Liquefaction  program  addresses  the  need  for  producing 
coal-derived  crude  that  will  be  compatible  with  modern  refineries  to  produce 
specification  fuels  which  will  meet  strict  environmental  standards.  However, 
additional  developmental  work  is  required  to  achieve  economically  competitive 
liquid  fuels  from  coal.  The  latest  Energy  Information  Administration 
projections  show  world  oil  prices  staying  under  $30  per  barrel  through  2010. 
Therefore,  coal  liquids  are  not  projected  to  become  economic  for  over 
15  years.  Fossil  Energy  will  continue  its  laboratory  and  bench-scale  program 
to  achieve  process  and  catalyst  improvements  required  to  reach  the  program 
goal  of  $30  per  barrel  of  oil. 

Role  of  Coal 

Question:  The  Administration's  overall  vision  for  energy  policy  appears 
to  involve  a  progressive  transition  from  a  currently  fossil -based  policy  to  a 
conservation-renewable-based  policy...  In  your  testimony  last  year,  Mr.  Siegel, 
you  stated: 

"We  must  be  pragmatic  enough  to  understand  that  we  cannot  withdraw  from 
existing  energy  sources  that  are  technologically  correct  and  don't  do 
environmental  harm.  We  hope  one  day  to  move  to  an  energy  economy  that 
is  based  on  renewable  and  largely  inexhaustible  energy  resources.  The 
programs  we  are  proposing  in  this  budget  request  are  meant  to  ensure 
that  the  transition  to  that  energy  future  can  proceed  smoothly  and 
without  harm  to  either  our  environment  or  our  economy." 

No  such  "transition"  is  mentioned  in  your  FY  1995  budget  request  or  your 
prepared  statement.  Why? 

Answer:  To  note,  refining  capacity  in  the  U.S.  has  changed  little  in  the 
past  10  years.  From  1983  through  1993,  the  refining  industry  operated  with  a 
crude  oil  throughput  capacity  and  in  narrow  range  of  14.8  to  15.1  million 
barrels  per  day.  However,  there  were  numerous  refinery  shutdowns,  but 
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refinery  output  and  productivity  dramatically  increased  at  operating 
refineries  due  to  the  use  of  new  technology  and  improved  operational 
efficiencies. 

The  "transition"  referred  to  was  a  futuristic,  optimistic  outlook  that 
someday  we  can  rely  almost  solely  on  inexhaustible  energy  resources  that 
represent  the  least  environmental  insult.  But,  the  statement  was  also  meant 
to  capture  the  reality  that  for  the  foreseeable  future,  quantified  through 
2010  in  the  Energy  Information  Administration's  Annual  Energy  Outlook  1994, 
fossil  fuels  will  continue  to  be  the  dominant  energy  resources  in  the  U.S. 
Such  a  "transition"  statement  may  not  appear  in  the  FY  1995  Budget  Request, 
but  the  budget  reflects  the  statement.  A  strong,  balanced  budget  was 
submitted  that  supports  not  only  renewables,  but  the  major  Fossil  Energy 
research,  development,  and  demonstration  thrusts  needed  to  address  the 
projected  energy  and  environmental  demands  of  the  21st  century. 

Question:  Is  DOE's  strategy  still  focused  on  bringing  about  such  a 
"transition"? 

Answer:  Yes.  The  "transition"  statement  reflects  the  reality  that 
fossil  fuels  will  dominate  the  energy  scene  for  the  quantifiable  future,  but 
the  environmental  and  economic  consequences  of  their  use  must  be  mitigated  as 
we  continue  to  pursue  renewab|es. 

Question:  You  state  in  your  testimony  that  "increasing  the  use  of 
natural  gas,  particularly  for  electric  power  generation,  is  a  key  priority  in 
the  Department's  implementation  of  President  Clinton's  Climate  Change  Action 
Plan,  and  natural  gas  utilization  technologies  would  receive  substantial 
increases  in  funding  across  the  Department  in  the  FY  1995  budget."  What  role 
do  you  see  for  natural  gas  during  this  "transition"? 

Answer:  The  role  of  natural  gas  in  the  Administration's  overall  vision 
of  energy  policy  remains  unchanged.  Natural  gas,  as  a  relatively 
environmentally  benign  fossil  fuel,  is  still  in  the  forefront  of  the 
transition  from  a  fossil -based  energy  policy  to  a  conservation-renewable-based 
policy.  One  factor  in  the  transition  is  increasing  the  confidence  of  users  as 
to  the  long-term  supply  of  natural  gas.  This  is  being  accomplished  by 
demonstrating  the  use  of  natural  gas  and  developing  various  natural  gas 
sources. 

Research  efforts  in  natural  gas  utilization  focus  on  developing  advanced 
high  efficiency,  low  pollution  technologies  and  overcoming  obstacles  to  their 
adoption.  Projects  include  research  in  combustion  systems,  heat  pumps,  heat 
engines,  natural  gas  vehicles  and  fuel  cells. 

Examples  of  efforts  to  diversify  sources  of  natural  gas  are  included  in 
the  President's  Climate  Change  Action  Plan.  Item  #36  of  this  plan  involves 
expanding  the  research,  development  and  demonstration  of  recovery  methane  from 
coal  mines--  an  unconventional  fossil  source.   Item  #37  involves  expanding  the 
efforts  to  recovery  and  use  methane  from  landfills--  a  non-fossil  source. 

Question:   If  natural  gas  becomes  the  "transition"  fuel,  what  are  your 
views  on  the  effects  that  the  increased  demand  would  have  on  the  long-term 
supply,  del iverabil ity,  and  price  of  natural  gas? 

Answer:  Increased  demand  would  stimulate  the  whole  natural  gas  system 
from  supply  to  deliverabil ity  and  would  ultimately  stabilize  the  price  at  a 
higher  level.  However,  this  price  is  expected  to  be  competitive  with  other 
fuels.  The  Department  has  focused  on  the  whole  natural  gas  system  for  some 
time  and  recognizes  the  interdependence  of  the  various  elements  of  the  system. 
Domestic  natural  gas  is  plentiful  and  the  resource  base  is  no  longer 
considered  a  limiting  factor  to  the  expanded  use  of  natural  gas,  as  long  as 
steady  technological  advances  continue  at  historical  rates. 
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Given  the  resource  base  estimates  developed  by  the  National  Petroleum 
Council,  there  is  ample  supply  to  meet  the  current  demand  for  more  than  60 
years.  Continued  technology  advancement  will  ensure  that  recoverable 
resources  will  be  available  to  meet  increasing  demands. 

The  longer-term  supply  of  gas  will  increasingly  come  from  more 
unconventional  sources  such  as  low-permeability  ("tight")  formations,  coalbed 
methane,  Devonian  shales,  and  possibly  gas  hydrates.  The  Department  expects 
to  continue  the  work  to  pursue  R&D  aimed  at  producing  natural  gas  from  these 
unconventional  sources. 

An  important  factor  affecting  del iverabil ity  is  the  storage  of  natural 
gas  during  off-peak  seasons  for  use  during  peak  seasons.  Because  the 
production  of  natural  gas  from  both  conventional  and  unconventional  sources  is 
relatively  constant,  the  ability  to  store  natural  gas  during  off-peak  seasons 
would  help  stabilize  the  entire  natural  gas  "system"  thereby  increasing  its 
efficiency. 

Question:   In  terms  of  constructing  new  electric  generation  capacity, 
what  is  DOE'S  view  of  the  timeframe  required  to  "transition"  from  constructing 
fossil -fuel  electric  generation  to  meeting  our  expanding  needs  for  electricity 
from  conservation  and  renewable  sources? 

Answer:  In  the  foreseeable  future,  renewables  will  gradually  increase 
their  share  of  the  electric  power  generation  market  projecting  to  rise  from  11 
percent  in  1990  to  13  percent  in  2010.  This,  combined  with  conservation,  will 
contribute  to  reducing  the  rate  of  rise  in  fossil -fuel  electric  generating 
capacity.  There  is  no  quantifiable  timeframe  at  which  new  construction  of 
fossil -fuel  electric  generation  ceases  and  expansion  is  satisfied  by 
renewables  and  conservation.  The  variables  involved  to  make  realistic 
projections  beyond  2010  are  simply  too  great. 

Question:  For  electric  power  generation,  the  Administration's  policy 
regarding  the  short,  mid,  and  long-term  role  for  coal  seems  unclear.   In  the 
short-term,  the  Administration's  policy  seems  to  be  premised  on  the  notion 
that  there  will  be  little  or  no  need  for  baseload  capacity  additions.  In  the 
mid-term,  the  Administration  appears  to  be  focusing  on  natural  gas, 
conservation,  and  the  development  of  renewables,  as  evidenced  by  the 
significant  increase  proposed  in  your  FY  1995  budget  request  for  natural  gas, 
conservation  and  renewables  and  the  decrease  for  Coal  R&D  activities.  The 
Administration's  long-term  view  appears  to  be  based  on  a  future  where  we  will 
rely  almost  exclusively  on  energy  conservation  and  renewable  resources,  thus 
enabling  the  U.S.  to  substantially  reduce  its  emissions  of  carbon  dioxide  and 
other  greenhouse  gases.  Is  this  a  fair  summary  and  characterization  of  the 
Administration's  energy  policy  objectives?  If  not,  what  would  you  like  to 
add? 

Answer:  The  Administration's  view  is  that  fossil  fuels  will  continue  to 
dominate  the  energy  picture  in  the  foreseeable  future.  A  continuing  effort  is 
needed  to  address  the  environmental  and  economic  consequences  associated  with 
fossil  fuel  use  and  to  pursue  energy  options  that  offer  inherent  advantages 
from  an  environmental,  economic,  and  energy  security  perspective.  The 
Department  believes  that  the  FY  1995  budget  offers  a  balanced  approach  to  meet 
these  goals. 

Question:  How  does  coal  fit  into  this  dynamic? 

Answer:  Coal  will  continue  as  the  main  fuel  for  electricity  production, 
contributing  over  50  percent  of  generation  through  2010.  Energy  efficiency 
improvements,  fostered  in  large  part  by  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  1992,  utility 
demand-side  management  programs,  and  traditional  market  forces  of  supply  and 
demand,  are  expected  to  keep  electricity  demand  growth  well  below  historical 
levels.  Demand  for  electricity  is  expected  to  grow  1.0  to  1.5  percent  per 
year  to  2010,  compared  with  3.4  percent  per  year  between  1970  and  1990. 
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Domestic  coal  demand  is  projected  to  rise  by  nearly  21  percent,  from  895 
million  tons  in  1990  to  1,079  million  tons  by  2010.  Almost  all  of  the 
increase  is  attributable  to  growth  in  coal  use  for  electricity  generation. 
Current  utility  industry  forecasts  indicate  that  capacity  additions  between 
now  and  around  2005  will  be  for  peaking  and  will  largely  be  met  by  gas-fired 
units.  In  the  2005  timeframe,  however,  significant  additions  in  baseload 
capacity  will  be  needed.  Coal-fired  capacity  will  contribute  significantly  to 
baseload  needs. 

CI imate  Change 

Question:  At  the  Intergovernmental  Negotiating  Committee  for  a 
Framework  Convention  on  Climate  Change  (INC)  meeting  in  Geneva  in  early 
February  of  this  year,  the  U.S.  offered  interventions  which  expressed  the  view 
that  existing  and  international  commitments  with  respect  to  climate  change  are 
"inadequate".  Was  DOE  consulted  during  the  development  of  these 
interventions? 

Answer:  Yes,  DOE  was  consulted  during  the  preparation  of  these 
interventions. 

Question:  What  was  the  Department's  position  regarding  the  issue  of 
"adequacy  of  commitments"? 

Answer:  The  Department's  position  was  consistent  with  the 
Administration's  position  on  this  issue.  The  Administration's  position,  as 
contained  in  the  "statement  of  the  U.S.  Delegation  at  the  9th  Session  of  the 
Intergovernmental  Negotiating  Committee  (INC)  Framework  Convention  on  Climate 
Change"  was  "...  we  do  not  consider  that  Article  4.2(a)  and  (b)  adequately 
addresses  policies  and  measures  to  be  taken  beyond  the  year  2000,  and  we  urge 
this  committee  to  begin  a  serious  effort  to  explore  how  we  may  all  further  the 
objective  of  the  convention."  The  objective  of  the  convention  is  to  stabilize 
atmospheric  concentrations  of  greenhouse  gases. 

Question:  How  has  the  U.  S.  position  regarding  the  "adequacy  of 
commitments"  affected  Secretary  deary's  efforts  to  enlist  industry  in 
voluntary  greenhouse  emissions  reduction  programs? 

Answer:  The  U.S.  position  on  "adequacy  of  commitments"  has  had  little 
to  no  effect  on  Secretary  deary's  efforts.  On  April  20,  1994,  the 
Secretary,  Edison  Electric  Institute  President  Kuhn  and  other  utility 
representatives,  signed  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU)  to  reduce,  limit 
or  avoid  greenhouse  gas  emissions.  The  MOU  outlines  the  principles,  actions 
and  programs  of  the  Climate  Challenge.  The  utilities  which  have  joined 
Climate  Challenge  represent  about  80  percent  of  current  utility  CO2  emissions 
in  the  United  States. 

Question:  Does  the  U.S.  position  that  existing  climate  change 
commitments  are  inadequate  include  President  Clinton's  Climate  Change  Action 
Plan  which  strives  for  a  stabilization  of  greenhouse  gas  emissions  at  1990 
levels  by  the  year  2000? 

Answer:  No.  As  indicated  in  the  statement  of  the  U.S.  Delegation  at 
the  9th  Session  of  the  International  Negotiating  Committee,  the  Administration 
indicated  that  it  was  proud  of  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  and,  through 
programs  contained  in  the  Plan,  new  partnerships  are  being  forged  between 
government  and  industry  to  reduce  greenhouse  gas  emissions. 

Question:  Can  the  Department  tell  the  Subcommittee  how  many  countries 
were  able  to  produce  written  detailed  Climate  Change  Action  Plans  in  time  for 
the  INC  meeting  in  February? 

Answer:   In  addition  to  the  U.S.,  two  other  countries  have  produced 
written  Climate  Change  Action  Plans,  Canada  and  the  United  Kingdom. 
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Question:  Can  the  Department  tell  us  how  many  nations  have  developed 
these  plans  as  of  today? 

Answer:  Since  the  Intergovernmental  Negotiating  Committee  (INC)  meeting 
in  February,  no  additional  formal  plans  have  been  submitted  which  would 
fulfill  the  obligations  of  the  Framework  Convention  on  Climate  Change;  however 
several  countries  have  submitted  unofficial  draft  proposals. 

Question:  What  role  have  the  developing  nations  agreed  to  play 
regarding  the  stabilization  of  greenhouse  gas  emissions  by  the  year  2000? 

Answer:  Under  the  Framework  Convention,  no  specific  emission  reduction 
commitments  from  developing  countries  have  been  obtained  nor  are  they 
required.  However,  developing  countries  are  required  to  prepare  reports 
regarding  their  emissions  of  greenhouse  gases. 

Question:  If  the  developing  nations  do  not  actively  participate  in 
international  efforts  to  reduce  greenhouse  gas  emissions,  what  will  happen  to 
these  emissions  out  to  the  year  2030? 

Answer:  According  to  a  March  1994  Energy  Information  Administration 
publication  titled  "Energy  Use  and  Carbon  Emissions.  Some  International 
Comparisons."  emissions  from  developing  countries  have  and  will  continue  to 
grow  much  faster  than  those  from  developed  countries.   In  2030,  the  developing 
world  is  expected  to  contribute  about  60  percent  of  global  emissions,  compared 
to  about  50  percent  today. 

Question:   Is  it  true  that  even  if  the  industrialized  nations  reduced 
their  emissions  of  greenhouse  gases  by  50  percent  by  the  year  2030  that  global 
emissions  of  carbon  dioxide  are  likely  to  increase  by  as  much  as  275  percent 
from  present  levels  by  2030,  absent  any  effort  by  the  developing  countries? 

Answer:  Although  greenhouse  gases  from  developing  countries  are 
expected  to  increase  much  faster  than  those  from  developed  countries,  a  275 
percent  increase  seems  unlikely. 

Question:  Some  have  interpreted  the  U.S.  intervention  regarding  the 
"adequacy  of  commitments"  in  the  post-2000  period  as  supporting  a  60  percent 
reduction  in  carbon  dioxide  emissions  and  a  15-20  percent  reduction  in  methane 
emissions  by  the  year  2030.  What  is  the  Department's  understanding  of  the 
U.S.  position  regarding  the  "adequacy  of  commitments"  in  the  post-2000  period? 

Answer:  The  Department's  understanding  of  the  U.S.  position  regarding 
the  adequacy  of  commitments  in  the  post-2000  period  is  that  Articles  4.2(a) 
and  (b)  of  the  Convention  adequately  address  policies  and  measures  to  be  taken 
beyond  the  year  2000.  Therefore,  our  understanding  is  that  the  U.S. 
intervention  does  not  support  a  60  percent  reduction  in  carbon  dioxide 
emissions  and  a  15-20  percent  reduction  in  methane  emissions  by  2030. 

Question:  What  is  the  Department's  view  of  the  energy  policy 
implications  of  a  U.S.  commitment  to  reduce  carbon  dioxide  emissions  by  60 
percent  and  methane  emissions  by  15-20  percent  by  the  year  2030?  Please 
provide  for  the  record  an  analysis  of  the  fuel  mix  implications  and  the 
economic  impacts  of  such  a  reduction. 

Answer:  The  Department  has  not  produced  an  analysis  of  the  fuel  mix  and 
economic  impacts  of  such  a  reduction.  However,  it  can  be  assumed  that  the 
impacts  would  be  major.  The  Technical  Supplement  to  the  Climate  Change  Action 
Plan  indicates  that  coal  use  would  be  reduced  about  10  percent  if  greenhouse 
gases  were  merely  stabilized  by  the  year  2000.  A  major  reduction  in 
greenhouse  gases  would  cause  significant  disruption  to  fossil  energy 
industries. 
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Question:  What  impact  would  this  level  of  CO2  and  methane  emissions 
reductions  have  on  the  future  use  of  coal? 

Answer:  This  level  of  reductions  would  result  in  significant  disruption 
to  the  coal  industry. 

Question:   Is  the  Administration  formulating  specific  policy  options 
and/or  proposals  regarding  climate  change  that  are  likely  to  be  unveiled  at 
the  next  Intergovernmental  Negotiating  Committee  (INC)  meeting  in  August  or  at 
the  Conference  of  Parties  scheduled  for  March  of  1995? 

Answer:  The  Administration  has  not  formulated  specific  policy  options 
for  unveiling  at  the  next  INC  meeting,  or  the  Conference  of  Parties  as  of  yet. 

Question:  What  are  these  policy  options  and/or  proposals  and  what  is 
the  Department's  role  in  these  discussions? 

Answer:  The  Department  is  involved  in  an  interagency  workgroup  chaired 
by  the  Department  of  State  to  address  these  issues  in  an  appropriate  way 
whenever  the  need  arises. 

Clean  Coal  Technology 

Question:  What  is  the  status  of  the  Clean  Coal  Technology  program? 
Please  include  the  total  number  of  projects  awarded,  whether  these  projects 
are  in  negotiation,  design,  construction,  or  have  completed  their  operations. 

Answer:  The  Clean  Coal  Technology  program  has  resulted  in  five  rounds 
of  solicitations.  The  program  has  currently  awarded  40  projects  of  which  four 
projects  are  complete,  ten  are  in  design,  six  are  in  construction,  and  twenty 
are  in  operation.  An  additional  five  projects  from  the  fifth  solicitation  are 
in  negotiations. 

Question:  Would  you  please  describe  the  kinds  of  technologies  being 
demonstrated  and  indicate  which  of  these  technologies  are  being 
commercial ized? 

Answer:  Most  of  the  retrofit  technologies  are  just  now  beginning  to  be 
offered  commercially.  Retrofit  technologies  consist  of  advanced  scrubbers,  NO 
control  devices,  and  SO2  control  devices.  In  addition,  some  of  the  clean  fuel 
and  industrial  technologies  are  being  offered  commercially.  Only  a  few  of  the 
repowering  technologies  for  advanced  power  generation  have  achieved  commercial 
readiness  and  are  being  offered  in  the  marketplace.  The  following  specific 
technologies  are  currently  being  offered  commercially: 

0   Pure  Air's  advanced  flue  gas  desulfurization  process 

0   Chiyoda's  advanced  flue  gas  desulfurization  process 

0   Haldor  Topsoe's  SNOX  catalytic  advanced  flue  gas  cleanup  system 

0   Babcock  &  Wilcox's  SOX-NOX-ROX  box  or  SNRB  process 

0   Babcock  &  Wilcox's  limestone  injection  multistage  burner  and 

Consolidation  Coal  Company's  duct  injection  (Coolside) 
0   Babcock  &  Wilcox's  Low-NO^  Cell^"  burner  system 
0   Southern  Company  Services's  low  NO^  burners  and  overfire  air  for  wall 

and  tangential  fired  boilers 
0   Energy  and  Environmental  Research  Corporation's  gas  reburn  technology 
0   Babcock  &  Wilcox's  coal  reburn  technology 

0   Southern  Company  Service's  selective  catalytic  reduction  technology 
0   Bechtel's  confined  zone  dispersion  technology 
0   Public  Service  Company  of  Colorado's  integrated  dry  NOySOj  control 

system 
0   LIFAC  North  America's  sorbent  injection  technology  for  SOj  control 
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0  AirPol's  gas  suspension  absorption  technology 

0  Rosebud  SynCoal  Partnership's  clean  fuels  technology 

0  Passamaquoddy  Tribe's  cement  kiln  flue  gas  recovery  scrubber 

0  Colorado-Ute's  (Pyropower)  atmospheric  circulating  fluidized-bed 

technology 

0  Babcock  &  Wilcox's  1st  generation  pressurized  fluidized-bed  technology 

0  Custom  Coals'  self-scrubbing  coal  technology  for  clean  fuels 

0  Encoal's  clean  fuel  technology 


The  Department's  International  Initiative 

Question:  How  are  you  able  to  determine  the  extent  of  remaining 
unobligated  Clean  Coal  funds  before  Round  4  and  5  projects  have  completed 
their  negotiations?  How,  for  example,  do  you  anticipate  project  cost-overrun 
requirements? 

Answer:  There  are  two  aspects  to  this  question.  First,  there  are  45 
cost-shared  projects  currently  in  the  program  which  are  in  various  stages  of 
completion.  With  the  exception  of  the  five  CCT  Round  5  projects  which  are 
still  in  negotiation,  each  of  these  projects  has  a  contractually  defined  total 
project  cost.   In  the  recent  report  to  Congress,  "Clean  Coal  Technology 
Program:  Completing  the  Mission,"  a  full  presentation  of  the  funding  status  is 
presented.  The  Report  went  to  Congress  on  May  5,  1994.  Second,  of  equal 
importance,  is  the  funding  necessary  to  complete  the  45  projects.  In 
establishing  the  Clean  Coal  Technology  program,  Congress  recognized  that 
first-of-a-kind  facilities  are  prone  to  modifications  to  deal  with 
unanticipated  project  developments.  Whether  to  pay  for  added  equipment  which 
was  not  expected  in  the  early  stages  of  a  project  or  to  cover  other  unexpected 
costs,  total  project  costs  may  rise  as  a  project  proceeds.  Congress  permitted 
DOE  to  share  in  these  overrun  costs  on  a  limited,  cost-shared  basis.  The  May 
report  also  contains  an  analysis  of  the  funds  necessary  to  complete  the 
program  as  currently  defined  (i.e.,  the  45  projects). 

Question:  How  is  the  Department  able  to  propose  the  use  of  unobligated 
Clean  Coal  funds  for  this  international  initiative  before  the  report  that 
Congress  directed  you  to  provide  has  been  received  by  the  Committee? 

Answer:  The  May  report  contains  an  analysis  of  the  overrun  pool  and  the 
ability  of  the  Department  of  Energy  (DOE)  to  complete  the  program.  The  $20 
million  request  for  FY  1995  to  begin  the  international  initiative  does  not 
impair  DOE  from  living  up  to  its  current  or  projected  commitments  to  the  45 
projects  currently  in  the  program.  The  highest  priority  for  program  execution 
is  to  complete  the  45  projects.  DOE  does  not  anticipate  terminating  any 
current  project  to  fund  any  new  initiative. 

Question:  What  are  the  Department's  specific  plans  and  objectives 
regarding  technology  export  to  Eastern  Europe  and  what  does  the  experience  of 
Roberts  and  Schafer  and  their  efforts  to  win  coal  preparation  plant 
construction  contracts  in  Poland  tell  us  about  dealing  with  the  Polish  and 
other  Eastern  European  countries  and  our  ability  to  create  markets  for  U.S. 
technologies  in  these  countries? 

Answer:  The  Department  proposes  to  solicit  proposals  to  cost-share  one 
or  more  powerplant  upgrade  projects  in  Eastern  Europe.  Upgrades  include 
efficiency  improvement,  life  extension  and  air  emissions  reduction.  Eastern 
Europe  was  selected  because  it  represents  the  largest  market  for  U.S.  clean 
coal  retrofit  technologies.  The  objectives  of  the  program  are  to  use  the 
solicitation  to  persuade  Eastern  European  governments  to  implement  reforms 
that  are  needed  to  create  an  environment  to  enable  utility  sector  projects  to 
be  financed  and  to  help  U.S.  firms  export  goods  and  services  for  projects  that 
qualify  as  joint  implementation  projects  under  the  U.S.  Global  Climate  Change 
Plan. 
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The  experience  of  Roberts  and  Schafer  in  Poland  shows  that  the  market 
for  clean  coal  technology  in  Eastern  Europe  will  be  strongly  contested. 
German  industry  is  active  in  Poland  with  strong  government  support.  It  is 
intended  that  the  proposed  DOE  international  clean  coal  technology  initiative 
will  help  level  the  playing  field  for  U.S.  industry. 

Question:  Deputy  Secretary  of  Energy  William  White  met  in  Kiev  with 
Vice  Prime  Minister  of  Ukraine  Valeriy  Shmarov  on  April  7,  1994,  to  discuss 
cooperation  in  the  Ukrainian  energy  sector.  The  two  sides  agreed  to  form  a 
joint  task  force  comprised  of  representatives  from  the  Ukrainian  Ministry  of 
Energy  and  Electrification,  the  U.S.  Department  of  Energy,  and  USAID  to 
develop  a  plan  of  cooperation  in  the  area  of  clean  coal  technology.  What  is 
the  status  of  this  task  force  effort  and  what  level  of  cooperation  is  the 
Department  considering? 

Answer:  At  this  time,  the  DOE  is  corresponding  with  the  Ministry  of 
Power  and  Electrification,  our  Ukrainian  counterparts  on  the  joint  task  force. 
The  purpose  of  the  correspondence  is  to  establish  the  task  force,  and  hold  an 
initial  set  of  meetings  to  develop  a  plan  of  cooperation,  if  feasible.  This 
was  accomplished  by  May  6,  1994.  The  DOE  with  Ukrainian  Ministry  of  Power  and 
Electrification  have  developed  and  agreed  to  the  plan. 

The  "level  of  cooperation"  cannot  be  specified  until  the  details  of  the 
plan  are  developed.  However,  the  level  will  depend  upon  funds  to  be  provided 
by  the  United  States  Agency  for  International  Develoment  (USAID). 

Coal  R&D 

On  March  II,  1994,  the  Secretary  announced  that  the  Department  is  embarking  on 
a  program  in  partnership  with  the  private  sector  to  "To  make  improvements  in 
pollution  abatement  technologies  at  facilities  located  on  the  Mexican  side  of 
the  border,  that  will  benefit  air  quality  in  U.S.  border  cities."  The  total 
cost  of  this  project  is  estimated  to  be  $2.5  million  of  which  DOE  will  provide 
75  percent  of  the  start-up  costs  and  50  percent  thereafter.  The  Secretary's 
announcement  indicated  that  DOE's  efforts  in  this  project  will  be  carried  out 
by  the  agency's  Los  Alamos  National  Laboratory." 

Question:  What  is  the  source  of  the  funding  for  this  initiative?  Will 
the  Department  be  submitting  a  reprogramming  for  funds  utilized  in  FY  1994  and 
can  we  expect  a  budget  amendment  for  any  costs  likely  to  be  incurred  in  FY 
1995? 

Answer:  Funding  in  FY  1994  will  be  $200,000.  DOE  will  provide  $175,000 
of  this  with  Los  Alamos  National  Laboratory  (LANL)  providing  $25,000  from  its 
discretionary  funds  (these  LANL  funds  are  administered  by  DOE's  Office  of 
Energy  Research).  Within  DOE,  these  funds  are  to  be  provided  by; 

Office  of  Policy       $50,000  (Energy  &  Water) 

Office  of  Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy     $100,000  (Energy  & 

Water) 
Office  of  Fossil  Energy  $50,000  (Interior  &  Related  Agencies) 

In  FY  1995,  the  provision  of  DOE  and  LANL  funds  is  contingent  on 
matching  funds  and  resources  from  other  participants  in  the  study.  If 
matching  funds  are  available,  the  DOE  related  funding  will  be  from  the 
following  sources: 

Office  of  Policy  $50,000  (Energy  &  Water) 

Office  of  Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy     $250,000  (Energy  & 

Water) 
Office  of  Fossil  Energy  $75,000  (Interior  &  Related  Agencies) 
Los  Alamos  $150,000  (Energy  &  Water) 

It  is  not  expected  that  there  will  be  added  submissions  to  Congress  for 
programming  or  for  amendment  of  present  1995  budget  proposals  for  this 
specific  effort. 
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Question:  Isn't  the  Department's  expertise  regarding  pollution  control 
technologies  located  at  METC  and  PETC?  Why  was  Los  Alamos  chosen  as  DOE's 
lead  agency  for  this  effort? 

Answer:  The  Department  expertise  regarding  pollution  control 
technologies  for  power  generation  systems  does  reside  at  METC  and  PETC. 
However,  the  majority  of  the  proposed  effort  is  application  of  air  quality 
monitoring  equipment  that  has  been  refined  by  LANL  and  development  of  a  series 
of  air  quality  policy  analysis  computer  models  similar  to  those  successfully 
developed  by  a  joint  team  of  LANL  and  the  Mexican  Petroleum  Institute  staff 
for  application  in  the  Valley  of  Mexico.  Some  consideration  of  technology 
will  be  made  but  these  technologies  are  principally  associated  with  reduced 
use  of  chlorofluorocarbons,  destruction  of  volatile  organic  compounds  by 
plasma  discharge,  and  natural  gas  combustion  in  mobile  sources. 

Question:  What  expertise  does  Los  Alamos  have  in  pollution  control? 

Answer:  Los  Alamos  has  significant  expertise  in  assessment,  monitoring 
and  policy  analysis  techniques  and  applications  that  would  comprise  the  bulk 
of  the  proposed  Mexican  border  project.  Much  of  their  recent  work  has  been 
associated  with  the  three  year  Valley  of  Mexico  project  plus  work  in 
Santiago,  Chile;  Barcelona,  Spain;  and  in  Alberquerque,  New  Mexico.  All  this 
experience  is  relevant  to  the  Mexican  border  project. 

Question:  Is  this  U.S.  Mexican  border  Environmental  Project  part  of  the 
Department's  international  initiative? 

Answer:  The  U.S.  Mexican  border  Environmental  Project  is  part  of  the 
overall  Department  of  Energy's  International  Initiatives.  In  addition,  the 
Department  is  actively  involved  in  China  and  Eastern  Europe,  the  Russian 
Federation,  Ukraine,  and  to  some  extent,  in  South  America. 

Energy  Technology  Engineering  Center  and  the  Kalina  Cycle 

Question:  The  Secretary  announced  on  April  7,  1994  that  the  Department 
intends  to  keep  open  the  Energy  Technology  Engineering  Center  (ETEC)  which  is 
located  outside  Los  Angeles.  ETEC,  which  was  established  in  1966  to 
demonstrate  nuclear  energy  technology,  was  scheduled  for  shut  down  in  March  of 
this  year.  The  Secretary  stated  that  the  ETEC  facility  will  remain  open  to 
perform  research  for  and  a  technology  demonstration  of  the  Kalina  Cycle.  What 
is  the  Kalina  Cycle  technology? 

Answer:  The  Kalina  Cycle  is  an  alternative  to  the  Rankine  Cycle  used  in 
the  generation  of  electric  power  which  today  accounts  for  approximately  70 
percent  of  all  electric  power  generated  in  the  U.S.  In  both  the  Kalina  and 
Rankine  Cycles,  heat  energy  is  transferred  to  a  "working"  fluid  in  the  boiler. 
This  working  fluid  is  vaporized,  sent  through  the  turbine,  and  then  condensed 
to  start  the  cycle  over  again. 

In  the  Rankine  Cycle,  the  working  fluid  is  a  single  component,  normally 
water.  To  maximize  efficiency,  the  objective  of  the  boiler  is  to  vaporize  as 
much  of  the  working  fluid  at  the  highest  temperature  and  pressure  as 
economically  possible.  Unfortunately,  one  of  the  physical  characteristics  of 
single  components  is  that  the  temperature  is  constant  during  the  vaporization 
process. 

In  the  Kalina  Cycle,  a  mixture,  typically  ammonia  and  water,  is  used  as 
the  working  fluid.   In  contrast  to  a  single  component,  the  temperature  of  the 
ammonia/water  working  fluid  continually  changes  during  the  vaporization 
process.  The  light  component  (ammonia)  boils  off  first,  leaving  behind  a 
mixture  with  a  greater  concentration  of  the  heavier  component  (water).  As 
this  occurs,  the  boiling  temperature  of  the  remaining  liquid  increases. 
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This  new  technology  eliminates  thermodynamic  deficiencies  inherent  to 
the  Rankine  Cycle,  resulting  in  reduced  fuel  consumption,  emissions,  and  cost 
of  generated  electric  power.  The  Kal>na  Cycle  principles  have  been  proven  in 
the  3.2  MWe  pilot  plant  located  at  ETEC  and  operated  for  about  2,800  hours. 
There  is  a  need  to  resolve  engineering  problems  and  accumulate  more  operating 
experience,  specially  at  higher  temperatures  and  with  alternative  materials, 
to  address  issues  of  importance  for  direct-firing  applications.  Critical 
instrumentation  and  cycle  specific  components,  missing  from  the  pilot  plant, 
require  development  and  test  in  service. 

Question:  How  does  the  Kalina  Cycle  technology  relate  to  power  systems 
development  work  at  the  Energy  Technology  Centers? 

Answer:  The  Kalina  Cycle  complements  the  FE  Programs  carried  out  by  the 
Energy  Technology  Centers.  Testing  is  a  cooperative  effort  among  venture 
capitalists,  industry,  ETEC  and  the  California  Energy  Commission  to  promote  a 
superior  technology  for  the  conversion,  delivery  and  utilization  of  fossil 
fuels.  Additional  Fortune  500  companies  are  expected  to  join  the  planning 
program. 

Question:  What  is  the  source  of  funding  to  keep  the  ETEC  facility  open 
for  the  duration  of  FY  1994? 

Answer:  In  FY  1994,  funding  for  ETEC  is  as  follows: 

NE  $20.9  million 

EE  0.7 

EM  10.0 

Other  DOE  0.2 

Work  for  Others   4.1 

Total      $35.9  million 

Question:  Will  the  Department  be  submitting  a  reprogramming  request  to 
the  Committee? 

Answer:  No.  Not  for  Fiscal  Year  1994. 

Question:  How  does  the  Department  intend  to  fund  the  ETEC  facility  in 
FY  1995? 

Answer:  The  total  program  at  ETEC  in  FY  1995  is  as  follows: 

NE  $   0  million 

EE  9.2 

EM  10.1 

Other  DOE  0.7 

Work  for  Others   4.0 

Total      $24.0  million 

Question:  Will  the  Department  and  0MB  be  submitting  a  budget  amendment? 

Answer:  Yes,  the  Department  submitted  a  budget  amendment  on  June  17, 
1994. 

Question:  What  are  the  anticipated  outyear  costs  and  source  of  funding 
to  continue  work  on  the  Kalina  Cycle  at  the  ETEC? 

Answer:  There  will  be  no  outyear  costs  for  the  Office  of  Fossil  Energy. 
The  budget  amendment  included  $8.1  million  to  complete  work  on  the  Kalina 
Cycle  at  ETEC  within  the  Geothermal  Technology  Development  Program. 
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Integrated  Combined  Cycle  (IGCC) 

Question:  One  of  the  most  promising  new  combustion  technologies  because 
of  its  potential  environmental  performance  and  its  efficiency  is  the 
Integrated  Gasification  Combined  Cycle  (IGCC)  technology.  What  is  the  status 
of  IGCC  development? 

Answer:  The  Department  of  Energy's  program  in  development  of  Advanced 
IGCC  Power  Systems  is  based  on  a  combination  of  laboratory,  bench  scale, 
process  development,  pilot  plant  research  and  development  activities,  and  a 
Clean  Coal  Technology  Demonstration  Program.  The  R&D  activities  are  based  on 
four  major  subsystems  of  the  IGCC  system.  These  are  Advanced  Gasifiers, 
Hot  Gas  Desulfurization,  Hot  Gas  Particulate  Removal,  and  Advanced  Turbines. 
The  Clean  Coal  Demonstration  Program  contains  five  IGCC  demonstration  projects 
under  contract  and  two  more  in  the  negotiation  stage. 

The  Gasification  Product  Improvement  Facility  is  the  major  project  in  the 
advanced  gasifier  subsystem.  This  project  features  the  development  of  a 
hybrid  fixed-bed  reactor  which  is  focused  on  reducing  the  cost  and  increasing 
the  efficiency  of  IGCC  systems.  Another  related  gasifier  development  involves 
an  advanced  transport  reactor  concept  which  will  be  installed  to  provide  a 
real  coal-derived  dirty  gas  at  the  Power  Systems  Development  Facility  (PSDF) 
at  Wilsonville  for  test  and  evaluation  of  hot  gas  particulate  control  devices. 
In  the  hot  gas  desulfurization  subsystem,  the  major  projects  are  the  General 
Electric  fixed-bed/hot  gas  desulfurization  facility  at  Schenectady  where  a 
moving-bed  desulfurization  subsystem  is  being  developed.  This  subsystem  will 
be  demonstrated  as  part  of  the  Tampa  Electric  IGCC  Clean  Coal  Project.  The 
other  major  hot  gas  desulfurization  project  is  the  fluidized-bed  desulfurizer 
being  developed  at  the  Morgantown  Energy  Technology  Center.  This  system  is 
presently  in  the  design  stage  with  completion  of  construction  scheduled  for  FY 
1996.  This  subsystem  offers  several  potential  advantages  to  other  designs 
when  successfully  developed.  There  are  also  important  component  development 
activities  being  carried  out  that  relate  to  sulfur  recovery  processes  and 
improved  sulfur  sorbents  for  use  in  the  desulfurizers.  In  the  hot  gas 
particulate  removal  subsystem,  the  major  project  is  the  Wilsonville  PSDF  where 
the  previously  mentioned  transport  reactor  will  provide  a  hot  dirty  gas  for 
evaluating  particulate  control  devices  such  as  ceramic  candle  filters,  ceramic 
cross-flow  filters,  granular  bed  filters,  and  other  barrier  filters  that  may 
be  developed.  There  are  several  component  development  activities  involved 
with  evaluation  of  new  candle  filter  materials  and  methods  of  manufacture, 
other  design  configurations,  and  evaluation  of  dust  cake  properties.   In  the 
Clean  Coal  Technology  Program,  there  are  five  projects  currently  in  various 
stages  of  completion.  The  Wabash  River  Project  is  scheduled  for  start-up  in 
the  FY  1995  timeframe  using  Destec  Chemical  entrained-bed  gasification 
technology.  The  Tampa  Electric  Company  project  is  scheduled  for  operation  in 
the  FY  1996  timeframe  using  the  Texaco  entrained-flow  coal  gasification 
technology  and  the  General  Electric  hot  gas  desulfurization  subsystem.  The 
other  three  projects,  which  are  in  various  stages  of  completion,  are  the  Pinon 
Pine  Project  based  on  KRW  fluidized-bed  gasification  technology  which  is 
scheduled  for  start-up  in  FY  1996,  the  Toms  Creek  Project  based  on  U-Gas 
fluidized-bed  coal  gasification  technology,  and  the  Combustion  Engineering 
IGCC  Repowering  Project  based  on  the  Combustion  Engineering  entrained-flow 
coal  gasification  technology.  There  are  also  three  projects  in  the  Clean  Coal 
Technology  Round  5  selections  for  negotiations  that  contain  some  form  of  coal 
gasification;  however,  only  one  of  these  is  IGCC.  That  is  the  Camden  Clean 
Energy  Demonstration  Project  proposal.  This  project  is  for  an  IGCC  powerplant 
using  the  British  Gas/Lurgi  fixed-bed  slagging  gasifier.  The  DOE's  IGCC 
Development  Program  is  focused  on  the  lowering  of  cost  of  the  hardware, 
lowering  the  operating  cost  and  continuation  of  the  excellent  environmental 
performance  so  that  the  goals  of  over  50  percent  system  efficiency;  capital 
cost  of  $1,050  per  kw  and  one-tenth  of  New  Source  Performance  Standards  for 
sulfur,  NOx,  and  particulate  emissions;  and  a  cost  of  electricity  of  75 
percent  of  conventional  powerplants  is  reached. 

Question:  What  are  the  major  impediments  to  the  development  of  IGCCs  and 
what  is  the  Department's  strategy  for  dealing  with  these  impediments.' 
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Answer:  The  major  impediment  to  the  development  of  the  Integrated 
Gasification  Combined  Cycle  (IGCC)  power  systems  is  the  overall  cost  of  the 
system.   In  order  to  address  this  impediment,  DOE  has  performed  studies 
indicating  that  high  operating  temperature  and  simplified  system  designs  can 
significantly  reduce  the  cost  of  the  IGCC  system.  In  the  area  of  higher 
temperature  of  operation,  the  DOE  program  embodies  major  development 
activities  associated  with  the  goal  of  making  significant  improvements  to  the 
major  subsystems  of:  (1)  hot  gas  desulfurization;  (2)  hot  gas  particulate 
removal;  (3)  direct  sulfur  recovery  from  regeneration  gas  streams;  and  (4) 
advanced  turbines  with  higher  operating  temperatures.   If  the  conventional 
IGCC  system,  as  demonstrated  at  Coolwater,  is  taken  as  a  baseline,  the 
developments  being  funded  jointly  by  DOE  and  industry  will  lead  to 
improvements  in  the  efficiency,  capital  cost,  and  cost  of  electricity  of  the 
advanced  IGCC  power  systems.  The  DOE  strategy  is  to  continue  to  work  toward 
improving  the  IGCC  system.  The  Department's  goal  is  to  generate  electricity 
at  25%  lower  cost  than  present-day  pulverized  coal  powerplants. 

Question:  To  what  extent  will  the  fuel  cells  and  advanced  turbine 
technologies  play  a  role  in  IGCC  system  development? 

Answer:  The  most  advanced  gasification-based  power  systems  are  those 
that  incorporate  advanced  gas  turbines  and  fuel  cells.  Advanced  gas  turbines, 
when  utilized  in  an  Integrated  Gasification  Combined  Cycle  (IGCC)  power 
system,  will  result  in  significant  improvements  in  system  efficiency  (50 
percent  or  greater  net  system  efficifency)  without  any  dramatic  changes  in 
overall  IGCC  system  configuration.  Even  greater  system  efficiency,  possibly 
reaching  60  percent,  may  be  achievable  in  an  integrated  coal  gasification/fuel 
cell  (IGFC)  power  system.  The  long-range  DOE  goal  of  60  percent  or  greater 
net  system  efficiency  in  a  coal -based  power  system  is  achievable  only  through 
an  advanced,  highly  optimized  IGFC  power  system. 

Question:  What  is  the  status  or  ntfC's  Gasification  Product  Improvement 
Facility  (GPIF)? 

Answer:  The  contract  for  design  and  construction  of  this  facility  was 
awarded  in  September  1992  to  CRS  Sirrine,  which  is  contributing  a  20  percent 
cost  share  through  a  teaming  arrangement  between  Monangahela  Power  Company  (an 
operating  company  of  the  Allegheny  Power  System)  and  the  Morgantown  Energy 
Technology  Center  (METC)  under  a  Cooperative  Research  and  Development 
Agreement.  Currently,  conceptual  design  of  the  facility  has  been  completed 
and  environmental  permitting  activities  are  nearing  completion.  Detailed 
design  is  expected  to  be  complete  in  about  1  year,  and  construction  of  the 
facility  complete  in  about  2  years.  METC  in-house  support  for  GPIF  design,  in 
the  form  of  modeling/system  integration  activities  and  small-scale 
gasification/hot  gas  cleanup  integrated  operation,  is  also  continuing. 

Question:  How  much  is  requested  in  FY  1995  to  continue  work  on  this 
facility  and  what  outyear  costs  remain  to  complete  this  facility? 

Answer:  The  FY  1995  request  includes  $6.23  million  for  construction  of 
the  advanced  coal  gasifier.  The  outyear  cost  to  complete  Phase  I  construction 
activities  is  estimated  to  be  $4.15  million.  This  brings  the  DOE  total  cost- 
share  for  the  CRS  Sirrine  contract  to  $22.9  million,  with  Sirrine  sharing  20 
percent  or  $5.75  million.  There  is  an  additional  estimated  cost  of  $1.0 
million  that  is  related  to  other  activities  at  the  site  which  do  not  fall 
under  the  contract  and  which  Fossil  Energy  will  fund  separately,  bringing  the 
estimated  total  cost  to  $29.65  million.  This  figure  is  different  from  earlier 
cost  estimates  provided  following  the  House  Appropriations  Committee  Hearings. 
An  extensive  design  review  has  just  been  conducted  within  the  last  few  weeks, 
and,  based  on  this  more  detailed  design,  a  more  accurate  cost  estimate  is 
currently  being  provided. 

Question:  What  role  will  the  Gasification  Product  Improvement  Facility 
(GPIF)  play  in  the  development  of  IGCC  systems? 
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Answer:  The  Gasification  Product  Improvement  Facility  (GPIF)  is  crucial 
to  the  development  of  advanced  Integrated  Gasification  Combined  Cycle  (IGCC) 
systems.  The  heart  of  the  GPIF  is  an  advanced  hybrid  fixed-bed  coal  gasifier, 
which  features  a  simplified  design  and  is  capable  of  higher  efficiency  and 
lower  capital/operating  costs  than  the  present  generation  of  coal  gasifiers 
that  are  now  beginning  to  see  commercial  introduction.  The  development  of 
such  an  advanced  gasifier  is  required  if  we  are  to  achieve  DOE  cost  and 
efficiency  goals  for  future  IGCC  power  systems  (i.e.,  52  percent  net  system 
efficiency  and  $1,050  per  kilowatt  capital  costs  by  the  year  2010). 

Question:  What  role  will  the  Gasification  Product  Improvement  Facility 
play  in  developing  coal  capability  for  IGCC,  Advanced  Turbine,  and  Fuel  Cell 
systems? 

Answer:  As  previously  stated,  the  development  of  the  high-efficiency, 
lower-cost  gasifier  is  the  focal  point  of  the  Gasification  Product  Improvement 
Facility  (GPIF)  and  is  crucial  to  the  development  of  advanced  Integrated 
Gasification  Combined  Cycle  (IGCC)  power  systems.  The  GPIF  is  essential  if  we 
are  to  meet  DOE  long-range  cost  and  efficiency  goals  for  IGCC  power  systems. 
With  the  completion  of  Phase  II  of  the  GPIF  facility  (which  includes  design, 
fabrication,  installation,  and  testing  of  an  advanced  fluid-bed 
desulfurization  hot  gas  cleanup  unit)  the  GPIF  could  also  serve  as  a  test  bed 
for  advanced  turbine  and  fuel  cell  concept  development  and  small-scale  R&D 
testing.  The  hot  gas  cleanup  module,  coupled  to  an  operating  gasifier,  will 
provide  operating  experience  for  defining  the  degree  of  contaminant  removal 
required  for  IGCC  systems  that  incorporate  advanced  gas  turbines  as  well  as 
advanced  gasification/fuel  cell  systems.  Even  though  the  advanced  turbine  and 
fuel  cell  developments  are  initially  associated  with  natural  gas  technology, 
there  is  a  close  relationship  to  coal  gasification  technology,  and  the 
switching  from  natural  gas  to  coal -derived  fuel  gas  has  been  given 
considerable  attention  by  utilities  and  the  Electric  Power  Research  Institute 
(EPRI). 

Pressurized  Fluidized  Bed  Combustion 

Question:   What  is  the  status  of  the  PFBC  technology  development? 

Answer:  Pressurized  Fluidized  Bed  Combustion  (PFBC)  technology  is 
progressing  well  with  the  work  at  Foster  Wheeler's  Livingston  pilot  facility 
moving  toward  integrated  testing  of  key  second  generation  components  in 
support  of  the  Four  Rivers  Clean  Coal  Project  selected  under  Round  5.  The 
TIDD  demonstration  of  first  generation  technology  is  meeting  performance 
targets,  establishing  the  technical  foundation  requisite  to  commercialization, 
and  providing  data  requisite  to  second  generation  systems.  As  to  the  latter, 
an  advanced  hot  gas  particulate  filtration  system  is  being  tested  on  a 
slipstream.  This  development  work,  which  is  yielding  promising  results  to 
date,  will  be  used  to  satisfy  near-term  performance  requirements  on  Clean  Coal 
Technology  projects.  Looking  to  the  longer  term,  construction  of  the 
Wilsonville  Power  System  Development  Facility  (PSDF)  is  underway  with 
operation  of  the  PFBC  train  scheduled  for  the  fall  of  1995.  The  first  order 
of  business  will  be  to  further  enhance  hot  gas  particulate  filtration 
capability.  A  high  degree  of  U.S.  industry  interest,  both  from  developers  and 
materials  suppliers,  combined  with  encouraging  results  to  date  indicates 
strong  promise  in  this  area. 

Question:  What  is  the  commercial  potential  for  PFBC  technologies  both  at 
home  and  abroad? 

Answer:  Of  the  615  Gigawatts  (GWs)  of  additional  electric  generation 
capacity  projected  through  year  2001,  115  GW  are  projected  for  domestic  needs 
and  500  GWs  are  projected  for  the  international  market.  It  is  estimated  that 
approximately  65  percent  of  this  new  electricity  generating  capacity  will  be 
thermal  generation,  i.e.,  coal,  gas  and  oil.  The  commercial  potential  for  PFBC 
technologies  could  be  as  high  as  35  percept  of  this  thermal  market. 
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Question:  How  important  is  continuing  the  TIDD  demonstration  operation 
to  the  development  of  the  PFBC  technology? 

Answer:  A  fourth  year  of  operation  will  provide  up  to  4,300  hours  of 
additional  operation.  The  additional  information  gathered  will  help  to 
solidify  domestic  and  international  confidence  in  Pressurized  Fluidized  Bed 
Combustion  (PFBC)  systems  as  clean,  efficient,  reliable  and  economic 
alternatives  in  the  commercial  marketplace.  TIDD  is  the  only  domestic  version 
of  PFBC  that  is  operating.  It  is  needed  both  to  generate  domestic  confidence 
and  maintain  domestic  U.S.  expertise  in  an  advanced  technology  that  is  seeing 
increased  application  around  the  world. 

Question:  What  level  of  funding  will  be  required  in  FY  1995  to  continue 
TIDD  testing? 

Answer:  If  the  facility  is  operated  an  extra  year,  the  particulate  test 
portion  will  require  an  additional  $1.9  million  in  FY  1995.  There  are 
sufficient  carryover  funds  to  operate  the  facility  through  FY  1994. 


Question:  How  much  have  you  included  in  your  FY  1995  request  to  continue 
TIDD  testing? 

Answer:  No  funding  in  the  FY  1995  budget  was  requested  for  this  work. 

Question:  Does  your  FY  1995  budget  request  include  sufficient  funding  to 
ensure  that  the  Advanced  Pressurized  Fluidized  Bed  Combustion  (PFB)  work  at 
Wilsonville  and  at  Livingston  is  on  a  schedule  that  is  consistent  with  the 
data  needs  of  the  Clean  Coal  program? 

Answer:  The  FY  1995  budget  request  for  Wilsonville  is  sufficient.  As 
for  Livingston,  additional  funding  identified  by  Foster  Wheeler  to  meet  the 
Clean  Coal  Project  requirements  is  being  addressed  in  ongoing  negotiations. 
The  intent  is  to  cover  any  required  pilot  plant  testing  targeted  to  the  Clean 
Coal  project  through  that  project.  In  Round  5  of  the  Clean  Coal  Technology 
program,  a  provision  was  made  to  conduct  project  specific  development  work 
such  as  that  planned  at  Livingston. 

Question:  What  is  the  status  of  the  Power  System  Development  Facility 
(PSDF)? 

Answer:  A  Cooperative  Agreement  between  Southern  Company  Services  (SCS) 
and  DOE  was  established  in  1990,  with  the  purpose  to  evaluate  hot  particulate 
control  devices  at  the  SCS  Clean  Coal  Research  Center  in  Wilsonville,  Alabama. 
Hot  particulate  control  devices  are  a  key  component  of  advanced  coal -based 
power  systems.  This  cost-shared  Cooperative  Agreement  was  expanded  in  January 

1992,  to  include  system  development  and  integration  studies  for  advanced  coal- 
based  power  systems  including: 

0   Pressurized  Fluid-Bed  Combustion  (PFBC) 
0   Integrated  Gasification/Fuel  Cells  (IG/FC) 

The  conceptual  design  for  the  expanded  facility  was  completed  in 
July  1992,  and  a  report  defining  the  Power  System  Development  Facility  (PSDF) 
cost  estimate  for  construction,  initial  operation,  and  industrial  cost  share 
was  submitted  to  Congress  in  January  1993.  Industrial  participants  include: 
SCS,  Electric  Power  Research  Institute  (EPRI),  Foster-Wheeler,  M.W.  Kellogg, 
Westinghouse,  GM-Allison,  and  Southern  Research  Institute. 
The  high  temperature  particulate  control  devices  to  be  used  with  the  PSDF 
gasification  and  advanced  PFBC  modules  were  selected  by  competitive 
procurement  in  February  1993,  and  contract  awards  have  been  negotiated. 
National  Energy  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  documentation  has  been  prepared  and  a 
Finding  of  No  Significant  Environmental  Impact  (FONSI)  was  approved  August  5, 

1993.  Initiation  of  construction  activities  began  in  September  1993.  The  50 
percent  detailed  design  review  was  conducted  in  February  1994,  and  the  PSDF 
site  has  been  cleared  and  leveled.  The  installation  of  piling  for  the  support 
structure  has  begun. 
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Question:  Congress  has  appropriated  $64.1  million  through  FY  1994  for 
the  design  and  construction  of  the  PSOF.  The  Department's  FY  1995  budget 
request  to  continue  work  on  the  PSOF  is  $29.7  million.  What  are  the  remaining 
outyear  costs  associated  with  the  PSOF? 

Answer:   In  FY  1995,  $29.7  million  is  provided  for  continued  activity  for 
the  Wilsonville  Power  System  Development  System  (PSDF).  The  funds  are 
provided  in  the  Advanced  Clean/Efficient  Power  Systems  budget  for  Integrated 
Gasification  Combined  Cycle  ($12.9  million)  and  Pressurized  Fluidized  Bed 
Combustion  ($16.8  million).  With  prior-year  DOE  funding  of  $64.1  million,  the 
total  DOE  funding,  including  FY  1995,  would  be  $93.8  million.  Therefore, 
$21.6  million  is  required  in  outyear  funding  for  this  activity  based  on  the 
cost  estimate  provided  in  the  Report  to  Congress  submitted  in  January  1993. 
The  Southern  Company  Services  is  presently  updating  its  cost  estimate  and  cost 
flow  analysis  for  the  Wilsonville  PSDF  project. 

Question:  What  role  will  the  PSDF  play  in  the  development  and 
commercialization  of  advanced  power  systems? 

Answer:  The  Wilsonville  Power  System  Development  Facility  (PSDF)  will  be 
the  primary  pilot  scale  facility  for  evaluation  of  improved  and  advanced 
particulate  control  devices  prior  to  their  utilization  in  Clean  Coal 
Technology  program  demonstrations  and  commercial  application.  The  PSDF  will 
also  play  a  major  role  in  system  integration  of  advanced  coal -based 
Pressurized  Fluidized  Bed  Combustion  (PFBC)  and  Integrated  Gasification/Fuel 
Cell  power  systems.  As  the  primary  facility  for  evaluation  of  advanced 
particulate  control  devices,  the  PSDF  will  support  up  to  four  Integrated 
Gasification  Combined  Cycle  Clean  Coal  Demonstrations  (Tampa  Electric, 
Combustion  Engineering,  Pinon  Pine,  Toms  Creek).  The  second  generation  PFBC 
particulate  control  device  and  systems  integration  studies  conducted  with  the 
Wilsonville  PSOF  will  directly  support  the  Four  Rivers  Clean  Coal  Project.   In 
addition  to  its  support  of  the  operational  phase  for  these  IGCC  clean  coal 
demonstrations  and  the  Four  Rivers  Project,  as  well  as  future  commercial 
applications,  the  facility  will  also  be  available  for  industry  to  test  the 
latest  improvements  in  materials  or  design  for  the  hot  gas  particulate  barrier 
filters. 

The  Wilsonville  PSDF  gasification  train  is  scheduled  for  completion  in 
March  1995,  and  the  advanced  PFBC  train  is  scheduled  for  completion  in 
September  1995. 

Question:  How  important  is  MTCI's  Acoustic  Agglomeration  technology  as  a 
possible  backup  system  for  ceramic  filters  in  Advanced  PFBC  systems?  The 
Congress  appropriated  $820,000  in  FY  1994  to  continue  work  on  MTCI's  system, 
but  the  Department  has  not  included  funding  in  its  FY  1995  request  to  continue 
this  work.  What  level  of  funding  would  be  required  to  continue  work  on  the 
Acoustic  Agglomeration  technology  in  FY  1995? 

Answer:  Management  Technology  Consultants  Institute  (MTCI's)  Acoustic 
Agglomeration  technology  is  a  viable  filtration  system  option  for  hot  gas 
particulate  filtration.  It  would  be  used  in  lieu  of,  rather  than  in  addition 
to,  a  ceramic  filter  system  in  the  event  such  a  system  proves  unsuccessful. 
The  importance  of  the  Acoustic  system  is  therefore  dependent  upon  progress 
being  made  with  the  ceramic  system.  With  Pressurized  Fluidized  Bed  Combustion 
(PFBC)  developer  priority  and  interest,  as  well  as  our  own,  placed  primarily 
on  ceramic  filter  system  development  over  the  past  several  years,  significant 
progress  has  been  made  and  the  hope  of  achieving  performance  targets  looks 
very  promising.  Given  the  progress  and  the  promise  with  the  ceramic 
filtration  system,  and  the  need  to  have  a  hot  gas  particulate  filtration 
system  available  (with  performance  guarantees)  for  Clean  Coal  projects 
quickly,  FY  1995  activities  in  this  area  will  be  focused  almost  solely  on 
ceramic  filter  development.  Because  of  this  need  to  focus  on  the  ceramic 
filter  development,  no  funding  was  requested  for  Acoustic  Agglomeration  in  FY 
1995.  Work  will  continue  with  prior  year  funds,  although  an  additional 
$651,000  would  be  needed  in  FY  1995  to  fully  fund  this  activity. 
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Combustion  2000 

Question:  Can  the  Low  Emission  Boiler  Systems  (LEBS)  portion  of  the 
Combustion  2000  program  be  accelerated? 

Answer:  The  Low  Emissions  Boiler  System  (LEBS)  Program  could  possibly  be 
accelerated  by  12  to  15  months  and  improved  at  no  net  increase  in  overall  cost 
under  the  following  scenario: 

-  Increase  the  contractor  cost-share  for  Phases  II  and  III  from  15  to  25 
percent. 

-  Do  not  downselect  as  planned  after  Phase  I,  i.e.,  carry  all  three 
through  Phases  II  and  III.   {No  downselection  process  could  save  3 
months) . 

-  Shorten  Phase  II  (Engineering  Development  and  Subsystem  Testing)   and 
Phase  III  (Design  Proof-of-Concept  System)  by  a  total  of  12  months. 

The  increase  in  contractor  cost-share  would  enable  all  contractors  to 
enter  into  Phases  II  and  III.  At  this  point,  all  concepts  are  different  and 
all  look  promising  and  it  may  be  premature  to  downselect  after  Phase  I. 
Beyond  improvements  gained  by  pursuing  all  promising  concepts,  increased  cost- 
sharing  would  insure  greater  commitment  to  commercialization.  This  approach 
to  the  LEBS  program  is  under  discussion. 

Question:  What  level  of  funding  would  be  required  beyond  the  $7,565,000 
included  in  the  Department's  FY  1995  budget  request  in  order  to  expedite  the 
downselect  and  what  advantages  would  this  provide  to  the  LEBS  program? 

Answer:  An  accelerated  Low  Emission  Boiler  System  (LEBS)  program  could 
cause  the  rate  of  expenditures  to  increase,  even  though  there  is  no  increase 
in  total  program  cost.  Estimates  as  high  as  $2.1  million  in  FY  1995  have  been 
projected. 

The  accelerated  program  avoids  the  downselection  at  the  conclusion  of 
Phase  I,  but  also  requires  increased  cost-sharing  by  each  contractor.  The 
potential  advantages  are:   (1)  a  broader  array  of  technical  approaches  which 
increases  the  probability  of  success;  and  (2)  greater  commitment  to 
commercialization  because  of  increased  cost-sharing. 

Question:  What  impact  will  the  Secretary's  proposal  to  fund  the  Kalina 
Cycle  using  LEBS  funds  have  on  the  LEBS  program? 

Answer:  Funding  the  Kalina  Cycle  with  $2.1  million  from  Low  Emission 
Boiler  System  (LEBS)  FY  1995  funds  will  defer  the  Phase  II  preliminary  design 
of  the  proof-of-concept  test  facility  by  3  to  4  months. 

Question:  What  has  been  the  cause  of  the  delay  in  the  Phase  II 
solicitation  for  the  High  Performance  Power  Systems  (HIPPS)  portion  of  the 
Combustion  2000  program? 

Answer:  Given  the  magnitude  of  the  solicitation  and  the  complexity  of 
fairly  integrating  two  ongoing  efforts  in  an  open,  competitive  solicitation 
led  to  administrative  delays  as  the  associated  legal,  procurement  and 
programmatic  issues  were  deliberated. 

Question:  How  are  you  managing  to  keep  the  contractor  teams  together  and 
working  during  the  interim? 

Answer:  For  the  High  Performance  Power  Systems  (HIPPS)  contractors,  FY 
1994  funding  is  being  used  to  support  additional  work  within  the  scope  of 
Phase  I  that  will  mitigate  downstream  risk  and  enhance  the  knowledge  base  upon 
which  reviewers  will  make  selection.  This  work  will  extend  no  further  than 
the  date  of  selection  under  the  Phase  II  procurement. 
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Question:  If  any  "bridge  funding"  is  required,  will  the  contractors  be 
required  to  cost-share  this  funding? 

Answer:  The  additional  work  is  within  the  scope  of  existing  contracts 
for  Phase  I  for  which  cost-sharing  was  not  required.  Therefore,  cost-sharing 
is  not  required  for  the  additional  work  which  extends  the  duration  of  Phase  I. 

Air  Toxics 

Question:  In  FY  1994,  the  Congress  appropriated  $5,680,000  for  air 
toxics,  fine  particulates,  and  related  characterization  and  technology 
development  work.  The  Department's  FY  1995  budget  request  includes  $1,800,000 
to  continue  this  work,  a  reduction  of  $3,880,000  or  68  percent  below  the 
current  funding  level.  Is  the  funding  requested  for  FY  1995  to  continue  air 
toxics  characterization  and  control  technology  development  work  sufficient  to 
provide  the  necessary  data  and  information  that  should  be  used  for  possible 
regulation  by  EPA  of  toxic  emissions  from  fossil  fuels  power  plants? 

Answer:  During  FY  1993,  air  toxics  emissions  from  eight  coal -fired 
plants  with  various  emission  control  configurations  were  characterized;  this 
data  was  provided  to  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  in  a  report  on 
December  29,  1993.  The  $5,680,000  appropriated  in  FY  1994  and  $1,800,000 
requested  in  FY  1995  will  provide  sufficient  funds  to  characterize  air  toxic 
emissions  from  three  additional  operating  powerplants  with  emphasis  on  mercury 
emissions  and  to  continue  control  development  work.  Information  and  data  from 
these  three  powerplants  and  other  DOE  air  toxic  studies  will  be  provided  to 
EPA  for  use  in  a  report  it  must  submit  to  Congress  on  hazardous  air  pollutants 
by  November  1995.  It  should  be  noted,  however,  that  DOE  will  continue  its  air 
toxics  characterization  and  control  development  work  beyond  FY  1995  to  develop 
technologies  capable  of  removing  at  least  90  percent  of  the  Hazardous  Air 
Pollutants  that  may  be  regulated  by  the  EPA. 

Question:  What  activities  would  be  eliminated  as  a  result  of  the 
proposed  FY  1995  funding  level? 

Answer:  No  activities  would  be  eliminated  as  a'result  of  the  proposed 
FY  1995  funding  level.  Although  no  funds  were  requested  for  the  Babcock  and 
Wilcox  Clean  Environment  Development  Facility,  it  is  not  expected  to  affect 
DOE  participation  since  FY  1994  funds  would  be  used  to  continue  activity  in 
FY  1995. 


Question:  Last  year,  Congress  appropriated  $1,600,000  for  the 
Department's  contribution  towards  the  Clean  Environment  Development  Facility 
which  will  be  used  for  the  development  and  testing  of  advanced  air  toxics 
measurement  and  control  concepts  which  will  be  required  to  meet  expected  air 
toxics  emissions  regulations  and  monitoring  requirements.  No  funding  for  this 
facility  has  been  included  in  the  Department's  FY  1995  budget  request.  What 
will  happen  to  this  facility  if  the  Department  withdraws? 

Answer:  A  draft  cooperative  agreement  was  prepared  and  forwarded  to 
Babcock  and  Wilcox  on  March  14,  1994.  Negotiations  are  currently  underway  and 
we  anticipate  that  the  agreement  will  be  completed  within  the  next  four 
months.  Although  funding  for  the  Babcock  and  Wilcox  facility  was  not  included 
in  the  Department's  FY  1995  budget  request,  the  $1,600,000  appropriated  by 
Congress  in  FY  1994  would  be  used  for  air  toxics  research  at  the  facility  in 
FY  1995. 


Question:  Without  this  facility,  how  does  the  Department  intend  that  the 
necessary  air  toxics  measurement  and  control  concepts  and  strategies  for 
fossil  fuel  plants  will  be  developed? 

Answer:  Without  this  facility,  the  Department  would  utilize  the 
capabilities  of  research  labs,  and  powerplant  facilities  to  obtain  necessary 
air  toxics  measurements  and  in  developing  control  concepts  and  strategies  for 
fossil  fuel  plants. 
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Question:  Based  on  the  air  toxics  characterization  data  already 
assembled,  what  can  you  tell  the  Subcommittee  regarding  the  level  of  mercury 
emissions  from  fossil  fuel  fired  powerplants? 

Answer:  Available  air  toxics  characterization  data  indicate  the  level  of 
mercury  emissions  from  fossil -fired  powerplants  is  close  to  detection  limits 
{10  to  100  parts  per  billion).  Whether  this  is  significant  will  be  determined 
by  the  health  rislc  analyses  being  conducted  by  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
(EPA). 

Question:  How  much  are  you  requesting  in  FY  1995  to  develop  control 
strategies  for  mercury  emissions? 

Answer:   In  FY  1995,  $500,000  has  been  requested  for  emission  control 
technology.  We  anticipate  that  most  or  all  of  these  funds  will  be  directed  at 
mercury  control . 

Question:  What  is  the  status  of  the  Program  solicitation  for  developing 
emission  controls  for  the  coke  industry? 

Answer:  The  Program  Solicitation  was  issued  November  5,  1993,  and  will 
remain  open  for  receipt  of  proposals  for  a  period  of  1  year.  Fifty  percent 
cost-sharing  is  mandated.  To  date,  no  proposals  have  been  received.  However, 
three  potential  proposers  have  indicated  their  intentions  to  submit. 

Direct  Coal  Liquefaction 

Question:  How  much  has  the  Department  invested  in  the  HRI  Proof-of- 
Concept  facil ity? 

Answer:  The  3-ton  per  day  Hydrocarbon  Research  Incorporated  (HRI)  two- 
stage  liquefaction  proof-of-concept  unit  was  significantly  modified  for 
catalytically  dissolving  coal  and  upgrading  the  coal  extract  in  a  close 
coupled  operation  of  two-stage  liquefaction.  The  reactor  effluent  may 
alternatively  go  to  a  solvent  deashing  system  or  filtration  to  separate  coal 
extract  from  solid  mineral  matter.  The  distillate  product  is  hydrotreated  in 
a  fixed-bed  to  ready  it  for  refinery  upgrading.  The  DOE  provided  $4.0  million 
dollars  for  these  modifications,  with  HRI  providing  an  additional  $1.9 
mill  ion. 


Question:  What  will  happen  to  this  facility  if  no  further  funding  is 
provided? 

Answer:  In  the  FY  1995  budget  request,  no  funds  are  included  for  proof- 
of-concept  operations  at  Hydrocarbon  Research  Incorporated  (HRI).  This 
facility  in  Trenton,  New  Jersey,  is  the  property  of  HRI  and  it  is  likely  that 
they  will  maintain  this  unit  for  use  in  their  private-sector  business 
development  in  such  areas  as  heavy  oil  processing.  Under  these  circumstances, 
it  will  be  available  for  future  use  in  the  Coal  Liquefaction  program. 

Question:  What  were  the  results  of  the  latest  runs  at  HRI? 

Answer:  The  Hydrocarbon  Research  Incorporated  (HRI)  proof-of-concept 
(POC)  modifications  were  completed  in  August  1993,  and  the  first  run  to 
evaluate  catalytic  two-stage  operation  with  solvent  deashing  was  successfully 
completed  in  December  1993.  The  second  operation  is  scheduled  for  May  1994. 
The  first  58-day  run  confirmed  the  operability  of  the  modified  two-stage  HRI 
POC  and  provided  a  tie-in  to  the  former  Wilsonville  POC  facility  database. 
Operation  was  conducted  with  a  low  recycle  solvent  to  feed-coal  ratio  (0.9- 
1.2)  and  with  the  new  solvent  deashing  unit.  The  distillate  compared 
favorably  with  that  produced  at  Wilsonville.  HRI  feels  that  low  solvent-to- 
coal  operation  offers  potential  for  reduced  capital  cost  and  increased 
thermal  efficiency  which  will  result  in  reduction  of  coal-liquid  cost.  Future 
runs  will  demonstrate  improvements  with  potential  for  further  cost  reductions. 
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Question:  What  does  this  run  tell  us  about  the  quality  of  distillate 
produced  and  the  costs  of  coal  liquefaction? 

Answer:  The  distillate  compared  favorably  with  that  produced  from  the 
operation  of  the  Wilsonville  liquefaction  proof-of-concept.  The  distillate 
was  lighter,  contained  about  the  same  low  level  of  sulfur  (0.02  percent),  and 
was  lower  in  nitrogen  (0.05  percent).  Hydrocarbon  Research  Incorporated  (HRI) 
feels  that  low  solvent-to-coal  operation,  in  combination  with  solvent 
deashing,  offers  potential  for  reduced  capital  cost  and  increased  thermal 
efficiency  which  will  result  in  reduction  of  coal -liquid  cost.  Economic 
analysis  for  this  run  has  not  yet  been  conducted. 


Question:  Data  developed  by  PETC  and  the  Consortium  for  Fossil  Fuel 
Liquefaction  seem  to  demonstrate  a  synergism  in  the  processing  of  hydro- 
carbonaceous  wastes  with  coal.  Please  provide  a  summary  of  this  data  and  the 
results? 

Answer:  The  Pittsburgh  Energy  Technology  Center  (PETC)  and  a  consortium 
of  universities  (Kentucky,  Pittsburgh,  West  Virginia,  Utah,  Auburn)  have  been 
conducting  exploratory  experimentation  with  several  types  of  coal  and  waste 
materials  with  funds  provided  from  the  Advanced  Research  and  Environmental 
Technology  budget.  Funding  for  the  consortium  was  initiated  in  May  1993. 
Initial  results  appear  to  be  promising  and  show  a  synergism  is  possible  when 
certain  hydrocarbon  wastes  (waste  oil,  rubber,  plastics)  or  paper  and  coal  are 
mixed  producing  a  greater  quantity  of  oil  then  should  be  expected  on  the  basis 
of  percentage.  Limited  laboratory-scale  experimentation  has  been  conducted 
and  these  results  are  preliminary. 


Examples  of  this  synergism  is  shown  in  the  following: 
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Question:  Recent  economic  analysis  indicates  that  coal/waste 
coprocessing  could  reduce  the  cost  of  coal  liquefaction  by  25  percent  or  more 
while  providing  a  mechanism  for  effective  reuse  of  resources  and  a  reduction 
in  required  landfills.  What  level  of  funding  has  the  Department  requested  in 
FY  1995  to  develop  coal/waste  coprocess,ing  technologies? 


Answer:  We  consider 
coprocessing  to  be  high, 
co-liquefaction  of  waste 
coprocessing  cost  [that] 
alone."  The  environmenta 
reduction  of  waste  dispos 
coprocessing.  These  find 
obtained  within  the  last 
this  area  appears  in  the 


the  potential  of  coprocessing  of  coal/waste 
A  preliminary  economic  analysis  indicates  that  the 
products  with  coal  could  result  in  a  "waste/coal 
is  33  percent  less  than  the  cost  for  processing  coal 
1  impact  from  recycling  of  the  waste  materials  and 
al  landfills  is  another  advantage  of  waste/coal 
ings  are  very  recent  and  preliminary  having  been 
few  weeks.  Consequently,  no  request  for  funding  in 
FY  1995  budget. 

Indirect  Coal  Liquefaction 


Question:  How  much  has  the  Department  invested  to  date  in  the  LaPorte 
indirect  liquefaction  facility? 

Answer:  The  Department  of  Energy  has  invested  $49.5  million  to  date  in 
the  LaPorte  indirect  liquefaction  proof-of-concept  facility  accounting  for 
88  percent  of  the  total  LaPorte  investment.  Air  Products  and  Chemicals,  Inc., 
and  the  other  industrial  participants  have  provided  $6.8  million. 
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Question:  With  no  funding  requested  in  your  FY  1995  budget  for  this 
facility,  what  will  happen  to  the  LaPorte  facility? 

Answer:  With  no  funding  for  FY  1995,  the  activities  at  LaPorte  proof-of- 
concept  (POC)  facility  will  be  concluded  at  the  end  of  FY  1994.  The  LaPorte 
POC  is  owned  by  the  Government  and  is  located  at  an  Air  Products  and 
Chemicals,  Inc.,  site  in  LaPorte,  Texas.  The  disposition  of  this  unit  has  not 
yet  been  negotiated.  It  could  be  mothballed  in  place  for  future  use  or 
removed  and  stored  for  future  use  at  another  site. 

Question:  As  a  result  of  recent  upgrades  to  the  LaPorte  facility  that 
were  made  possible  by  the  $5,000,000  appropriated  by  Congress  last  year,  a  gas 
velocity  65  percent  greater  than  previous  operations  was  achieved.  How  will 
this  enhanced  capability  affect  the  costs  of  indirect  liquefaction? 

Answer:  Our  estimates  show  that  indirect  liquefaction  coal -liquid  costs 
could  be  reduced  by  10  percent  to  $25-$28  per  barrel  of  crude  oil  equivalent, 
with  the  combined  use  of  higher  gas  velocity  and  a  more  active  catalyst  in  the 
liquid-phase  reactor.  Successful  deployment  of  a  higher  gas  velocity  is 
essential  in  taking  full  advantage  of  the  more  active  catalysts  now  under 
development  within  the  Indirect  Liquefaction  program. 

Materials  Development  ---  Non-Fuel  Uses  of  Coal 

Question:  Congress  appropriated  $2,000,000  in  FY  1994  for  high 
temperature  materials  development  and  directed  that  the  Department  consider 
the  work  by  an  industry/university  consortium  with  expertise  in  carbon  derived 
products.  The  Department  provided  $700,000  in  FY  1994  to  initiate  carbon 
derived  materials  development  utilizing  the  non-fuel  uses  of  coal.  Given  the 
50  percent  cost-share  provided  by  industry  and  the  benefits  to  our  industrial 
competitiveness  and  to  the  material  development  needs  of  the  Department's 
advanced  combustion  system  efforts,  why  is  the  Department  proposing  to 
eliminate  further  funding  for  non-fuel  uses  of  coal  materials  development  work 
in  its  FY  1995  budget  request? 

Answer:  The  $2,000,000  added  to  the  FY  1994  appropriation  for  high 
temperature  materials  activities  was  initiated  in  FY  1994  in  response  to 
congressional  direction  and  was  not  included  in  the  FY  1994  congressional 
budget  request.  The  FY  1995  budget  request  is  consistent  with  the  FY  1994 
request.  In  view  of  the  continuing  need  for  budget  restraint,  we  have  not 
requested  the  additional  funds. 

Natural  Gas  and  Petroleum  R&D 

Question:  The  Department  is  proposing  a  new  $50  million  Advanced 
Computational  Initiative  to  help  the  oil  and  gas  industry  by  reducing  data 
much  faster.  How  was  the  $50  million  funding  level  for  this  initiative 
calculated? 

Answer:  The  capabilities  of  the  National  Laboratories  and  the  needs  of 
the  industry  were  evaluated  jointly  by  the  DOE  offices  involved  in  the 
initiative.  In  addition,  stakeholder  and  customer  inputs  were  obtained.  The 
level  of  funding  requested  reflects  both  cost  of  using  and  developing  advanced 
computer  technologies  in  the  National  Laboratories  and  the  broad  base  of 
support  from  industry  for  this  program. 

Question:  From  a  capability  standpoint,  what  is  it  that  the  National 
Labs  can  provide  that  isn't  already  available  from  service  companies  and 
universities? 

Answer:  DOE's  three  weapons  laboratories  historically  have  created 
"cutting  edge"  computer  technologies  that  could  result  in  significant  benefits 
to  the  private  sector.  Overall,  the  U.S.  has  made  major  investments  in  the 
hardware  and  computational  capabilities  of  all  nine  DOE  multi -program  National 
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Laboratories.  The  National  Laboratories  have  developed  world-class  modeling 
capabilities,  and  have  driven  the  design  of  state-of-the-art  supercomputers 
for  the  past  two  decades.  Moreover,  National  Laboratories  have  developed 
operating  systems  and  computing  environments  to  support  this  hardware. 
Supercomputer  design  and  the  application  of  advanced  mathematics  have  long 
been  used  to  perform  complex  fluid  dynamics  and  solid  mechanics  computations 
needed  for  defense  weapons  system  design  and  energy  research  projects.  Many 
of  these  methods  have  been  applied  to  understand  fluid  flow  in  geologic  media 
and  seismic  characterization  to  support  programs  within  the  DOE  mission. 

Question:  Why  is  the  Department  proposing  to  spend  $50  million  to 
subsidize  gas  and  oil  industry  use  of  National  Labs'  supercomputers?  Isn't 
the  Department  subsidizing  competition  with  the  existing  service  industry? 

Answer:  The  Advanced  Computational  Technology  Initiative  (ACTI)  Program 
is  not  designed  to  compete  with  the  existing  service  industry.  The  service 
companies  are  highly  interested  in  the  ACTI  Program  because  R&D  efforts  with 
the  National  Laboratories  will  enable  them  to  enhance  their  own  existing 
technologies  and  compete  more  effectively  in  the  marketplace.  The  goal  of  the 
ACTI  program  is  to  transfer  technologies  and  information  to  the  gas  and  oil 
producers,  especially  the  independents,  and  to  make  them  feel  more  comfortable 
using  advanced  technologies.  It  is  expected  that  technology  transfer  to  the 
independents  will  take  place  largely  through  service  companies.  We  believe 
that  if  small  producers  can  work  in  R&D  partnerships  with  the  National 
Laboratories,  major  producers,  and  service  companies,  they  will  purchase  and 
use  these  technologies  more  in  their  exploration  and  production  operations. 

Question:  Through  FY  1994,  the  Congress  has  appropriated  in  excess  of 
$90  million  for  the  Oil  Recovery  Field  Demonstration  Program.  The  Department 
is  requesting  a  funding  level  of  $42.7  million  for  this  program  in  FY  1995. 
What  has  been  accomplished  thus  far  with  this  program  and  what  does  the 
Department  hope  to  accomplish  with  the  funding  requested  in  FY  1995? 

Answer:  The  goal  of  the  Field  Demonstration  Program  is  to  give  new  life 
to  aging  fields  using  improved  technology.  The  abandonment  rate  of  the 
remaining  oil  in  place  has  nearly  tripled  since  the  early  1980's.  If  this 
high  abandonment  rate  continues,  a  significant  portion  of  the  target  resource 
will  be  lost  prior  to  the  availability  and  economic  feasibility  of  improved 
recovery  methods. 

There  are  24  projects  in  14  states  now  in  the  program  as  a  result  of  the 
first  two  competitions.  This  program  has  received  good  industry  support  in 
terms  of  proposals  received  and  cost-sharing  (over  50  percent).  The  first  two 
rounds  of  solicitations  attracted  79  proposals  with  work  totaling  over  $700 
million.  The  24  selected  projects  consist  of  cost-shared  work  totaling  $200 
million.  A  wide  spectrum  of  producers.  State  agencies,  consultants,  service 
companies,  universities,  and  other  researchers  participate  in  this  program, 
mostly  working  in  teams. 

Several  significant  results  and  products  have  already  been  developed  in 
this  program: 

-  Lomax'  Uinta  Basin  waterflood  has  been  cited  by  other  Uinta  Basin 
operators  as  the  justification  for  several  other  waterflood 
unitization  applications  to  the  State  regulatory  agency. 

-  The  Columbia  University  project  developed  evidence  for  the 
producibility  of  oil  in  the  process  of  migrating  up  fault  zones  from 
deep  sources  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  This  has  already  resulted  in 
Pennzoil  drilling  a  fault  zone  test  in  addition  to  the  Columbia  well. 
Columbia's  Global  Basins  Research  Network,  a  consortium  of  fifty 
university  and  industry  representatives,  has  released  AKCESS. BASIN,  a 
finite  element,  Geological  Basin  Modeling  System.  The  program  models 
basin  evolution  using  seismic  data,  well  logs,  and  other  data. 
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-  Participants  are  conveying  project  results  to  operators  of  similar 
fields  through  project  newsletters,  field  study  reports,  and  exhibits 
at  producer  meetings. 

-  Quarterly,  annual,  and  topical  reports  are  being  printed  and 
distributed  to  over  1,000  interested  individuals  by  DOE. 

-  Participants  are  delivering  technical  presentations  and  publications 
to  professional  and  trade  associations  including  American  Association 
of  Petroleum  Geologists,  Society  of  Petroleum  Engineers,  and  Society 
of  Exploration  Geophysicists  . 

The  Class  III  competition  began  February  28,  1994,  and  proposals  are  due 
to  us  June  8,  1994.  It  is  anticipated  that  Federal  funding  of  approximately 
$37  million  will  be  combined  with  at  least  matching  private  funds  to  carry  out 
the  selected  projects.  The  targeted  class  of  reservoirs  is  slope  and  basin 
clastic  reservoirs. 

We  plan  to  complete  the  procurement  process  for  all  the  remaining 
priority  classes  by  FY  1996.  In  FY  1995,  we  will  plan  and  initiate  the 
procurements  for  Classes  IV  and  V  as  well  as  plan  for  the  remaining  two 
classes. 

Question:  In  both  the  House  and  Senate  reports  accompanying  the  House 
and  Senate  versions  of  the  FY  1994  Interior  Appropriations  bills,  concerns 
were  raised  by  the  Committees  regarding  the  future  of  the  fuel  cell 
development  program.  The  Committees  directed  the  Department  to  report  on  the 
future  of  the  fuel  cell  program  by  December  of  1993.  In  its  report  to  the 
Committees,  the  Department  identified  a  number  of  strategic  issues  such  as 
balance  of  plant  component  development,  downselecting  of  contractors,  total 
program  cost  and  greater  industry  cost-sharing  for  future  fuel  cell 
development.  The  issue  raised  by  the  Department's  Fuel  Cell  Climate 
Initiative,  i.e.,  the  need  to  provide  rebates  to  vendors  in  order  to 
accelerate  the  commercialization  of  near-term  technologies,  was  never 
discussed.  Why  does  the  Department  suddenly  find  it  necessary  to  provide 
rebates  to  vendors  in  order  to  subsidize  IFC's  production  of  phosphoric  acid 
fuel  cells? 

Answer:  The  market  entry  incentive  of  possible  rebates  to  the  buyers  is 
an  initiative  in  support  of  the  recent  Climate  Change  Action  Plan.  In 
addition,  the  current  costs  of  fuel  cells  (about  $3,000  per  kilowatt)  is 
higher  than  the  projected  market  clearing  price.  This  initiative  is  intended 
to  stimulate  sufficient  sales  or  market  pull  that  would  increase  volume 
production  to  bring  the  price  to  a  competitive  or  market  clearing  price  (below 
about  $1,500  per  kilowatt).  The  rebates  would  go  to  users  and  is  not 
restricted  to  any  technology  or  supplier.  The  Federal  portion  of  the  rebates 
would  be  recouped. 

Question:  Hasn't  IFC  received  in  excess  of  $500  million  from  DOE  to 
develop  the  phosphoric  acid  fuel  cell? 

Answer:  The  U.S.  has  spent  about  $300  million  on  phosphoric  acid  fuel 
cells  which  includes  funding  for  International  Fuel  Cells  (IFC),  other  major 
developers  (e.g.,  Westinghouse,  Engelhard)  and  researchers.  The  private 
sector  has  collectively  spent  over  $400  million  on  phosphoric  acid  fuel  cell 
development. 

Question:  Will  the  Department  be  proposing  a  similar  accelerated 
commercialization  strategy  for  the  manufacturers  of  the  molten  carbonate  and 
sol  id  oxide  fuel  cells? 

Answer:  Other  fuel  cell  technologies  (e.g.,  molten  carbonate  and  solid 
oxide)  are  not  excluded  from  the  market  entry  program.  As  part  of  the  fuel 
cell  initiative  under  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan,  the  Department  envisions 
support  for  accelerated  test  demonstrations  of  advanced  fuel  cells  (e.g., 
molten  carbonate,  solid  oxide).  In  addition,  the  Department  is  initiating  a 
program  for  produced  improvement  and  cost  reduction  for  molten  carbonate  fuel 
cells  in  support  of  market  entry. 
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QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  DON  NICKLES 

Domestic  Natural  Gas  and  Oil  Initiative 

Question:   In  December  1993  the  Administration  released  its  Domestic 
Natural  Gas  and  Oil  Initiative.  Secretary  O'Leary  said,  "The  end  goal  of  this 
project  will  be  to  develop  new  and  expanded  opportunities  for  jobs  in  the 
domestic  gas  and  oil  industries  while  fostering  a  climate  which  will  increase 
production  from  domestic  resource  bases  and  reduce  our  reliance  on  foreign 
oil."  All  three  natural  gas  trade  associations  have  stated  that  the  proposed 
initiative  was  an  important  first  step.  However,  there  has  been  concern 
expressed  that  the  initiative  will  not  do  anything  to  reduce  the  nation's 
dependence  on  foreign  oil.  What  does  the  initiative  do  to  expand  domestic  gas 
and  oil  reserves? 

Answer:  The  Department  will  promote  growth  in  gas  and  oil  exploration 
and  production  through  a  combination  of  actions  as  described  in  the  Domestic 
Natural  Gas  and  Oil  Initiative.  There  are  forty-nine  separate  actions 
described  in  the  Initiative  that  will  help  promote  gas  and  oil  exploration  and 
production,  provide  jobs,  improve  economic  competitiveness  of  the  gas  and  oil 
industry,  and  reduce  our  reliance  on  foreign  oil.  These  actions  include  the 
following  types  of  efforts: 

0    Development,  application  and  transfer  of  improved  exploration, 
production  and  environmental  technologies.  This  includes  the 
Advanced  Computational  Technology  Initiative  which  will  encourage 
the  transfer  to  industry  of  technologies  that  have  been  developed 
at  the  national  laboratories  for  such  applications  as  3-D  seismic 
processing  and  advanced  reservoir  simulation. 

0    Stimulating  markets  for  natural  gas  through  infrastructure 
development,  regulatory  reform,  and  information  services. 

0     Improving  government  communication  and  decisionmaking  through 

streamlining  regulations,  forming  partnerships,  and  finding  ways 
to  increase  marginal  production  from  Federal  lands.  Actions 
pursued  in  this  area  can  cut  the  costs  of  regulatory  compliance 
through  the  elimination  of  overlapping  regulations  and  the 
application  of  risk-based  regulation. 

0    Assessing  the  near-  and  long-term  economic  and  security 

implications  of  rising  U.S.  dependence  on  oil  imports  and  the  role 
of  the  Federal  Government  in  addressing  the  situation. 

Together,  these  actions  can  improve  the  bottom  line  for  large  and  small 
companies  alike  and  thus  improve  the  economics  of  domestic  exploration  and 
production. 

Question:  How  will  the  initiative  help  reduce  our  nation's  dependence 
on  foreign  oil? 

Answer:  By  improving  the  economics  of  gas  and  oil  production  as 
described  above,  the  Domestic  Natural  Gas  and  Oil  Initiative  (DNGOI)  will 
increase  domestic  production  and  thus  back  out  imported  oil.  This  will  be 
done  on  a  barrel -for-barrel  basis  for  oil  production.  Gas  production  will 
back  out  oil  imports  to  the  extent  that  natural  gas  can  substitute  for  oil 
consumption  in  such  applications  as  transportation,  electric  generation  and 
various  industrial,  commercial  and  residential  uses.  Various  DOE  programs 
that  compliment  the  DNGOI,  e.g.,  the  Clean  Cities  Program  and  the  Federal 
Fleet  Initiative,  will  help  accomplish  the  goal  of  lessening  our  dependence  on 
foreign  oil.  While  oil  imports  may  not  decrease  in  an  absolute  sense,  they 
will  be  less  than  they  would  have  been  without  the  Initiative. 

petroleum 

Question:  The  FY  1995  budget  request  for  the  oil  technology  program  is 
$107  million,  which  is  an  increase  of  $31.7  million  (+42  percent)  above  the  FY 
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1994  level  of  $75.3  million.  Mr.  Siege! ,  you  statement  indicates  the  FY  1995 
increased  funding  for  petroleum  is  a  response  to  the  abandonment  of 
potentially  productive  domestic  reservoirs. 

In  your  statement  you  explain  that  the  pace  of  the  Reservoir  Class  Field 
Demonstration  Program  is  proposed  to  double.  The  proposed  funding  for  the 
demonstration  program  is  $43.1  million,  which  is  $1.1  million  above  the  FY 
1994  level.  Please  explain  what  is  meant  by  the  pace  doubling  when  there  is 
only  a  3  percent  increase  above  the  FY  1994  enacted  level? 

Answer:  As  part  of  the  expanded  RD&D  Program,  we  are  accelerating  the 
class  program  in  order  to  address  the  urgency  demonstrated  by  the  increasing 
rate  of  abandonments.  Thus,  we  will  initiate  two  classes  per  year  instead  of 
one  as  in  past  years.  This  pace  will  allow  for  completion  of  the  procurement 
process  for  all  the  remaining  priority  classes  by  FY  1996.  The  acceleration 
will  be  met  by  planning  and  initiating  the  procurements  for  Classes  IV  and  V 
and  initiating  the  planning  activities  for  the  remaining  two  classes  in  FY 
1995. 

The  required  funds  for  each  class  are  requested  over  three  or  four 
fiscal  years.  This  partial  funding  coincides  with  the  two  budget  periods 
contained  in  each  project.  The  two  main  reasons  that  we  can  accelerate  the 
program  with  only  a  modest  increase  in  budget  are: 

The  remaining  required  funds  for  Class  I  projects  were  received  in 
the  FY  1994  appropriations.  Therefore,  no  additional  funds  are 
requested  for  this  class  in  FY  1995. 

Because  the  recovery  potential  for  Class  V  is  lower  than  any  of 
the  first  four  classes,  we  are  reducing  the  funding  for  this  class 
to  $20  million.  The  procurement  for  this  smaller  class  can 
therefore  be  accomplished  with  less  first  year  funding. 

Question:  The  Department  of  Energy  has  24  projects  underway  from  the 
first  two  rounds  of  competition.  Have  any  of  the  results  of  the  demonstration 
projects  been  replicated  for  use  in  other  fields?  If  so,  what  are  they? 

Answer:  Four  mid-term  and  ten  near-term  Class  I  projects  were  initiated 
between  October  1992  and  January  1994.  In  the  short  time  since  then,  several 
significant  results  and  products  have  been  developed: 

Lomax'  Uinta  Basin  waterflood  has  been  cited  by  other  Uinta  Basin 
operators  as  the  justification  for  several  other  waterflood 
unitization  applications  to  the  State  regulatory  agency. 

The  Columbia  University  project  developed  evidence  for  the 
producibil ity  of  oil  in  the  process  of  migrating  up  fault  zones 
from  deep  sources  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  This  has  already 
resulted  in  Pennzoil  drilling  a  fault  zone  test  in  addition  to  the 
Columbia  well . 

Participants  are  conveying  project  results  to  operators  of  similar 
fields  through  project  newsletters,  field  study  reports,  and 
exhibits  at  producer  meetings. 

Quarterly,  annual,  and  topical  reports  are  being  printed  and 
distributed  to  over  1,000  interested  individuals  by  DOE. 

Participants  are  delivering  technical  presentations  and 
publications  to  professional  and  trade  associations  including 
American  Association  of  Petroleum  Geologists  (AAPG),  Society  of 
Petroleum  Engineers  (SPE),  and  Society  of  Exploration 
Geophysicists  (SEG). 

Most  of  the  Class  1  projects  are  in  the  early  stages  of  reservoir 
assessment  and  project  design;  the  bulk  of  the  results  will  be  expected  in 
1995-1997,  as  projects  conduct  field  work  and  monitor  production  response. 
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The  four  Class  II  projects  in  progress  are  only  in  the  very  early  stages 
of  activity.  The  remaining  six  Class  II  projects  will  begin  this  year. 

Question:  What  technology  transfer  requirements  are  included  in  the 
Reservoir  Class  Field  program? 

Answer:  All  of  the  projects  (18  Class  I  and  II  projects  are  active  and 
6  other  Class  II  projects  will  start  this  year)  are  required  to  conduct 
aggressive  technology  transfer  activities  throughout  the  project  so  that 
productive  technologies  can  be  communicated  rapidly  to  a  large  industry 
audience  for  application.  Even  though  this  program  is  in  its  infancy,  there 
have  already  been  significant  industry  spinoffs: 

The  Lomax  Uinta  Basin  waterflood  demonstration  has  resulted  in 
several  companies  requesting  authorization  to  initiate  waterfloods 
citing  the  Lomax  project  as  justification.  Prior  to  the  Lomax 
demonstration,  waterflooding  of  the  waxy  oil  was  considered 
ineffective. 

The  Columbia  University  project  developed  evidence  for  the 
producibil ity  of  oil  in  the  process  of  migrating  up  fault  zones 
from  deep  sources  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  This  has  already 
resulted  in  Pennzoil  drilling  a  fault  zone  test  in  addition  to  the 
Columbia  well.  Columbia's  Global  Basins  Research  Network,  a 
consortium  of  fifty  university  and  industry  representatives,  has 
released  AKCESS. BASIN,  a  finite  element,  Geological  Basin  Modeling 
System.  The  program  models  basin  evolution  using  seismic  data, 
well  logs,  and  other  data. 

The  speed  and  extent  of  industry  implementation  is  dependent  on  oil 
prices,  environmental  regulations,  tax  incentives,  and  other  technology 
developed  in  this  program. 

Question:  How  does  this  relate  to  extending  the  economic  life  of 
stripper  wel 1 s? 

Answer:  All  of  the  class  projects  have  the  additional  benefit  that  they 
will  demonstrate  to  small  operators  the  utility  of  advanced  reservoir 
characterization  for  understanding  flow  patterns  in  existing  fields.  This 
reservoir  information  greatly  increases  the  operators  ability  to  improve 
recovery  efficiency  using  existing  wells  and  thereby  extend  their  economic 
life. 


Question:   In  my  State  of  Oklahoma  70  percent  of  the  oil  is  produced  by 
independent  oil  producers.  The  independents  lack  the  resources  to  conduct 
many  of  the  advanced  recovery  techniques.  What  is  proposed  in  the  FY  1995 
budget  request  which  assists  the  independent  producers? 

Answer:   In  addition  to  the  $43.1  million  requested  for  the 
demonstration  program,  we  are  requesting  funds  in  the  following  areas  to 
assist  independent  producers: 

Analysis  of  past  or  ongoing  field  test  projects  being  conducted 
privately  by  industry  to  identify  additional  technology  transfer 
opportunities. 

Provide  a  simple  method  for  cost-sharing  support  to  very  small 
operators  with  an  urgent  need  to  solve  producibil ity  problems. 

Implement  a  comprehensive  technology  transfer  program  in 
accordance  with  the  Technology  Transfer  Report  to  Congress  and  the 
Domestic  Natural  Gas  and  Oil  Initiative. 


Question:  What  does  the  Department  see  in  future  years? 
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Answer:  The  Department  is  currently  preparing  its  five  year  oil  program 
plan.   It  is  anticipated  that  future  work  to  assist  the  independent  producer 
includes: 

Field  demonstrations  in  Classes  VI  and  VII  and  accompanying 
technology  transfer  activities. 

Comprehensive  analysis  of  both  the  results  of  the  field 
demonstrations  as  well  as  other  industry  field  projects  for 
additional  technology  transfer  opportunities. 

Additional  assistance  to  very  small  independents  outside  the  class 
program,  which  may  include  specific  reservoir  assessments  in 
representative  regions. 

Expanded  technology  transfer  network  with  increasing  levels  of 
industry  support. 

Question:  What  technology  transfer  efforts  have  been  undertaken  by  the 
Department  to  address  the  independents'  need  for  advanced  recovery  techniques? 

Answer:  There  are  many  projects  currently  ongoing  that  address  the 
independents'  need  for  advanced  recovery  techniques.  There  were  two  Class  I 
projects  awarded  that  were  specifically  directed  at  the  independent  producer 
in  Oklahoma. 

The  Oklahoma  Geological  Survey,  with  the  Geological  Information  Systems 
Department  and  the  School  of  Petroleum  and  Geological  Engineering  at  the 
University  of  Oklahoma,  will  conduct  a  systematic  and  comprehensive  multi- 
disciplinary  evaluation  of  Oklahoma  fluvial  dominated  deltaic  reservoirs  to 
identify  recovery  technologies  that  could  be  applied  with  commercial  success. 
The  project  will  implement  a  technology  transfer  program  targeted  to 
independents . 

The  University  of  Tulsa  project  in  the  Glenn  Pool  Field  in  Tulsa  County 
includes  a  cost/benefit  analysis  of  using  state-of-the-art  reservoir 
characterization  over  conventional  analysis  for  waterflood  optimization  and 
horizontal  water  injection  well  placement.  The  technology  transfer  plan  will 
target  regional  independent  operators  for  workshops. 

Advanced  Computational  Technology  Initiative 

Question:  The  FY  1995  budget  request  contains  $12.0  million  to  begin  an 
Advanced  Computational  Technology  Initiative.  (Page  89  of  budget 
justification).  Please  explain  the  Advanced  Computational  Technology 
Initiative. 

Answer:  A  total  of  $50  million  in  Departmental  funding  was  requested 
for  ACTI  in  the  FY  1995  budget.  The  Advanced  Computational  Technology 
Initiative  (ACTI)  is  a  program  to  enhance,  apply,  and  transfer  technologies 
developed  within  the  National  Laboratories  to  enhance  the  competitiveness  of 
the  domestic  gas  and  oil  industry  and  decrease  the  Nation's  dependence  on 
foreign  oil.  This  program  covers  both  the  exploration  and  production  areas. 

0   The  National  Laboratories  have  developed  strong  advanced  computing 

capabilities  in  earth  sciences  through  such  applications  as  underground 
weapons  testing  and  treaty  verification. 

0   These  capabilities  can  be  applied  to  such  complex  gas  and  oil 

applications  such  as  three-dimensional  seismic  processing  and  reservoir 
modeling  and  simulation. 

0   ACTI  will  be  operated  under  the  umbrella  of  the  existing  Natural  Gas  and 
Oil  Technology  Partnership,  which  was  formed  in  1988  to  transfer 
technologies  derived  from  DOE-funded  defense  and  energy  research 
programs  at  National  Laboratories  to  the  gas  and  oil  industry. 
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Question:  The  description  in  the  budget  justification  indicates  high- 
performance  computing  technology  would  be  transferred  from  Defense-developed 
applications.  Explain  what  this  means. 

Answer:  DOE's  three  weapons  laboratories  historically  have  created 
"cutting  edge"  computer  technologies  that  could  result  in  significant  benefits 
to  the  private  sector.  Overall,  the  U.S.  has  made  major  investments  in  the 
hardware  and  computational  capabilities  of  all  nine  DOE  multi -program  National 
Laboratories. 

The  National  Laboratories  have  developed  world-class  modeling 
capabilities,  and  have  driven  the  design  of  state-of-the-art  supercomputers 
for  the  past  two  decades.  Moreover,  National  Laboratories  have  developed 
operating  systems  and  computing  environments  to  support  this  hardware. 
Supercomputer  design  and  the  application  of  advanced  mathematics  have  long 
been  used  to  perform  complex  fluid  dynamics  and  solid  mechanics  computations 
needed  for  defense  weapons  system  design  and  energy  research  projects.  Many 
of  these  methods  have  been  applied  to  understand  fluid  flow  in  geologic  media 
and  seismic  characterization  to  support  programs  within  the  DOE  mission. 

Question:  What  technologies  would  be  involved  in  this  initiative? 

Answer:  The  Advanced  Computational  Technology  Program  will  involve 
advanced  computing  technologies  used  in  the  acquisition,  processing,  and 
interpretation  of  geologic,  geophysical,  and  engineering  data  required  for  the 
exploration  and  development  of  natural  gas  and  oil  resources.  Computing 
technology  includes  development  and  use  of  high-performance  computers, 
enabling  hardware  and  software  architectures,  information  science  and 
technology,  and  computational  methods  and  algorithms. 

Question:  Which  laboratories  are  involved  in  the  Defense-developed 
applications?  Which  would  be  involved  in  the  FY  1995  efforts? 

Answer:  Sandia,  Los  Alamos,  and  Lawrence  Livermore  National 
Laboratories  are   involved  in  Defense-developed  applications.  All  of  these 
labs  currently  participate  in  this  program  and  therefore  will  be  involved  in 
FY  1995. 

Question:  What  is  the  total  FY  1994  funding  by  organization  for  this 
program? 

Answer:  The  total  FY  1994  funding  for  this  program  in  FY  1994  is 
$7  million  (MM)  divided  as  follows:  Fossil  Energy  ($1.0  MM);  and  Defense 
Programs  (S6.0  MM). 

Question:  What  is  the  total  FY  1995  request  by  organization? 

Answer:  The  total  FY  1995  funding  request  is  $50  million  (MM),  divided 
as  follows:  Fossil  Energy  ($20  MM);  Defense  Programs  ($20  MM);  and  Energy 
Research  (SIO  MM). 

Question:  What  are  the  expected  out-year  costs? 

Answer:  The  Department  is  now  formulating  ACT!  out-year  costs  through 
its  Strategic  Planning  Process. 

Question:  What  is  the  expected  industry  cost-share  contribution? 

Answer:  The  expected  industry  cost-share  contribution  is  50  percent 
(average  cost  participation  across  the  program). 
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Oklahoma  Petroleum  Research  Facility 

Question:  On  January  1,  1994,  BDM  International,  Inc.  took  over 
management  and  operations  of  the  DOE's  principal  petroleum  research  facility 
located  In  Bartlesville,  OK.  The  transition  started  on  November  8,  1993.  I 
understand  the  transition  went  well,  with  154  of  the  162  former  employees 
hired.   I  want  to  express  my  appreciation  to  DOE  for  this  effort. 

I  understand  there  are  some  facility  maintenance  and  health  and  safety 
concerns  at  the  National  Institute  for  Petroleum  and  Energy  Research  (NIPER) 
facility.   I  will  work  with  your  office  to  obtain  a  better  understanding  of 
what  is  needed  at  the  facility. 

How  much  FY  1995  facility  maintenance  funding  is  proposed  for  the  NIPER 
facility? 

Answer:  For  the  last  10  years,  the  general  maintenance  budget  has  been 
restrained  to  minimum  maintenance  levels.  Under  the  new  M&O  contract 
operation,  maintenance  budget  requests  will  be  expected  to  increase  in  an 
effort  to  optimize  the  use  and  function  of  the  facilities  and  to  house  the 
increasing  staff.  Funds  for  general  maintenance,  including  General  Plant 
Projects,  is  being  proposed  in  FY  1995  for  $2,780,000.  FY  1996  funding 
requests  are  expected  to  be  higher  to  provide  modernization,  remodeling,  or 
replacement  of  facilities  to  extend  the  useful  life  of  existing  facilities  or 
replace  those  at  or  near  the  end  of  their  useful  life. 

Question:  What  are  the  DOE's  responsibilities  for  correction  of  health 
and  safety  items? 

Answer:  The  National  Institute  for  Petroleum  and  Energy  Research 
(NIPER)  is  a  government -owned  facility  whose  primary  purpose  is  to  support  the 
Department  of  Energy's  National  Oil  Program.  As  such,  the  Department  has 
ultimate  responsibility  to  ensure  that  operations  at  the  facility  are 
conducted  safely  and  in  compliance  with  applicable  laws,  regulations,  DOE 
Orders.  Secretarial  Notices,  and  best  business  practices.  A  recent  "Tiger 
Team"  environmental  and  safety  review  identified  items  that  required 
correction  to  comply  with  applicable  rules  and  regulations.  Each  year,  a 
compliance  remediation  budget  is  allocated  to  NIPER  through  the  DOE's 
Bartlesville  Project  Office  to  correct  those  priority  environmental,  safety, 
and  health  items  that  require  correction.  Also,  each  year,  the  on-site  staff, 
both  Federal  and  contractor,  identify  additional  health,  safety,  and 
environmental  issues  that  need  to  be  added  to  the  list  of  corrections, 
prioritized,  and  corrected  as  per  allocated  funding. 

Question:  What  are  BDM's  responsibilities? 

Answer:  BDM  Oklahoma  is  responsible  to  operate  the  facility  in  a 
healthy,  safe,  environmentally  correct  manner  as  per  applicable  laws, 
regulations,  DOE  Orders,  Secretarial  Notices,  and  best  business  practices. 
BDM  therefore  identifies  potential  non-compliance  issues  that  have  existed 
prior  to  their  assumption  of  management  and  continues  to  identify  additional 
issues  that  are  found  during  operation  of  the  facility.  BDM  then  compiles  a 
complete  list  of  all  non-compliance  issues,  prioritizes  them,  and  requests 
funding  to  correct  the  identified  issues.  Non-compliance  issues  caused  by  BDM 
Oklahoma  employees  through  negligence  or  improper  procedures  are  the  liability 
of  the  contractor. 

Advanced  Gas  Turbine  Systems 

Question:  The  Advanced  Gas  Turbine  Systems  program  is  proposed  for  a 
100  percent  increase,  going  from  $21.9  million  in  FY  1994  to  $44.9  million  in 
FY  1995.  Recognizing  that  the  Department  is  moving  to  scale  up  this 
technology,  what  are  the  outyear  costs  for  this  program? 

Answer:  The  projected  outyear  costs  in  millions  are  shown  below  for  both 

Fossil  Energy  (FE)  and  Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy  (EE).  In 

addition,  the  contractors  are  expected  to  cost-share  the  overall  program  at 

approximately  33.4  percent. 
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Fiscal  Year  {$'s  in  millions) 
1996     1997     1998    1999    2000 


52.5 

52.5 

54.7 

34.9 

29.6 

29.8 

26.3 

26.1 

21.0 

19.8 

Fossil  Energy 
Energy  Efficiency 

Question:  Originally  this  program  was  designed  to  develop  a  coal  gas 
turbine,  but  it  is  now  under  natural  gas.  What  will  the  advanced  gas  turbine 
mean  for  the  natural  gas  demand  in  the  future? 

Answer:  The  introduction  of  high  efficiency  turbine  systems  by  the  year 
2000  will  significantly  reduce  U.S.  fuel  consumption.  A  potential  national 
fuel  savings  of  about  1  quadrillion  Btu's  (i.e.,  1  quad)  annually  by  2020 
could  be  realized  compared  to  using  today's  best  gas  turbine  technology. 

This  assumes: 

0  An  efficiency  increase  from  52  to  60  percent  [heat  rate  improvement  from 
6.560  Btu/kilowatt-hour  to  5,680  Btu/kilowatt-hour  (lower  heating  value)]. 

0  An  overall  market  of  approximately  15  gigawatts  per  year. 

0  An  average  operating  time  of  7,000  hours  per  year. 

0  That  the  advanced  turbine  system  will  achieve  50  percent  market  share. 

Question:  What  will  this  program  do  for  job  estimates? 

Answer:  No  comprehensive  assessment  of  job  estimates  has  been  done.  The 
intent  of  this  work,  however,  is  to  make  American  manufacturers  more 
competitive,  both  in  the  national  and  world  markets.  This  should  lead  to 
significant  job  increases. 

Question:  When  will  the  advanced  gas  turbine  be  introduced? 

Answer:  The  advanced  gas  turbine  is  scheduled  to  be  introduced  in  the 
year  2000.  Parts  of  the  development  technology  would  be  expected  to  appear 
commercially  prior  to  completion  of  the  system  in  the  year  2000. 

Fuel  Cells 

Question:  Within  the  Gas  Program,  fuel  cells  are  proposed  to  increase 
from  $51.8  million  to  $67.8  million,  which  is  an  increase  of  $16.0  million  (31 
percent).  The  fuel  cells  program  i^  proposing  to  initiate  an  $18.0  million, 
cooperative  effort  with  industry  to  accelerate  commercialization  of  near-term 
fuel  cells  through  cost  reductions  and  incentives  such  as  rebates  to  increase 
market  volume.  What  will  the  buy-down  of  the  fuel  cells  accomplish? 

Answer:  The  proposed  three-year  market  entry  program  is  aimed  at 
providing  incentives  like  rebates  to  buyers  of  fuel  cell  power  plants  to 
accelerate  the  commercialization  of  near-term  fuel  cells.  The  intent  is  to 
stimulate  a  larger  market  for  these  systems  and  enable  manufacturers  to  build 
these  units  at  a  higher  rate  of  production  with  a  resulting  reduction  in 
market  price.  This  action  could  spur  the  beginnings  of  a  U.S.  fuel  cell 
industry  competitive  in  the  world  market,  while  creating  new  jobs.  The  fuel 
cell  market  entry  initiative  would  contribute  to  the  goals  of  the  Climate 
Change  Action  Plan.  It  is  projected  that  a  reduction  of  0.6  million  tons 
carbon  equivalent,  $140  million  of  private  sector  investments  which  would 
promote  employment,  and  $70  million  worth  of  energy  savings  would  be  realized, 
based  on  the  deployment  of  200  megawatts  of  fuel  cells  plants  as  stimulated  by 
the  market  entry  initiative  by  the  year  2000. 
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Question:  If  we  do  not  approve  the  buy-down,  what  will  happen  to  the 
fuel  cells  development  in  the  United  States? 

Answer:  Development  work  would  continue  as  planned  on  advanced  fuel 
cells.  However,  market  entry  and  sustained  market  penetration  of  near-term 
U.S.  manufactured  fuel  cell  power  plants  could  be  difficult  to  achieve  without 
such  incentives. 

Question:  How  much  money  have  we  spent  on  fuel  cells  research  to  date? 

Answer:  Fuel  cell  development  for  stationary  power  applications  has  been 
supported  with  about  $600  million  by  the  government  and  with  a  similar  amount 
by  the  private  sector. 

Question;  What  markets  will  these  fuel  cells  penetrate? 

Answer:  We  anticipate  market  sectors  for  on-site  uses  such  as  buildings 
and  commercial  light  industry,  and  dispersed  power  generation  markets  for 
municipal  and  remote  applications  -  all  ranging  from  several  hundred  kilowatts 
to  mult i -megawatts.  These  would  be  especially  attractive  in  regions  where 
environmental  emissions  are  a  major  concern.  We  also  perceive  an 
international  market  for  fuel  cells  in  newly  industral ized  nations  where 
dispersed  power  would  be  economically  attractive. 

Question:  Are  we  in  danger  of  losing  these  markets  to  overseas 

competition? 

Answer;  Given  the  status  of  development  of  foreign  competitors  in  fuel 
cells,  we  anticipate  that  competition  for  these  markets  to  be  extremely  tight. 
In  some  instances,  e.g.,  Japan,  government  rebates  have  been  employed  to 
stimulate  their  domestic  markets.  U.S.  competitiveness  in  fuel  cells  in  the 
world  market  could  be  weakened  if  there  is  insufficient  market  pull  to  sustain 
U.S.  volume  productions  to  drive  prices  to  competitive  levels.  The  market 
entry  initiative  is  aimed  at  providing  incentive  for  the  market  response. 

Question:  In  general,  what  will  the  commercialization  of  fuel  cells  mean 
for  domestic  natural  gas  demand?  y 

Answer:  Commercialization  of  fuel  cells  as  a  gas-based  technology  could 
mean  enhanced  efficient  use  of  domestic  natural  gas  and  thereby  increase  the 

demand. 


Question:  For  U.S.  jobs? 

Answer:  The  commercialization  of  fuel  cells  would  enhance  high  value 
domestic  jobs  through  the  creation  of  a  new  manufacturing  industry  with 
international  trade  and  support  infrastructures  such  as  engineering,  sales, 
manufacturing,  distribution,  operation,  and  maintenance. 

Supply 

Question:  After  more  than  a  decade  of  weak  demand  characterized  by 
falling  prices  and  a  supply  surplus,  natural  gas  demand  in  the  U.S.  has 
increased  more  than  20  percent  since  1986.  The  American  Gas  Association 
projects  that  natural  gas  demand  will  continue  to  grow  in  the  1990's  and  that 
supply  and  demand  will  come  into  balance.  In  the  short  term,  supply  appears 
to  be  more  than  adequate  with  a  resource  base  of  nearly  1,300  trillion  cubic 
feet.  What  are  DOE's  programs  in  the  area  of  long-range  supply  research? 

Answer:  Almost  all  facets  of  the  natural  gas  resource  and  extraction 
("supply")  program  have  an  element  of  long-range  research.  In  the  drilling 
program,  Fossil  Energy  is  developing  cost-effective  drilling  methods  for 
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medium-  to  hard-rock  natural  gas  formations.   In  addition,  the  Department  has 
proposed  a  national  program  for  advanced  drilling  and  excavation  technologies 
which  has  met  with  a  good  deal  of  interest  by  the  private  sector.  This 
represents  good  potential  for  partnering  with  industry. 

Some  of  the  projects  in  the  low-permeability  formation  program  focus  on 
problems  which  require  longer-term  study  such  as  characterizing  the  reserve 
base.  Although  no  particular  advancement  in  technology  is  expected  to  result 
from  this  work,  an  important  contribution  toward  the  long-term  supply  of 
natural  gas  is  identification  of  the  potential  barriers  to  production. 
Solutions  to  these  problems  will  drive  future  research. 

The  atlases  and  databases  program  also  has  an  element  of  long-term 
application  because  it  provides  information  to  the  industry  on  the  location  of 
new  plays.  This  information  lowers  the  risk  facing  exploration  of  new  areas 
which  in  turn  will  stimulate  new  exploration  projects.  These  projects  will 
increase  long-term  supply. 

The  fracture  technology  program,  as  well,  has  an  element  of  long-term 
research.  Low  permeability  formations  are  a  large  source  of  potential 
reserves,  therefore,  advancing  the  ability  to  alter  rock  permeability,  as  is 
accomplished  through  fracturing,  or  increasing  the  ability  to  locate  natural 
fractures,  is  very  important  to  long-  term  supply. 

The  low  quality  natural  gas  upgrading  program  focuses  on  overcoming 
barriers  associated  with  separating  unwanted  gases  from  deposits  of  natural 
gas.  Even  though  the  separation  of  these  gases  is  currently  possible,  its  use 
is  not  practical  in  separating  the  large  volume  of  contaminants  currently 
found  in  low  quality  gas  reservoirs.   Low  quality  gas  reservoirs  represent 
another  opportunity  for  long-term  supply  because  they  represent  an  untapped 
resource. 
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QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  PETE  DOMENICI 

Oil  Recovery  Technology  Partnership 

Question:  I  am  pleased  to  see  the  Administration  continuing  to  build 
upon  the  oil  recovery  technology  partnership  program  that  was  initiated  by 
this  Subcommittee  several  years  ago.  Last  year,  the  Subcommittee  supported 
the  original  partnership,  which  had  its  genesis  in  New  Mexico,  with  an 
additional  $1  million,  and  directed  that  a  second  project  be  started  in 
California.  Could  you  please  tell  the  Subcommittee  how  much  is  being  devoted 
to  these  two  partnerships  in  FY  1994? 

Answer:  Both  the  New  Mexico  and  California  laboratories  are  part  of  a 
single  Natural  Gas  and  Oil  Technology  Partnership  which  conducts  projects 
across  the  country.   In  FY  1994,  Lawrence  Livermore  National  Laboratory  and 
Lawrence  Berkeley  National  Laboratory  were  added  to  the  Partnership.   In  FY 
1995,  the  remaining  five  multi -program  national  laboratories  will  join.   In  FY 
1994,  $6.05  million  is  being  provided  to  the  Partnership,  including  $1  million 
for  California  projects. 

Question:  How  much  is  specifically  budgeted  for  these  partnerships  in 
the  FY  1995  budget? 

Answer:  For  the  original  Partnership,  the  Department  of  Energy 
requested  $3.7  million.  This  total  will  be  divided  among  the  three  existing 
forums  in  the  Partnership:  Borehole  Seismic  Technology;  Oil  Recovery 
Technology;  and  Drilling  and  Completion  Technology.  For  the  fourth  technology 
forum,  the  Advanced  Computational  Technology  Initiative  Program,  $50  million 
has  been  requested  DOE-wide  for  FY  1995.  No  funding  has  been  requested 
specifically  for  California  project  efforts,  although  projects  in  California 
may  well  be  selected  for  funding. 


746 


Question:  The  Administration  has  also  requested  a  significant  $50 
million  initiative  to  assist  the  oil  and  gas  industries  by  undertaking  an 
Advanced  Computational  Technology  Initiative  for  which  $50  million  is 
requested.  The  budget  request  to  support  this  initiative  is  $20  million 
through  Fossil  Energy,  of  which  $7.5  million  will  come  from  the  natural  gas 
research  program,  and  $12.5  million  will  come  from  the  oil  technology  program. 
How  will  these  funds  be  utilized  in  support  of  the  Advanced  Computational 
Technology  initiative? 

Answer:  The  $20  million  will  be  used  to  develop,  enhance,  and  apply 
advanced  exploration  and  production  technologies--to  help  natural  gas  and  oil 
producers  lower  finding,  development,  and  processing  costs.  These 
technologies  will  be  developed  within  the  National  Laboratories.  This  funding 
will  support  joint  National  Laboratory/industry  projects  and  will  be  combined 
with  industry  funding  (at  least  50  percent  cost-sharing). 

Question:  Although  the  Administration  has  requested  a  significant 
increase  for  both  gas  and  oil  research,  there  is  no  certainty  that  this 
Subcommittee  will  be  able  to  find  new  dollars  to  support  this  initiative. 

Should  that  be  the  case,  where  would  the  Department  find  the  necessary  funds 
to  proceed  with  this  initiative? 

Answer:  The  Advanced  Computational  Technology  Initiative  is  a  priority 
of  the  Secretary.  Accordingly,  the  Deputy  Secretary  will  need  to  provide 
guidance  to  Fossil  Energy  if  no  new  funding  can  be  found  to  support  this 
initiative.  There  would  have  to  be  a  repriorization  of  Fossil  Energy  and 
other  DOE  programs. 

Question:  What  programs  would  be  tapped  to  help  finance  this  program? 

Answer:  The  Department  would  have  to  review  its  priorities  to  determine 
if  and  how  funds  should  be  reallocated,  in  the  event  the  funds  for  this 
initiative  are  not  made  available. 


Question:  What  energy  benefits  does  the  Department  anticipate  as  the 
outcome  of  the  Advanced  Computational  Technology  Initiative  in  the  near-term 
and  over  the  long-term? 

Answer:  The  Initiative's  goal  is  to  increase  domestic  gas  and  oil 
production;  industry.  Federal,  and  State  revenues;  industry  employment;  and 
national  energy  security.  Partnerships  between  industry,  the  Federal 
Government,  and  the  National  Laboratories  will  result  in  the  accelerated 
market  entry  of  improved  and  new  technologies.  These  partnerships  will  reduce 
technology  development  risks  from  associated  technical  limitations,  economics, 
and  regulatory  uncertainty,  and  also  enhance  the  survival  and  competitiveness 
of  the  U.S.  industry.  Near-term  benefits  are  in  the  applications  area:  use 
of  computer  technology  and  research  to  solve  identified  problems  in  the  field. 
By  utilizing  geophysical  and  geological  data,  combined  with  reservoir 
production  data,  engineers  can  more  accurately  develop  reservoir  and  fluid 
flow  simulations  and  models.  The  integration  of  these  disciplines,  enhanced 
by  the  effective  use  of  advanced  computational  technologies,  leads  to 
development  of  improved  field  recovery  performance  models  and  reservoir 
management  for  new  and  existing  fields.   In  turn,  more  accurate  modeling  and 
planning  leads  to  more  reliable  gas  and  oil  resource  estimates  and  to  greater 
recovery  efficiency.  Long-term  benefits  will  be  derived  from  basic  and 
fundamental  research  (understanding  and  experimental  validation  of  the 
physical  processes  involved)  and  computing  technology  (development  and  use  of 
high-performance  computers,  enabling  hardware  and  software  architectures, 
information  science  and  technology,  and  computational  methods  and  algorithms). 
Measures  of  success,  include: 

0   Quantification  of  the  impacts  from  the  introduction  of  new  technologies; 
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0  Expanded  use  of  existing  technologies  in  the  market; 

0  Level  of  transfer  and  use  of  information; 

0  Number  of  patents  filed  by  industry; 

0  Estimated  cost  savings  of  E&P  programs; 

0  List  of  technical  problems  solved  and  research  "dead  ends"  avoided;  and 

0  Number  of  publications. 

Advanced  Computational  Technology  Initiative 

Question:  I  understand  that  the  first  phase  of  the  Advanced 
Computational  Initiative  will  be  organized  under  an  expansion  of  the  Petroleum 
Technology  Partnership,  currently  operated  by  Los  Alamos  and  Sandia  National 
Labs.  Can  you  provide  details  of  how  the  proposed  $50  million,  an  increase 
from  the  current  funding  level  of  $6  million/year,  will  be  distributed  and  how 
priorities  will  be  established? 

Answer:  The  DOE-wide  funding  request  of  $50  million  is  strictly  for  the 
Advanced  Computational  Technology  Initiative  Program,  the  fourth  technology 
forum  in  the  Petroleum  Technology  Partnership  now  called  the  Natural  Gas  and 
Oil  Technology  Partnership.  Priorities  within  the  advanced  computational 
forum  will  be  set  by  an  Industry  Review  Panel,  following  established  proce- 
dures and  guidelines  in  the  existing  Partnership.  The  Department  of  Energy 
will  make  the  final  selection  and  funding  decisions. 

Solids  Transport  Program 

Question:   I  understand  that  the  Solids  Transport  Program  is  in  the 
final  stages  of  its  advanced  research  objective.  This  program  uses  a  team  of 
contractors  and  DOE  national  laboratories  to  fundamentally  investigate  a  basic 
industrial  problem  --  solids  handling,  that  is,  solids  flowing  down  an 
inclined  plane  or  chute.  Could  you  please  tell  the  Subcommittee  what  outcome 
DOE  is  achieving  from  this  research  objective? 

Answer:  Four  major  objectives  are  being  met:  I)  for  the  first  time,  a 
set  of  correct  governing  equations  for  flowing  granular  materials  has  been 
found;  2)  a  computer  code  usable  for  design  of  industrial  equipment  has  been 
developed;  3)  a  state  of  the  art  experimental  test  facility  has  been  built; 
and  New  instrumentation  techniques  have  been  developed.  The  results  of  all  of 
these  research  and  development  techniques  agree,  thus  for  the  first  time 
providing  rational  design  tools  for  industry.  These  tools  have  been 
transferred  to  industry  already.  Especially  notable  is  the  use  of  the 
computer  code  by  a  number  of  U.S.  industries  and  the  establishment  of  a  small 
business  to  market  the  instrumentation  developed. 

Question:   It  seems  to  me  that  this  program  is  providing  valuable 
insight  into  significant  problems  for  industry.  Would  continuation  of  such  an 
initiative  lend  itself  toward  solving  more  complex  problems  related  to 
industry  needs? 

Answer:  Yes.   In  fact,  the  Advanced  Research  Objective  team  members 
have  already  done  work  on  the  rotary  kiln,  a  device  widely  varied  as  aluminum 
production,  cement  production,  and  pharmaceutical.  A  meeting  is  planned  in 
New  Mexico  for  August  of  this  year  to  discuss  the  most  fruitful  applications 
of  the  work  developed  to  complex  geometries.  Notable  in  this  meeting  will  be 
observers  from  the  Department  of  Trade  and  Industry  of  the  United  Kingdom. 

Question:  What  level  of  funding  is  needed  to  finish  this  advanced 
research  objective? 
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Answer:  Credible  completion  of  these  tasks  will  require  about  the  same 
level  of  funding  as  FY  1994,  that  is  $1,700,000. 

Question:  How  does  that  compare  to  the  President's  budget  request  for 
the  Solids  Transport  Program? 

Answer:  The  current  President's  budget  request  is  $868,000,  about  half 
the  amount  needed  to  complete  the  work. 

Question:  What  activities  and  funding  requirements  might  a  follow-on 
research  objective  entail? 

Answer:  This  matter  has  been  considered  in  detail  through  a  set  of 
meetings  with  experts  from  industry  and  academia.  Two  follow-on  research 
objectives  are  being  looked  at: 

1.  Work  on  multiphase  flows,  including  computational  fluid 
dynamics.  This  could  solve  a  number  of  problems  in  U.S. 
energy  production  industries.   For  example,  in  coal -fired 
powerplants,  bulk  handling  of  coal  contained  within  bins  and 
hoppers  and  two-phase  combustor  feed  are  fraught  with 
problems  that  are  ripe  for  solution  through  an  advanced 
research  objective  involving  industry  cooperation  with 
universities,  private  research  institutes,  and  national 
laboratories. 

2.  Further  development  of  instrumentation  for  multiphase  flow 
measurement  and  control.  This  is  an  urgent  need,  and  if  met 
would  provide  greatly  increased  competitiveness  for  the  U.S. 
processing,  energy  production,  and  mining  industries. 

Natural  Gas  Program 

Question:  Assistant  Secretary  Siegel,  by  far  the  largest  increase 
request  in  the  Fossil  Energy  budget  is  for  natural  gas  research.  The  overall 
DOE  budget  includes  $289  million  for  natural  gas  research,  of  which  $153 
million  is  in  the  Fossil  Energy  budget,  a  59  percent  increase  over  the  1994 
level.  The  Administration  requests  $67.8  million  for  fuel  cells,  an  increase 
of  $16  million  above  the  1994  level.  Within  the  budget  request,  DOE  asks  for 
$18  million  to  support  a  fuel  cell  market  entry  program,  which  would  encompass 
a  three-year  "buyer  rebate"  program.  As  I  read  your  testimony,  this  would 
amount  to  a  subsidy  to  entities  who  buy  gas  fuel  cells  with  the  rationale  of 
creating  market  demand  and  bringing  down  units  costs  of  such  fuel  cells.  What 
entities  does  DOE  envision  as  eligible  for  this  buyer  rebate  program? 

Answer:  Entities  that  may  be  eligible  for  the  buyer  rebate  program  could 
include  gas  and  electric  utilities,  independent  power  producers,  industries, 
municipalities,  commercial  developers,  and  power  leasing  ventures.  Both 
domestic  and  international  buyers  may  be  eligible.  The  Federal  portion  of  the 
rebates  would  be  recouped. 

Question:  What  portion  of  the  purchase  price  of  the  fuel  cell  does  DOE 
envision  to  help  create  this  "market  pull"  effect? 

Answer:  To  help  create  market  pull  for  near-term  fuel  cells,  rebates 
from  the  government  would  be  at  least  one-third  the  difference  between  the 
present  cost  (about  $3,000  per  kilowatt)  and  the  market  clearing  price  (about 
$1,500  per  kilowatt)  with  the  balance  of  the  difference  made  up  from  the 
private  sector. 

Question:  How  many  units  would  you  estimate  would  have  to  be  produced 
and  sold  to  get  from  the  current  5  megawatts  per  year  fuel  cell  production 
rate  to  the  40  megawatt  production  capacity  currently  estimated? 
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Answer:  Assuming  a  unit  size  of  200  kilowatts,  a  total  of  200  units  per 
year  would  have  to  be  produced  and  sold  to  attain  a  40  megawatt  production 
level . 


Question:  You  indicate  that  a  production  rate  of  between  20  and  40 

megawatts  per  year  over  three  years  would  make  fuel  cells  economically 

competitive  with  other  power  sources.  What  are  the  specific  power  sources  you 
cite? 

Answer:  An  annual  production  rate  of  20  to  40  megawatts  for  three  years 
is  estimated  to  stimulate  a  market  level  that  would  sustain  a  production 
volume  leading  to  a  market  clearing  price  of  about  $1,500  per  kilowatt. 
Specific  power  sources  with  which  fuel  cells  would  compete  are  reciprocating 
and  diesel  systems  for  on-site  applications  and  small  scale  turbines  for 
dispersed  power  applications. 

Question:  What  is  the  estimate  cost  by  year  and  activity  of  this 
proposed  three-year  market  pull  program  for  gas-powered  fuel  cells? 

Answer:  The  proposed  fuel  cell  market  entry  initiative  is  estimated  to 
cost  about  $42  million  over  three  years.  Current  planning  funding  profiles 
are  subject  to  change  dependent  upon  administrative  action  on  a  proposed 
amendment  for  the  Energy  Technology  Engineering  Center.  In  each  of  the  years 
the  funding  would  support  a  rebate  program  structured  to  reflect  the  expected 
differentials  between  production  and  market  clearing  prices  at  that  point  in 
time. 

Question:  What  is  the  timeframe  over  which  DOE  estimates  that  the 
government's  portion  of  the  fuel  cell  market  entry  initiative  would  be 

recouped? 

Answer:   If  the  market  entry  program  is  successful,  it  is  estimated  that 
the  government's  portion  of  the  rebates  would  be  recouped  before  the  year 
2000.  The  rebate  recoupment  is  expected  to  be  accomplished  through  increases 
in  the  tax  base  which  result  from  manufacturing  these  power  plants  in  the  U.S. 
instead  of  importing  them.  The  program  is  projected  to  result  in  production 
of  at  least  200  megawatts  by  the  year  2000.  Based  on  an  average  price  of 
$1500  per  kilowatt,  the  market  value  would  be  $300  million. 

Climate  Change  Initiative 

Question:  Assistant  Secretary  Siegel,  one  of  the  President's 
"investment"  proposals  is  his  Climate  Change  Action  Plan.  You  cite  DOE's 
market-ready  fuel  cells,  study  of  coalbed  methane  recovery,  and  the  Clean  Coal 
Technology  program  international  initiative  as  part  of  the  Climate  Change 
Action  Plan.  How  much  is  in  the  overall  FY  1995  budget  request  for  the 
President's  proposed  Climate  Change  Action  Plan? 

Answer:  The  overall  DOE  FY  1995  budget  request  for  the  President's 
proposed  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  is  $208  million. 

Question:  In  the  President's  FY  1995  budget,  $208  million  is  requested 
for  the  Department  of  Energy  to  carry  out  the  President's  proposed  Climate 
Change  Action  Plan.  This  request  represents  a  twelvefold  increase  from  the 
1994  level  of  $17  million.  How  much  is  in  the  DOE  Fossil  Energy  budget  for 
Climate  Change  Action  Plan  initiatives? 

Answer:  The  overall  FY  1995  Fossil  Energy  budget  request  for  the 
President's  proposed  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  is  $21  million,  which  includes 
funding  for  the  capture  of  coal  bed  methane  from  mining  operations  and  to 
encourage  commercialization  of  fuel  cells.  The  FY  1995  budget  also  proposes 
to  reallocate  $20  million  from  prior  year  unobligated  balances  to  begin  a  new 
international  clean  coal  technology  transfer  effort.  This  effort  would  also 
be  supportive  of  the  goals  of  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan. 
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Question:  For  the  record,  would  you  please  provide  a  breakdown  of  this 
funding  by  program  and  activity? 

Answer:  The  overall  FY  1995  Fossil  Energy  Budget  Request  for  the 
President's  proposed  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  is  $21  million.  This  includes 
$3  million  for  the  capture  of  methane  from  mining  operations  and  $18  million 
to  encourage  commercialization  of  fuel  cells. 

Question:  The  DOE  Assistant  Secretary  for  Energy  Efficiency  and 
Renewable  Energy,  Ms.  Christine  Ervin,  testified  that  her  office  has  the  lead 
among  Federal  agencies  on  the  President's  proposed  Climate  Change  Action  Plan. 
What  are  the  goals  of  this  initiative  for  the  Department  of  Energy? 

Answer:  The  goals  of  the  proposed  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  for  the 
Department  of  Energy  are  to  meet  the  twin  challenges  of  responding  to  global 
climate  change  and  strengthening  the  economy.  Returning  greenhouse  gas 
emissions  to  their  1990  levels  by  2000  is  an  ambitious  but  achievable  goal 
that  can  be  attained  while  enhancing  prospects  for  economic  growth  and  job 
creation,  and  positioning  our  country  to  compete  and  win  in  the  global  market. 

Question:  What  are  the  specific  goals  of  this  initiative  for  the  Fossil 
Energy  program? 

Answer:  The  goals  of  this  initiative  for  the  Fossil  Energy  program  are 
to  use  existing  fossil  energy  resources  more  efficiently,  both  domestically 
and  internationally,  consistent  with  the  objectives  of  DOE's  Strategic  Plan. 
The  more  efficient  use  of  fossil  resources  will  in  turn  result  in  the 
reduction  of  greenhouse  gas  emissions  from  baseline  levels. 

Question:  How  would  you  characterize  the  collaboration  between  your 
office  and  hers  in  this  initiative? 

Answer:  The  collaboration  between  the  offices  of  Energy  Efficiency  and 
Renewable  Energy  (EE)  and  Fossil  Energy  (FE)  has  been  excellent  regarding  the 
Climate  Change  Action  Plan.  For  example,  FE  has  a  representative  to  the  Green 
Room,  which  is  directed  by  EE  and  is  responsible  for  the  overall  coordination 
and  implementation  of  the  actions  contained  in  the  Plan.  The  objectives  of 
the  Green  Room  are  two-fold.  The  first  is  to  design  effective  programs  for 
each  of  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  items  for  which  the  Department  is 
responsible.  The  second  is  to  facilitate  the  involvement  of  State  and  local 
governments,  the  utility  and  other  industries  and  other  partners  in  designing 
and  implementing  these  programs. 

Question:  What  goals  and  programs  of  the  1992  Energy  Policy  Act  (EPAct) 
does  the  President's  proposed  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  fund  in  the  Fossil 
Energy  programs  area? 

Answer:  The  1992  Energy  Policy  Act  addresses  the  Coalbed  Methane 
research,  development  and  demonstration  (RD&D)  initiative  contained  in  the 
Climate  Change  Action  Plan.  The  FY  1995  budget  requests  $3.0  million  to  study 
ways  to  increase  recovery  of  coalbed  methane  from  coal  mines  and  to  carry  out 
cost-shared  demonstrations  with  industry  and  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  (EPA)  to  develop  new  approaches  for  capturing  methane  emissions. 

Question:  The  President  has  continued  his  "investment"  theme  in  the  FY 
1995  budget  and  has  included  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  funding  in  this 
category.  Are  there  any  other  "investment"  initiatives  in  the  budget  for 
DOE's  Fossil  Energy  programs? 

Answer:  The  gas  turbine  program  is  one  such  initiative.  The  goal  of 
this  program  continues  to  be  the  demonstration  by  the  year  2000  of  a  utility 
size  advanced  natural  gas  turbine  system,  capable  of  achieving  efficiencies  of 
60  percent,  with  much  lower  CO2  and  nitrogen  oxide  emissions. 
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President's  Staffing  Reductions 

Question:  The  President's  FY  1995  budget  submission  assumes  that 
252,000  full-time  equivalent  positions  (FTEs)  will  be  cut  government-wide. 
For  FY  1995,  20,649  FTEs  are  proposed  for  the  Department  of  Energy,  including 
2,288  for  DOE  programs  funded  through  the  Interior  Appropriations 
Subcommittee.  The  FY  1995  proposals  assumes  that  67  FTEs  will  be  cut  from  DOE 
programs  funded  in  this  Subcommittee.  Three-quarters  (75  percent)  of  the  FTE 
reductions  will  come  from  the  fossil  energy  programs,  which  is  slated  for  a 
reduction  of  50  FTEs  between  1994  and  1995.  Only  11  of  the  50  proposed  FTEs 
would  come  from  DOE  headquarters.  Why  are  most  of  the  FTE  reductions  taken  in 
the  field? 

Answer:  The  reduction  proposed  for  FY  1995  for  Fossil  Energy  programs 
were  taken  on  a  proportional  basis  across  the  board.  Fossil  Energy 
headquarters  accounts  for  approximately  20%  of  total  staffing  and  as  a  result 
it  is  proposed  that  this  component  of  the  organization  would  absorb  20%  of  the 
staffing  reduction.  This  approach  to  the  staffing  reduction  was  felt  to  make 
the  most  sense  given  that  all  activities  are  expected  to  take  an  aggressive 
look  at  streamlining  and  this  will  certainly  require  everyone  to  think  very 
hard  about  how  we  can  improve  efficiency  at  all  levels  of  government. 

Question:  The  FTE  tables  in  the  DOE  budget  justification  documents 
indicate  that  the  28  FTEs  for  the  fuels  program  are  not  counted  against 
congressionally  mandated  floors.  What  is  the  rationale  for  this  action? 

Answer:  Previously  the  Fuels  Program  was  submitted  to  the  Congress  as  a 
separate  appropriation.  This  appropriation  account  was  operated  on  the  basis 
of  congressional  language  which  was  specific  to  this  account.  Unlike  the 
research  and  development  (R&D)  activities,  no  congressional  staffing  floors 
were  established  for  the  Fuels  Program  activity.  Currently,  the  budget  for 
the  Fuels  Program  is  combined  with  the  Fossil  R&D  program,  but  to  count  the. 
Fuels  Program  FTEs  against  the  floors  which  were  established  for  the  R&D 
activities  would  be  considered  contrary  to  congressional  direction.  The 
Department  is  very  sensitive  about  this  direction  and  is  attempting  to  do  what 
the  Congress  has  instructed  us  to  do. 

Question:  The  FTE  levels  in  the  budget  documents  show  the  FY  1994 
enacted  level.  Does  this  represent  the  actual  FTEs  on  staff  in  FY  1994,  or 
does  it  represent  authorized  staffing  levels?  I  think  many  members  of 
Congress  are  concerned  with  the  representation  of  these  proposed  personnel 
reductions,  and  whether  or  not  they  are  actual  staffing  reductions  or  "paper" 
staffing  reductions  from  authorized  personnel  levels  that  have  not  actually 
been  achieved. 

Answer:  The  FTE  levels  shown  in  the  budget  for  FY  1993  represent  actual 
staffing  levels  achieved  in  the  year  just  completed.  The  actual  staffing  is 
lower  than  the  authorized  level  due  to  a  number  of  factors  including:  time 
required  to  recruit,  turnover  resulting  from  the  change  in  Administration,  and 
a  conscious  effort  to  only  hire  for  critical  positions.  The  Department  is 
seriously  committed  to  streamlining  and  is  doing  everything  possible  to  avoid 
having  to  undergo  reduction- in-force  (RIFs)  to  achieve  lower  FTE  levels  in  the 
future. 

Question:  The  budget  documents  show  the  attrition  rate  for  Fossil 

Energy  programs  for  FY  1991  (7.7  percent),  FY  1992  (6  percent),  and  FY  1993 

(2.6  percent).  How  do  you  explain  the  dramatic  reduction  in  attrition  rate 

between  FY  1992  and  FY  1993? 

Answer:  The  two  most  frequent  reasons  given  for  lower  attrition  are  the 
changes  underway  in  the  domestic  economy  and  the  potential  for  a  Federal 
service  buyout  sometime  in  the  future.  Certainly,  with  the  streamlining  of 
most  of  the  U.S.  domestic  industry  there  has  been  a  significant  reduction  to 
staffing  in  almost  all  of  corporate  America.  With  these  reductions  and  the 
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cutback  underway  in  the  Department  of  Defense  and  government  in  general,  there 
are  now  far  fewer  places  for  Federal  employees  to  transfer  to.  Adding  to  this 
situation,  the  possibility  of  a  Federal  buyout  and  early  retirement,  most 
people  have  taken  a  "wait  and  see  attitude."  Only  after  the  buyout  window 
passes  and  the  domestic  economy  improve  will  attrition  levels  approach  those 
of  the  past. 

Question:  What  are  DOE's  assumed  attrition  rates  for  these  programs  in 
FY  1994  and  FY  1995? 

Answer:  The  budget  assumes  that  there  will  continue  to  be  low  attrition 
as  a  result  of  diminished  opportunities  for  the  transfer  of  Federal  personnel 
both  inside  and  outside  of  government  combined  with  streamlining  of  corporate 
America  which  has  dramatically  reduced  the  jobs  available.  It  will  primarily 
be  through  the  buyout  and  early  retirements  that  lower  employment  levels  can 
be  achieved.  We  are  confident  that  the  buyout,  as  recently  passed  by  Congress 
can  allow  us  to  achieve  lower  employment  levels  without  having  to  conduct  a 
reduction-in-force.  Because  of  the  buyout  and  early  retirement  we  are 
expecting  an  attrition  rate  of  3  percent  in  FY  1994  and  7  to  10  percent  in  FY 
1995.  With  these  attrition  rates  we  expect  to  reduce  overall  staffing  levels 
during  FY  1995  without  a  reduction-in-force. 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  CONRAD  BURNS 

Question:   In  the  National  Energy  Policy  Act,  a  provision  was  added 
which  would  call  for  an  information  center  to  be  housed  in  Billings,  Montana. 
Mr.  Siege! ,  will  you  be  able  to  help  me  secure  the  Federal  funding  to  see  this 
facility  up  and  running  to  help  the  coal  industry  in  Montana  and  the  entire 
nation? 

Answer:  Section  1337  of  the  National  Energy  Policy  Act  of  1992  directs 
the  Secretary  "to  assess  the  feasibility  of  establishing  a  national 
clearinghouse  for  the  exchange  and  dissemination  of  technical  information  on 
technology  relating  to  coal  and  coal  delivered  fuels".  This  provision  is  one 
of  the  many  provisions  in  the  Act  for  which  no  funds  have  been  appropriated. 
Also,  since  Fossil  Energy  maintains  two  technology  centers,  one  at  Pittsburgh, 
Pennsylvania  and  one  at  Morgantown,  West  Virginia  and  since  Fossil  Energy  has 
cooperative  agreements  with  the  University  of  North  Dakota  Energy  and 
Environmental  Research  Center  (which  is  the  center  for  low  rank  coal  research 
in  the  U.S.)  and  with  the  Western  Research  Institute  in  Laramie,  Wyoming,  we 
do  not  feel  at  this  time  that  an  information  center  in  Billings,  Montana  would 
be  warranted. 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATORS  MITCHELL  AND  COHEN 

Clean  Coal  Technology 

Question:   It  is  understood  that  the  five  projects  selected  in  Round  V 
of  the  Clean  Coal  Technology  Demonstration  Program  are  required,  by  direction 
of  the  Secretary  of  Energy,  to  have  their  Cooperative  Agreements  signed  with 
necessary  Congressional  approvals  obtained  within  one  year  of  project 
selection.  Since  these  five  projects  were  selected  in  early  May,  1993,  what 
is  the  status  of  Cooperative  Agreements  being  signed  by  the  required  date? 

Answer:   In  December  of  1989,  the  Secretary  of  Energy  issued  a  directive 
to  the  Clean  Coal  Technology  program  that  established  a  management  objective 
of  completing  negotiations  and  forwarding  comprehensive  reports  to  Congress 
within  one  year  after  selection.   Projects  were  selected  in  Round  V  on  May  4, 
1993  and  thus  a  May  4,  1994,  deadline  is  established  by  the  Secretary's 
directive. 

Five  projects  were  selected  under  Round  V  for  negotiations  leading  to  an 
award  of  a  cooperative  agreement.  Since  selection,  these  projects  have  been 
undergoing  fact  finding,  pre-award  activities  and  negotiations.  The 
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Comprehensive  Report  to  Congress  on  one  of  the  projects,  Arthur  D.  Little's 
"Coal  Diesel  Combined-Cycle  Project",  was  forwarded  to  Congress  on  Monday,  May 
16.  1994.  Two  other  projects  are  currently  in  final  review  within  the 
Department,  and  the  Comprehensive  Reports  should  be  forwarded  to  Congress  in 
late  May  or  early  June  of  1994.  These  two  projects  are  (1)  Air  Products  and 
Chemicals'  "Four  River  Energy  Modernization  Project;"  and  (2)  Penelec's 
"Warren  Station  Externally  Fired  Combined  Cycle  Demonstration  Project." 
Delays  in  negotiations  were  encountered  with  the  remaining  two  projects  due  to 
the  participants  having  problems  with  the  sites.  The  fourth  project  with  Dulce 
Energy  Corporation  is  expected  to  complete  negotiations  in  July  1994. 
Negotiations  with  Centerior  Energy  Corporation  for  the  fifth  project  are  not 
expected  to  be  complete  until  the  end  of  calendar  year  1994. 

Question:  What  is  the  impact  to  a  small  business  entity,  specifically 
Hague  International,  who  is  a  participant  in  the  Penelec  Warren  Station 
Project,  if  DOE  does  not  meet  this  date? 

Answer:  There  is  no  immediate  impact  on  Hague  International  as  ongoing 
research  and  development  requisite  to  the  Clean  Coal  project,  funded  solely 
under  the  Coal  Research  and  Development  Program,  is  not  scheduled  for 
completion  until  the  first  quarter  of  FY  1995. 

Question:  When  can  we  expect  to  receive  the  CCT  V  Project  Reports 
including  the  approved  Cooperative  Agreements? 

Answer:  Five  projects  were  selected  under  Round  V  of  the  Clean  Coal 
Technology  Program.  The  Comprehensive  Report  to  Congress  on  Arthur  D. 
Little  s  "Coal  Diesel  Combined  Cycle  Project"  was  forwarded  to  Congress  on 
Monday,  May  16,  1994.  Comprehensive  Reports  to  Congress  on  Air  Products  and 
Chemicals'  "Four  Rivers  Energy  Modernization  Project"  and  Penelec's  "Warren 
Station  Externally  Fired  Combined  Cycle  Demonstration  Project"  are  in  final 
review  within  the  Department  and  should  be  forwarded  to  Congress  in  June  of 
1994.   Problems  encountered  with  the  sites  on  the  remaining  two  projects  have 
caused  the  participants  to  delay  negotiations.  The  Comprehensive  Report  to 
Congress  on  the  fourth  project  with  Duke  Energy  Corporation  should  be 
forwarded  in  July  1994,  and  the  fifth  project  with  Centerior  Energy 
Corporation  should  at  the  end  of  1994. 

The  Cooperative  Agreements  are  signed  by  the  participants  and  approved 
by  the  Department  of  Energy  prior  to  forwarding  the  Comprehensive  Reports  to 
Congress.  After  Congress  has  had  30-session  days  to  consider  the  projects  as 
represented  in  the  Comprehensive  Reports,  and  if  no  action  is  taken  to  reject, 
or  otherwise  disapprove  the  proposed  projects  as  represented,  the  Department 
of  Energy  formally  constitutes  the  Cooperative  Agreements  by  signing  them. 

Question:   It  is  also  our  understanding  that  DOE  is  being  more  rigid  in 
its  interpretation  of  certain  sections  of  the  Cooperative  Agreement  in  its 
n?gotiations  with  the  Industrial  Participants  of  the  Round  V  CCT  Projects  than 
it  was  on  previous  rounds  of  the  CCT  Program.  Some  of  these  areas  include 
indemnification  of  the  Government,  acceptance  of  environmental  disaster  type 
risk.  etc.   Is  this  true  and  if  so,  why? 

Answer:  No  this  is  not  true.  The  same  model  cooperative  agreement  and 
indemnification  clauses  that  were  negotiated  and  used  in  the  earlier  rounds  of 
the  Clean  Coal  Technology  program  are  being  used  in  Round  V. 

HIPPS  Phase  2  Program 

Question:  Plans  for  continuation  of  testing  of  the  Kennebunk  Test 
Fccility  (KTF)  for  FY  1995  and  FY  1996  assumed  that  the  HIPPS  Phase  2  program 
would  provide  the  necessary  funding.  This  assumption  is  based  on  Hague  and 
the  EFCC  Consortium  being  successful  in  the  competitive  selection  process  of 
HIP=S  Phase  2  program.  However,  since  the  HIPPS  Phase  2  solicitation  is  now 
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significantly  late,  how  does  DOE  plan  to  maintain  the  Hague  team  to  continue 
and  sustain  its  efforts,  as  well  as  the  contractor  teams  selected  for  HIPPS 
Phase  1,  until  the  HIPPS  Phase  2  procurement  is  implemented  and  executed? 

Answer:  As  set  forth  in  a  proposed  reprogramming  action,  plans  are  to 
increase  the  Government  share  of  the  Cooperative  Agreement  for  the  Externally 
Fired  Combined  Cycle  work  at  Hague  International  by  $2.0  million  in  FY  1994  to 
cover  the  cost  growth  and  enable  proof-of-concept  testing  to  proceed  on  a 
schedule  compatible  with  the  associated  Round  5  Clean  Coal  Project.  The 
funding  would  be  reallocated  within  the  Indirect  Fired  Cycle  (IFC)  program-- 
Sl.O  million  from  HIPPS  and  $1.0  million  from  METC  IFC  in-house  direct  and 
contracted  work. 

S10.4  million  is  requested  in  the  FY  1995  budget  for  HIPPS  Phase  II 
engineering  development  and  testing.  This  funding  will  contribute  toward 
operations  to  establish  a  database  for  the  high-temperature,  coal -fired 
ceramic  air  heater. 

As  to  the  HIPPS  contractors,  FY  1994  funding  is  being  used  to  support 
additional  work  within  the  scope  of  Phase  1  that  will  mitigate  downstream  risk 
and  increase  the  knowledge  base  reviewers  will  use  to  evaluate  proposals. 
This  work  will  extend  no  further  than  the  date  of  selection  under  the  Phase  2 

procurempnt . 

Question:   Recognizing  that  the  DOE  budget  for  FY  1995  includes  some  $10 
millior,  for  the  HIPPS  Phase  2  Program,  can  these  funds  be  used  to  maintain  or 
"bridge"  the  existing  Hague  and  HIPPS  Phase  1  contractors'  efforts  until  the 
HIPPS  Phase  2   Program  is  implemented? 

Answer:  Since  the  HIPPS  Phase  2  budget  line  in  FY  1995  embodies  the 
continuation  of  indirect-fired  cycle  development  beyond  FY  1994,  it  is  the 
source  of  funding  identified  in  the  proposed  reprogramming  action  for  Hague. 
A;  stated  previously,  HIPPS  Phase  1  contractors  will  receive  additional  FY 
1994  funding  for  additional  work  within  the  scope  of  Phase  I. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  RECESS 

Senator  Reid.  The  subcommittee  stands  in  recess  until  2:30  p.m., 
Thursday,  April  28,  when  we  will  receive  testimony  from  the  Bu- 
reau of  Indian  Affairs  Office  of  Construction  Management  and  the 
National  Indian  Gaming  Commission. 

[Whereupon,  at  11:55  a.m.,  Wednesday,  April  13,  the  subcommit- 
tee was  recessed,  to  reconvene  at  2:30  p.m.,  Thursday,  April  28.] 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR  AND  RELAT- 
ED AGENCIES  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  FIS- 
CAL YEAR  1995 


THURSDAY,  APRIL  28,  1994 

U.S.  Senate, 
Subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations, 

Washington,  DC. 

The  subcommittee  met  at  2:30  p.m.,  in  room  SD-116,  Dirksen 
Senate  Office  Building,  Hon.  Harry  Reid  presiding. 
Present:  Senators  Reid,  Stevens,  Domenici,  and  Gorton. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

statement  of  ada  deer,  assistant  secretary  indian  affairs 

accompanied  by: 

mary  ann  lawler,  director,  office  of  budget 
walter  mills,  acting  deputy  commissioner  of  indian  af- 
FAIRS 
JOHN  TIPPECONNIC,  DIRECTOR,  OFFICE  OF  INDIAN  EDUCATION 

PROGRAMS 
PATRICK  HAYES,  DIRECTOR,  OFFICE  OF  TRUST  RESPONSIBILITIES 
CAROL  BACON,  DIRECTOR,  OFFICE  OF  MANAGEMENT  AND  ADMIN- 
ISTRATION 
DEBORAH  MADDOX,  ACTING  DIRECTOR,  OFFICE  OF  TRIBAL  SERV- 
ICES 
LINDA  RICHARDSON,  ASSISTANT  DIRECTOR,  FINANCIAL  MANAGE- 
MENT 
TED  QUASULA,  CHIEF,  DIVISION  OF  LAW  ENFORCEMENT 
HILDA  MANUEL,  CHIEF,  INDIAN  GAMING  MANAGEMENT  STAFF 
GARY  CECCUCCI,  CHIEF,  DIVISION  OF  PROGRAM  DEVELOPMENT 

AND  IMPLEMENTATION 
OSCAR  MUELLER,  ACTING  DIRECTOR,  OFFICE  OF  CONSTRUCTION 

MANAGEMENT 
ANTHONY  J.  HOPE,  CHAIRMAN,  NATIONAL  INDIAN  GAMING  COM- 
MISSION 

OPENING  REMARKS  OF  SENATOR  REID 

Senator  Reid.  The  committee  will  come  to  order. 

This  is  the  time  scheduled  for  the  Subcommittee  on  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior  and  Related  Agencies  to  hear  testimony  re- 
garding the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  for  the  Bureau  of  In- 
dian Affairs,  and,  of  course,  all  the  associated  programs  for  Amer- 
ican Indians  and  Alaska  Natives  within  the  Interior  Department. 
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Testifying  this  afternoon  on  behalf  of  the  Bureau  will  be  the  As- 
sistant Secretary  for  Indian  Affairs,  Ms.  Ada  Deer.  Also  attending 
this  afternoon  is  the  Acting  Director  of  the  Office  of  Construction 
Management,  Mr.  Oscar  Mueller,  and  the  Chairman  of  the  Na- 
tional Indian  Gaming  Commission,  Mr.  Tony  Hope.  Since  this  is 
the  first  appearance  before  the  subcommittee  for  you,  Ms.  Deer, 
your  biographical  sketch  will  be  included  in  the  record  at  the  ap- 
propriate place. 

Since  members  of  the  subcommittee  may  have  questions  affecting 
the  programs  for  which  each  of  the  witnesses  is  responsible,  we  ask 
that  all  witnesses  remain  at  the  table. 

For  funds  subject  to  annual  appropriation,  the  fiscal  year  1995 
budget  request  for  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  totals  $1,770  bil- 
lion. This  represents  a  decrease  of  $8,747,000  below  last  year's 
level  of  $1,779  billion. 

Within  the  "Operation  of  Indian  programs"  account  $1,501  billion 
has  been  requested,  which  is  an  increase  of  approximately  $9.3  mil- 
lion from  the  current  level  of  $1,492  billion.  Within  this  amount 
education  programs  are  to  increase  $16.3  million  above  the  current 
level. 

For  the  "Construction"  account  the  budget  reflects  a  decrease  of 
approximately  $52.8  million  from  the  current  level  of  $167  million 
associated  largely  with  reduced  funding  for  education  and  irriga- 
tion construction  projects. 

The  request  includes  no  funding  for  new  school  construction,  a 
reduction  of  $13  million  from  the  current  level.  Under  the  scenario 
proposed  by  the  budget,  prior  year  funding  will  allow  the  BIA  to 
focus  on  the  completion  of  the  first  seven  schools  on  the  priority 
list.  Prior  year  funding  also  will  allow  construction  to  proceed  on 
the  final  phase  of  the  Haskell  Indian  Junior  College  dormitory 
project. 

For  the  Indian  land  and  water  claims  settlements  and  mis- 
cellaneous payments  to  "Indians  appropriation"  account  the  budget 
totals  $174  million,  including  $170  million  for  separate  funding 
dedicated  to  developing  and  implementing  Indian  water  and  land 
settlements.  This  is  an  increase  of  $71  million  above  the  current 
level  of  $99  million  for  these  settlements  and  includes  $31.7  million 
for  the  Navajo  Indian  irrigation  project  and  $2.3  million  for  the 
Southern  Arizona  Water  Rights  Settlement  Act  transferred  from 
the  "Construction"  account. 

Also  included  in  the  settlement  fund  is  $62.3  million  for  the  Ute 
Indian  rights  settlements,  $22.7  million  for  the  Northern  Cheyenne 
settlement,  $8  million  for  the  Pyramid  Lake  settlement,  $11.2  mil- 
lion for  the  Fallon  Paiute  Shoshone  settlement,  and  $15.5  million 
for  water  rights  studies  and  negotiations. 

For  the  National  Indian  Gaming  Commission  the  budget  request 
is  $1.5  million,  an  increase  of  $500,000  from  the  current  appro- 
priated level.  The  increase  in  the  requested  funding  reflects  the 
fact  that  the  Commission  was  funded  at  a  lower  level  in  last  year 
due  to  previously  accumulated  fees.  The  $1.5  million  request  com- 
bined with  $1.5  million  in  fees  to  be  collected  will  result  in  a  total 
operating  budget  of  about  $3  million. 

Panelists,  your  prepared  statements  will  be  placed  in  the  record 
in  their  entirety.  In  the  interest  of  time  I  would  ask  that  each  of 
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you  make  a  few  summary  remarks  so  that  we  can  proceed  to  the 
questions. 

SUMMARY  STATEMENT  OF  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  DEER 

I  would  like  to  begin  the  hearing  with  some  questions  on  several 
of  the  BIA  programs  and  then  turn  to  Indian  gaming. 

Ms.  Deer,  with  that  introduction  I  invite  you  to  make  any  re- 
marks before  the  subcommittee  proceeds  with  its  questions. 

Ms.  Deer.  Good  afternoon,  Mr.  Chairman.  I'm  pleased  to  be  here 
to  present  the  President's  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  for  the 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  [BIA]. 

I  ask  that  my  formal  statement  be  entered  into  the  record  so  that 
I  may  briefly  highlight  aspects  of  the  budget  request. 

Senator  Reid.  That  is  so  ordered. 

Ms.  Deer.  Overall  the  BIA  request  totals  $2.2  billion,  which  in- 
cludes $1.77  billion  for  current  appropriations  and  $475  million  for 
permanent  appropriations  and  trust  funds.  The  fiscal  year  1995  re- 
quest is  $8.7  million  less  than  enacted  in  fiscal  year  1994  for  the 
programs  under  the  current  appropriations. 

I  have  some  charts  that  will  help  put  the  budget  request  into 
perspective,  and  Mr.  Gary  Ceccucci  of  our  staff  will  assist  me. 

Senator  Reid.  Could  I  ask  you  to  bring  that  in  a  little  closer.  My 
eyes  don't  work  that  well. 
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The  first  chart  compares  the  BIA's  budget  request  over  the  past 
5  years.  For  fiscal  year  1994  the  President  and  Secretary  Babbitt 
asked  for  more  than  $1.8  billion  for  BIA's  current  appropriation, 
the  largest  amount  ever  requested  by  any  administration. 

While  the  proposed  fiscal  year  1995  budget  of  $1.77  billion  is  $35 
million  less  than  last  year's  request,  the  BIA  has  continued  to  shift 
additional  funds  into  the  operation  of  Indian  programs  appropria- 
tion and  has  fully  funded  all  required  Indian  water  settlement  pay- 
ments. 

The  second  chart  contrasts  the  fiscal  year  1995  request  to  the  en- 
acted fiscal  year  1993  and  fiscal  year  1994  appropriations.  For  the 
"Operation  of  Indian  Programs"  [OIP]  account  the  BIA  requests 
$1.5  billion,  a  net  increase  of  $9.3  million  more  than  the  fiscal  year 
1994  enacted  level. 


I 
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Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

FY  1995  Request  Compared  to  FY  1993  and  FY  1994  Enacted 
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1993  L994 

Operation  of  Indian  Programs     1,342.4  1,491.8 

Construction                                   149.6  167.0 

Misc  Payments  to  Indians               38.6  103.3 

Loan  Programs                                 14.2  14.1 

Navajo-Rehab  Trust  Fund                 3.4  2.5 

Totals                                         1,548.2  1,778.7 
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OPERATIONS  OF  INDIAN  PROGRAMS 

The  major  OIP  increases  include: 

School  operations — an  additional  $15.8  million  for  Indian  student 
equalization  formula,  student  transportation,  and  administrative 
cost  grants. 

Tribal  priority  allocations — a  general  increase  of  $5.3  million,  an 
additional  $2  million  for  an  inflation  cost  adjustment,  an  added 
$1.1  million  to  operate  new  detention  facilities,  and  an  increase  of 
$400,000  for  tribal  water  resource  planning  related  to  the  Ever- 
glades ecosystem  in  Florida.  The  general  increase  and  inflationary 
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adjustment  have  been  distributed  based  on  tribal  program  prior- 
ities. 

Contract  support — an  additional  $4  million  for  payments  to  tribal 
contractors.  Following  the  action  of  Congress  in  fiscal  year  1994, 
appropriations  language  to  limit  contract  support  to  the  $95.8  mil- 
lion is  requested. 

Natural  resources  management — an  additional  $3.5  million  to 
support  the  President's  forest  plan  initiative,  and  an  increase  of 
$300,000  for  endangered  species  coordination. 

BIA  management  improvements — an  additional  $3.75  million  for 
trust  funds  accounting  and  land  records  management,  and  a  $1.47 
million  increase  for  personnel  training  and  development,  including 
Indian  student  intern  and  work-study  programs. 

To  accommodate  these  funding  increases  the  BIA  had  to  reduce 
or  suspend  other  programs,  such  as  Indian  business  development 
grants,  special  law  enforcement,  special  tribal  courts,  self-deter- 
mination technical  assistance  grants,  prairie  dog  eradication  as 
well  as  new  construction  projects  and  direct  loans. 


Distribution  of  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request 

In  percent 

Operations  of  Indian  programs  excluding  central  office  and  area  office 

operations  77.04 

Central  office  operations  4.70 

Area  office  operations  3.07 

Construction  4.70 

Miscellaneous  payments  9.83 

Loan  programs  66 


DISTRIBUTION  OF  FISCAL  YEAR  1995  BUDGET  REQUEST 
[Direct  appropriations  in  thousands  of  dollars] 


Fiscal  year- 


Operation  of  Indian  programs: 

Tribal  priority  allocations 

Other  recurring  programs  

Nonrecurring  programs  ?..... 

Central  office  operations  

Area  office  operations 

Special  programs  and  pooled  overhead 

Construction  

Loan  programs 

Land  and  water  claim  settlements  and  miscellaneous  pay- 
ments to  Indians 

Navajo  rehabilitation  trust  fund 

Total 1,778,653  1,769,906  -8,747 


1994  enacted 

1995  request 

iiiiawHK 

429,938 

447,352 

17,414 

761,360 

770,357 

8,997 

86,469 

61,015 

-25,454 

82,536 

83,249 

713 

62,631 

54,375 

(8,256) 

68,871 

84,742 

15,871 

166,979 

83,111 

-83,868 

14,144 

11,660 

-2,484 

103,259 

174,045 

70,786 

2,466 

(2,466) 

The  third  chart  provides  a  graphic  distribution  of  the  fiscal  year 
1995  budget  request.  The  OIP  account  comprises  about  84  percent 
of  the  total  request;  "Settlements  and  miscellaneous  payments  to 
Indians"  account  for  9.8  percent;  construction  another  4.7  percent; 
and  loan  programs  less  than  1  percent. 
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It's  interesting  to  note  that  the  BIA's  central  office  operations 
and  area  office  operations  account  for  only  7.8  percent  of  the  total 
request.  This  is  a  small  organizational  overhead  in  light  of  the  fact 
that  the  BIA  is  also  responsible  for  the  management  and  adminis- 
tration of  another  $738  million  annually  in  trust  funds,  receipts, 
reimbursables  and  transfer  accounts,  in  addition  to  its  direct  ap- 
propriations. 

Consistent  with  the  President's  Executive  orders  to  streamline 
the  Federal  Government,  the  BIA's  fiscal  year  1995  budget  includes 
$12.9  million  of  savings  in  personnel  and  administrative  expenses. 
These  savings  are  within  the  OIP  account. 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

Operation  of  Indian  Programs 
Budget  Shares  &  FTE  and  Adminiiitraiive  Cosi  Reduction  Shares  _   
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Some  tribes  have  complained  that  the  cuts  are  mostly  against 
tribal  programs  and  services.  The  next  chart  clearly  demonstrates 
that  BIA  concentrated  these  cost  reductions  within  its  head- 
quarters and  area  office  organizations. 

While  central  office  operations  account  for  5.6  percent  of  all  OIP 
funding,  headquarters  will  absorb  20  percent  of  the  cost  savings. 
Area  office  operations  represent  3.6  percent  of  the  OIP  budget  and 
will  absorb  18  percent  of  the  cost  savings. 

In  contrast,  tribal  priority  allocations  represent  29.8  percent  of 
the  OIP  resources  and  only  12.6  percent  of  the  cost  savings. 
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BUREAU  OP  INDIAN  AFFAIRS— OPERATIONS  OF  INDIAN  PROGRAMS 
[Direct  and  reimbursable  funding] 

Fiscal  years— 

1993 

1994 

1995 

FTE  distribution: 

Agency/school  level  9  165 

8,954 

900 

1,141 

8,745 

872 

1,028 

Central  office  893 

Area  offices 1,132 

1 

DISTRIBUTION  OF  FTE'S 

The  next  chart  shows  that  distribution  of  BIA's  FTE's,  full-time 
equivalents,  among  the  agency  and  school  level  central  office  and 
area  offices. 

While  tribes  support  initiatives  to  reduce  the  size  and  cost  of  the 
Federal  Government,  they  want  the  BIA  to  first  downsize  its  head- 
quarters offices.  This  is  not  practical.  The  President  and  Congress 
have  agreed  to  reduce  Federal  employment  by  12  percent  over  5 
years. 

BIA's  central  office  operations  comprise  only  8  percent  of  its  total 
staffing.  These  BIA  organizations  cannot  be  eliminated  without  the 
complete  loss  of  accountability  and  effective  management. 


BIA  staffing  trends:  1981-95 

Fiscal  year:  bia  fte's 

1981  16,888 

1982  ; 15,054 

1983  14,854 

1984  14,570 

1985  13,915 

1986  13,580 

1987  13,251 

1988  13,276 

1989  13,155 

1990  12,652 

1991  12,605 

1992  13,013 

1993  13,036 

1994  ;: 11,926 

1995  11,570 


BIA's  STAFFING  LEVELS 

I  know  that  the  committee  is  interested  in  the  impact  of  tribal 
contracts  and  compacts  on  BIA's  staffing  levels.  The  next  graph 
shows  that  BIA's  FTE's  declined  from  16,900  in  fiscal  year  1981  to 
13,000  in  fiscal  year  1993.  That  was  a  22.7-percent  reduction  over 
12  years. 

BIA  expects  to  lose  another  1,736  FTE's  during  fiscal  year  1994 
and  fiscal  year  1995.  That  will  be  another  13.3  percent  reduction 
in  2  years. 

While  this  concludes  my  presentation,  I  would  like  to  add  some 
personal  comments.  Frankly  I  know  we  would  wish  for  more  fund- 
ing for  Indian  programs.  The  President  and  Secretary  Babbitt  have 
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continued  in  the  BIA's  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  the  strong 
commitment  that  they  made  last  year  to  seek  additional  budgetary 
resources. 

However,  even  the  Congress  enacted  $26  million  less  than  the 
administration  had  requested  last  year  because  of  budgetary  limi- 
tations, competing  priorities,  and  the  need  to  reduce  the  Federal 
deficit. 

During  my  tenure  I  hope  to  work  closely  with  the  tribes,  the 
other  administration  officials,  and  the  Congress  to  achieve  funding 
levels  for  Indian  programs  that  reflect  actual  tribal  needs.  Federal 
trust  responsibilities  and  clear  priorities  based  on  program  per- 
formance and  results. 

Before  answering  questions  I  would  like  to  introduce  other  wit- 
nesses. 

PREPARED  STATEMENT 

We  have  Mary  Ann  Lawler,  Director  of  the  Department's  Budget 
Office;  Oscar  Mueller,  Director  of  Construction  Management;  Wal- 
ter Mills,  Acting  Deputy  Commissioner  of  Indian  Affairs;  Pat 
Hayes,  Director  of  Trust  Responsibilities;  Dr.  John  Tippeconnic,  Di- 
rector of  Indian  Education  Programs;  Carol  Bacon,  Director  of 
Management  and  Administration;  Deborah  Maddox,  Acting  Direc- 
tor for  Tribal  Services;  Linda  Richardson,  Assistant  Director  for  Fi- 
nancial Management;  Hilda  Manuel,  Chief,  Indian  Gaming  Man- 
agement Staff;  Ted  Quasula,  Chief  of  the  Division  of  Law  Enforce- 
ment; and  Gary  Ceccucci,  Chief,  Division  of  Program  Development 
and  Implementation. 

[The  statement  follows:] 

Statement  of  Assistant  Secretary  Ada  Deer 

Introduction 

Good  morning,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee.  I  appreciate  the  op- 
portunity to  present  to  you  the  President's  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  for  the 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  (BIA).  The  BIA's  request  totals  $2.2  billion,  which  includes 
$1.8  billion  in  current  authority  and  $474.5  million  is  for  permanent  appropriations 
and  trust  accounts.  The  fiscal  year  1995  request  is  $8.7  milUon  less  than  enacted 
in  fiscal  year  1994  for  the  programs  funded  under  the  current  appropriations.  De- 
spite this  overall  reduction,  the  fiscal  year  1995  request  reflects  a  strong  commit- 
ment to  Indian  tribes  through  a  shifting  of  budgetary  resources  to  the  Operation  of 
Indian  Programs  account  and  for  Indian  water  claim  settlements. 

operation  of  INDIAN  PROGRAMS 

A  total  of  $1.5  billion  is  requested  for  the  Operation  of  Indian  Programs  (OIP)  ap- 
propriation, the  BIA's  major  account.  This  request  continues  virtually  all  the 
amounts  added  by  Congress  last  year  and  provides  a  net  increase  of  $9.3  million 
over  the  fiscal  year  1994  enacted  level.  The  major  program  increases  are  in  areas 
of  Education,  Indian  Self-Determination,  Natural  Resources  Management,  and  BIA 
Management  Improvements. 

Education 

More  than  one-third  of  all  OIP  resources  are  directed  towards  providing  a  quality 
education  for  Indian  students  to  improve  future  prospects  for  employment,  expand 
economic  opportunities,  and  enhance  community  life  on  Indian  reservations.  The  fis- 
cal year  1995  request  provides  $514.8  million  for  BIA-funded  elementary  and  sec- 
ondary schools,  colleges,  undergraduate  and  graduate  scholarships,  and  Johnson- 
O'Malley  grant  assistance.  The  School  Operations  request  totals  $410.1  million,  in- 
cluding an  additional  $15.8  million  for  the  Indian  School  Equalization  Formula 
(ISEF),  Student  Transportation,  and  Administrative  Cost  Grants.  These  program  in- 
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creases  are  partially  offset  by  $1.5  million  in  reductions  for  ISEF  Program  Adjust- 
ments and  Early  Childhood  Development  programs. 

The  BIA  proposes  appropriations  language  that  would  provide  that  ISEF  alloca- 
tions for  the  1995-96  school  year  be  based  primarily  on  the  student  enrollments 
(weighted  student  units)  in  the  previous  school  year.  Under  current  regulatory  re- 
quirements, the  ISEF  allocations  are  determined  by  student  surveys  conducted  at 
the  start  of  a  new  school  year.  The  proposed  change  will  enable  most  schools  to  plan 
their  annual  operating  budgets  several  months  in  advance  and  help  avoid  the  short- 
falls that  occurred  last  year.  Since  the  budget  request  was  submitted,  the  BIA  has 
initiated  consultations  with  tribes  on  the  implementation  of  this  proposed  change. 
We  will  advise  the  Committees  on  Appropriations  on  the  results  when  completed. 

Language  is  also  proposed  to  limit  the  number  of  new  schools  eligible  to  receive 
grant  funding  during  the  1995-96  school  year  to  the  two  that  are  included  in  the 
budget  request:  Trenton  in  North  Dakota  and  Sault  Ste.  Marie  in  Michigan.  Be- 
cause most  School  Operations  are  forward  funded,  the  BIA  requires  more  time  than 
allowed  under  current  law  to  budget  for  new  school  grant  applications.  Without  this 
proposed  language,  existing  schools  would  be  adversely  impacted  by  having  to  fund 
new  schools  within  available  resources. 

Indian  self-determination 

For  fiscal  year  1995,  the  BIA  proposes  a  total  of  $548.7  million  to  support  Indian 
Self-Determination,  about  37  percent  of  the  OIP  request,  and  a  net  increase  of  $16.7 
million  over  the  fiscal  year  1994  enacted  level.  The  major  program  increases  are 
within  Tribal  Prioritv  Allocations,  and  include  $5.3  million  for  a  general  increase, 
$2  million  to  adjust  for  inflationary  cost  increases,  $1.1  million  for  operation  of  new 
detention  facilities,  and  $400,000  for  tribal  water  resource  planning  related  to  the 
Everglades  Ecosystem  Restoration  Project  in  Florida.  The  general  increase  and  in- 
flation adjustment  have  been  distributed  based  upon  the  tribal  program  priorities 
established  at  the  reservation  level. 

The  Federal  Government's  commitment  to  Indian  Self-Determination  is  most  viv- 
idly demonstrated  in  the  growth  of  the  Tribal  Priority  Allocations  portion  of  the 
BIA's  budget— from  $267.7  million  in  fiscal  year  1990  to  $447.4  million  in  the  fiscal 
year  1995  request.  Five  years  ago  the  tribes  could  establish  local  priorities  for  about 
25  percent  of  the  OIP  appropriation;  the  tribes  will  set  priorities  for  over  30  percent 
of  this  account  in  fiscal  year  1995. 

The  Contract  Support  funds  provide  payments  for  administrative  and  other  over- 
head expenses  of  tribes  that  contract  to  operate  federal  programs  under  Public  Law 
93-638  authority.  The  BIA  is  requesting  an  additional  $4  million  for  expanded  and 
new  contracts  as  well  as  annual  adjustments  to  indirect  cost  rates.  Following  the 
action  taken  by  the  Congress  in  the  fiscal  year  1994  appropriations,  language  is  con- 
tinued to  limit  contract  support  payments  to  a  total  of  $95.8  million  in  fiscal  year 
1995. 

These  program  increases  are  partially  offset  by  $6.4  million  in  reductions  for  the 
Special  Law  Enforcement  and  Special  Tribal  Courts  pro-ams  and  the  termination 
of  the  Self-Determination  Technical  Assistance  Grant  program. 

Natural  resources  management 

The  BIA's  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  includes  $150  million  for  Natural  Re- 
sources Management  activities.  Following  congressional  guidance  in  recent  years, 
the  budget  request  continues  all  the  amounts  added  as  continuing  increases  for  trib- 
al programs  in  the  fiscal  year  1994  appropriations.  The  proposed  increase  of  $3.5 
million  will  provide  a  total  of  $4.5  million  to  support  the  President's  Forest  Plan 
Initiative  for  the  Pacific  Northwest  and  Northern  California  and  an  increase  of 
$300,000  for  endangered  species  coordination.  These  increases  are  partially  offset  by 
$1.8  million  in  reductions  for  the  Prairie  Dog  Eradication,  Timber-Fish-Wildlife  Ini- 
tiative, and  Tribal  Management  and  Development  programs  and  Gila  River  Farms 
Project. 

Management  improvements 

While  the  BIA  continues  to  make  progress  on  correcting  material  weaknesses  and 
improving  its  management  systems,  congressional  support  for  the  commitment  of 
adequate  resources  is  essential  to  create  a  modern  and  more  viable  organization. 
The  fiscal  year  1995  request  includes  program  increases  of  $1  million  to  support  the 
trust  funds  management  reorganization  and  account  reconciliation,  $1  million  for 
additional  personnel  and  training  to  complete  the  staffing  in  accounting  manage- 
ment, and  $1.75  million  for  the  land  records  improvement  project.  An  additional 
$1.47  million  is  requested  to  recruit  Indian  students  through  special  intern  and 
work-study  programs  and  to  expand  training  opportunities  for  current  and  new  em- 
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ployees.  These  initiatives  will  enable  BIA  to  build  a  workforce  that  is  skilled  in  ad- 
vanced management. 

CONSTRUCTION 

The  fiscal  year  1995  request  for  the  Construction  appropriation  is  $83.1  million, 
a  reduction  of  $52.8  million  below  the  fiscal  year  1994  enacted  level  when  adjusted 
for  the  transfer  of  $28.9  million  for  the  Navajo  and  Southern  Arizona  irrigation 
projects  to  the  Indian  Land  and  Water  Claim  Settlement  and  Miscellaneous  Pay- 
ments to  Indians  appropriation  and  the  transfer  of  $2.2  million  for  self-governance 
compact  tribes  to  the  Operation  of  Indian  Programs  account. 

The  BIA  requests  $43  million  for  Education  Construction,  which  consists  of  $39 
million  for  Facilities  Improvement  and  Repair  and  $4  million  for  Employee  Housing. 
No  funds  are  requested  for  new  school  construction  so  that  the  BIA  can  focus  on 
completion  of  the  on-going  school  projects.  The  next  school  on  the  priority  list  is  the 
Chief  Leschi  School  in  Tacoma,  WA.  While  final  designs  and  cost  estimates  will  not 
be  available  until  January  1995,  this  project  is  expected  to  cost  more  than  $26  mil- 
lion. Because  of  the  backlog  in  building  the  schools  that  have  been  funded,  no  new 
funds  are  requested  for  advance  planning  and  design  of  additional  school  facilities. 
Similarly,  a  reduced  funding  level  is  requested  for  the  facilities  improvement  and 
repair  program  because  delays  in  completing  design  requirements  have  caused  a 
backlog  in  work  on  previously  funded  projects. 

For  Resources  Management  Construction,  $18  million  is  requested  for  the  Safety 
of  Dams  program  and  $2.8  million  is  requested  for  engineering  and  design  support 
services,  the  same  as  the  fiscal  year  1994  funding  levels.  In  addition,  $8.9  million 
is  requested  for  Public  Safety  and  Justice  Construction,  which  includes  $6.9  million 
to  complete  the  new  detention  facility  for  the  Sac  and  Fox  Tribe  and  $2  million  for 
improvement  and  repair  of  detention  facilities. 

INDIAN  LAND  AND  WATER  CLAIM  SETTLEMENTS  AND  A  MISCELLANEOUS  PAYMENTS  TO 

INDL\NS 

The  $174  million  requested  for  this  appropriation  includes  $170  million  in  a  sepa- 
rate fund  for  settlement  payments  to  resolve  longstanding  tribal  claims  to  water  set- 
tlements. This  fund  will  provide  $154.2  million  to  continue  payments  to  eight  tribes 
required  by  enacted  legislation,  $15.5  million  to  support  studies  and  negotiations  to- 
ward reaching  future  settlement  agreements,  and  $300,000  to  initiate  implementa- 
tion of  a  pending  settlement  with  the  Yavapai-Prescott  Tribe. 

In  addition,  $3  million  is  requested  to  continue  payments  to  tribal  and  individual 
trust  fund  accounts  for  losses  due  to  previous  investments  in  failed  savings  and  loan 
institutions  and  canceled  Treasury  checks.  Appropriations  language  is  proposed  to 
extend  these  repayments  to  Indian  irrigation  and  power  systems  accounts  and  set- 
tlement of  claims  negotiated  by  the  Department  of  Justice. 

INDIAN  DIRECT  LOAN  PROGRAM 

The  direct  loan  program  is  proposed  for  termination  in  favor  of  the  Indian  loan 
guarantee  program,  which  relies  on  private  sector  and  borrower  equity  investments. 
The  BIA  will  also  pursue  opportumties  to  attract  investments  on  Indian  reserva- 
tions through  tax  incentives  in  the  1993  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  as  well 
as  through  the  Community  and  Reservation  Economic  Development  Grant  Program, 
which  will  enter  the  fourth  year  of  the  five-year  demonstration  projects. 

STAFFING  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  COST  SAVINGS 

Consistent  with  the  President's  Executive  Orders  to  streamline  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, the  BIA's  fiscal  year  1995  budget  includes  $5.7  mUlion  in  savings  associ- 
ated with  personnel  reductions  and  $7.2  million  in  savings  associated  with  adminis- 
trative expenses.  These  savings  are  in  the  OIP  account  and  partially  offset  by  an 
additionad  $909,000  in  Employee  Displacement  Costs  to  cover  payment  of  terminal 
leave,  separation,  or  relocation  expenses  of  affected  employees. 

The  BIA  concentrated  these  cost  reductions  within  its  headquarters  and  area  of- 
fice organizations  to  minimize  disruption  of  services  to  the  tribes.  While  the  Central 
Office  Operations  account  for  only  5.6  percent  of  all  OIP  funding,  these  head- 
quarters activities  will  absorb  20  percent  of  the  cost  reductions.  Area  Office  Oper- 
ations represent  only  3.6  percent  of  the  OIP  budget  and  account  for  18  percent  of 
the  cost  savings.  In  contrast,  the  Tribal  Priority  Allocations  programs,  which  sup- 
port local  agency  operations,  represent  29.8  percent  of  the  OIP  resources  and  ac- 
count for  12.6  percent  of  the  cost  savings.  Overall,  the  BIA  will  reduce  its  workforce 
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to  11,570  full  time  equivalents,  or  4.1  percent  below  the  fiscal  year  1993  actual 
level. 

The  organizational  streamlinings  in  BIA's  fiscal  year  1995  budget  document  in- 
cluded a  proposed  consolidation  of  the  Muskogee  and  Anadarko  Area  Offices,  both 
located  in  the  State  of  Oklahoma.  Because  of  tribal  opposition,  the  BIA  has  submit- 
ted to  the  Committees  on  Appropriations  a  substitute  plan  that  will  reduce  mid- 
management  positions  in  each  of  the  12  area  offices.  These  downsizings  will  realize 
the  same  level  of  cost  savings  as  the  consolidation  that  was  originally  proposed. 

Tribal  leaders  strongly  believe  that  BIA  should  be  exempt  from  these  government- 
wide  reductions  or  that  any  BIA  staffing  and  administrative  cost  savings  should  be 
transferred  to  the  tribes  for  their  benefit.  Deficit  reduction  is  a  national  goal  of  the 
Administration  and  the  Congress.  As  the  Federal  Government  is  streamlined  and 
the  BIA  becomes  a  more  cost-efficient  and  cost-effective  agency,  I  hope  we  can  work 
together  to  redirect  some  of  the  organizational  savings  into  increased  program  re- 
sources for  the  tribes. 

CONCLUSION 

This  concludes  my  opening  statement,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  and  other  BIA  officials 
will  be  pleased  to  answer  questions  of  the  Committee. 


Biographical  Sketch  of  Carol  A.  Bacon 

Ms.  Bacon  began  her  Federal  Government  career  in  Washington,  DC,  in  1967  as 
a  Social  Services  Representative  with  the  Department  of  Public  Welfare  (later  re- 
named the  Department  of  Human  Resources)  where  she  remained  until  1974.  Ms. 
Bacon  joined  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  in  1975  and  served  in  the  following  posi- 
tions from  1975  to  1985:  Vocational  Development  Specialist  in  the  Employment  As- 
sistant Field  Office  in  Chicago,  Illinois;  Assistant  Administrator  for  the  Youth  Con- 
servation Corps;  and  Employee  Development  Specialist,  Branch  of  Employee  Devel- 
opment, Division  of  Management  Support. 

In  1984,  Ms.  Bacon  began  her  tenure  with  the  Office  of  Tribal  Services  first  serv- 
ing as  Tribal  Relations  Specialist,  then  Branch  Chief  of  Tribal  Relations,  and  as  Di- 
vision Chief  of  Tribal  Government  Services  until  1990  when  she  accepted  the  posi- 
tion of  Deputy  Director,  Office  of  Tribal  Services.  Ms.  Bacon  was  appointed  to  the 
position  of  Director,  Office  of  Tribal  Services  in  August  1992. 

Ms.  Bacon  was  the  first  female  ever  detailed  to  an  Area  Director  position  having 
served  at  Billings  Area  Office  for  a  period  in  1992  and  later  at  the  Minneapolis  Area 
Offices  during  1993. 

Ms.  Bacon  has  been  the  Director,  Office  of  Management  and  Administration,  since 
January  1994,  where  she  is  responsible  for  providing  the  support  services  to  the  en- 
tire Central  Office  Bureau  organization  and  programs  functions  include  financial 
management,  procurement,  property  management,  personnel  services,  Information 
Resource  Management,  records  management,  directives  and  regulatory  manage- 
ment. 

She  is  a  26  year  employee  of  the  Federal  (Government  and  an  enrolled  member 
of  the  Choctaw  Tribe  of  Oklahoma. 


Biographical  Sketch  of  Deborah  J.  Maddox 

Ms.  Maddox  is  presently  the  Acting  Director,  Office  of  Tribal  Services,  Bureau  of 
Indian  Affairs,  Department  of  the  Interior.  Received  Bachelor  Degree  from  Central 
State  University,  Edmond,  Oklahoma,  in  1972  and  Masters  of  Social  Work  Degree 
from  the  University  of  Oklahoma,  Norman,  Oklahoma  in  1980.  Ms.  Maddox  has 
served  with  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affiairs  for  five  years  at  the  agency  level  as  a  So- 
cial Worker  and  at  the  Central  Office  in  Washington,  DC  for  four  years.  Prior  to 
employment  with  the  Bureau,  Ms.  Maddox  was  employed  by  the  State  of  Oklahoma 
as  a  Court  Intake  Worker  for  Deprived,  In  Need  of  Supervision  and  Delinquent  Ju- 
veniles. 

Ms.  Maddox  is  an  enrolled  member  of  the  Choctaw  Tribe.  She  presently  resides 
in  Fairfax,  Virginia.  Married  with  two  children  ages  17  and  21. 
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Biographical  Sketch  of  Theodore  R.  Quasula 

Theodore  R.  (Ted)  Quasula,  was  named  Chief,  Division  of  Law  Enforcement  Serv- 
ices at  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  in  Washington,  D.C.  on  October,  1990.  He  was 
formerly  the  area  special  officer  at  the  BIA  Phoenix  area  office. 

Ted  is  a  native  of  Seligman,  Arizona,  and  is  a  member  of  the  Hualapai  Indian 
Tribe.  He  began  his  law  enforcement  career  as  a  police  officer  in  the  city  of  Flag- 
staff, Arizona,  in  1972.  Quasula  joined  BIA's  Branch  of  Law  Enforcement  Services 
as  a  supervisory  criminal  investigator  in  Valentine,  Arizona  in  March,  1974.  In  No- 
vember, 1976,  he  moved  to  the  Phoenix  area  office  as  criminal  investigator  and 
served  in  that  position  until  1983  when  he  was  a  named  head  of  the  law  enforce- 
ment for  the  Phoenix  area.  He  holds  B.S.  and  M.S.  degrees  in  Police  Science  and 
Administration  from  Northern  Arizona  University  in  Flagstaff.  He  has  also  success- 
fully completed  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation  National  Academy  and  the 
Treasury  Department's  Federal  Law  Enforcement  Training  Center,  Criminal  Inves- 
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Manuel  was  appointed  Presiding  Judge  of  the  Tohono  O'odham  Court.  After  serving 
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versity in  1967  and  1971.  He  held  research  and  teaching  assistantships  in  the  De- 
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SCHOOL  CONSTRUCTION 

Senator  Reid.  Two  of  my  colleagues  have  joined  us  since  we 
started  the  hearing. 

Senator  Gorton,  do  you  have  an  opening  statement  you  would 
like  to  make? 

Senator  GORTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  a  number  of  questions 
that  I  would  like  to  submit  here.  They  really  do  reflect  what  Sec- 
retary Deer  has  said  about  her  frustration  over  the  level  of  the 
budget,  but  because  they  are  project  specific  I'm  not  going  to  take 
up  the  time  of  everyone  here  and  all  of  the  members  to  deal  with 
them. 

One  set  of  five  related  questions  will  go  to  Mr.  Mueller.  There 
is  no  money  for  school  construction  in  this  year's  budget  at  all,  and 
the  next  school  on  the  priority  list  is  on  the  Puyallup  Reservation 
in  the  State  of  Washington  where  the  instruction  is  now  going  on 
in  a  building  owned  by  the  Catholic  Arch  Diocese  which  says  you're 
out  by  1996,  and  it  is  going  to  make  it  very,  very  difficult  and  more 
expensive  not  to  deal  with  that  project  now. 

So  if  he  can  answer  some  specific  written  questions  on  that  sub- 
ject, I  would  appreciate  it. 

WAPATO  IRRIGATION  DISTRICT 

The  other  has  to  do  with  something  that  we've  worked  on  for 
some  considerable  period  of  time  with  Patrick  Hayes,  and  those  are 
questions  on  the  Wapato  irrigation  project,  which  has  been  literally 
on  the  edge  of  being  closed  down  because  so  many  of  the  lands 
don't  pay  their  appropriate  assessments. 

But  these  are  not  matters  of  tremendous  import  either  to  you, 
Mr.  Chairman,  or  to  Senator  Domenici.  So  rather  than  go  through 
them  in  detail  here,  I  would  just  state  that  they  are  matters  of 
major  concern  to  me  and.  Madam  Secretary,  if  you  will  get  your  as- 
sistants to  answer  them  as  promptly  and  as  explicitly  as  you  can, 
I  would  appreciate  it. 

Ms.  Deer.  We  certainly  will  do  that. 

Senator  Reid.  Senator  Gorton  is  a  faithful  member  of  this  sub- 
committee and  always  attends  the  hearings  for  which  I  am  grate- 
ful. 

If  you  would  make  sure  that  you  respond  to  his  office  directly, 
in  addition  to  sending  a  copy  to  the  subcommittee  that  would  be 
appreciated.  If  you  send  it  just  to  the  subcommittee  sometimes  we 
don't  see  them  in  a  timely  fashion.  So  if  you  will  do  that,  that 
would  be  good. 

Ms.  Deer.  Yes,  sir;  we  will  do  that. 

Senator  Gorton.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Reid.  Thanks  for  your  attendance. 
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POSITIVE  ASPECTS  OF  BIA 

Senator  Reid.  Senator  Domenici,  do  you  have  an  opening  state- 
ment? 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  beUeve  I'll  wait  and  ask 
some  specific  questions.  Can  I  do  that? 

Senator  Reid.  You  bet. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Senator  Reid.  Are  you  going  to  be  around  a  while? 

Senator  Domenici.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Reid.  OK,  fine.  I'll  just  go  ahead  and  start  things. 

The  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  has  been  the  subject,  as  you  know, 
and  I  talked  about  this  the  first  time  we  met,  the  subject  of  numer- 
ous inspector  general  and  General  Accounting  Office  investigations 
and  reports  and  I  think  it's  fair  to  say  has  had  its  share  of  criti- 
cism. In  fact,  rarely  do  we  hear  anything  positive  about  what  the 
Bureau  is  doing  and  accomplishing  and  the  progress  being  made  to 
overcome  some  of  the  BIA's  problems,  but  let's  start  the  hearing  off 
by  talking  about  some  positive  things. 

Could  you  in  the  time  that  you've  been  in  the  position  that  you 
have  describe  some  of  the  positive  things  that  you  have  found  with- 
in the  Bureau  during  your  tenure. 

Ms.  Deer.  I  appreciate  that  question.  Senator.  First  of  all,  we  all 
need  to  remember  that  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  provides  many 
significant  programs  and  services  to  the  native  peoples  and  tribes 
here  in  the  lower  48  and  in  Alaska.  It  is  the  principal  avenue  by 
which  this  country  honors  its  obligation  to  the  native  peoples,  and 
I  think  oftentimes  many  people  forget  this. 

We  have  a  wide  variety  of  programs  and  services  that  are  needed 
and  wanted  and  desired  in  Indian  country,  and  we  have  a  wide 
array  of  Government  services  ranging  from  education  to  housing  to 
land  services.  I  think  oftentimes  people  forget  this  as  well. 

There  are  a  number  of  positive  accomplishments  and  programs 
which  I'll  be  happy  to  furnish  you  a  list  of  as  time  goes  on.  We 
have  had  positive  accomplishments  in  the  area  of  trust  funds,  in 
education,  in  some  of  the  land  areas  and,  as  we  mentioned  earlier, 
with  some  of  the  settlements  of  the  water  issues.  These  are  long- 
standing issues,  and  they're  not  easily  resolved  over  a  quick  period 
of  time.  We  are  wrestling  with  many  of  these  important  issues. 

Senator  Reid.  What  do  you  consider  to  be  the  biggest  challenge 
that  you  face? 

Ms.  Deer.  It's  hard  to  encapsulate  this  in  one  sentence.  First,  it 
would  be  a  matter  of  the  budget,  and  I  think  the  whole  country  is 
aware  of  the  budget  implications  that  the  Congress  and  the  execu- 
tive branch  have  agreed  upon. 

Also,  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  is  one  of  the  oldest  bureauc- 
racies within  the  Federal  system  and  we're  dealing  with  many 
long-standing  issues  that  have  not  been  adequately  dealt  with  in 
the  past.  So  in  this  time  of  downsizing  and  streamlining  we  need 
to  evaluate  the  mission  and  the  function  and  at  the  same  time  con- 
sult with  the  tribes  in  tr3dng  to  accommodate  the  needs  and  inter- 
ests and  desires  of  the  tribes. 
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WHITE  HOUSE  MEETING 


Senator  Reid.  Tomorrow  the  President  is  going  to  meet  with 
about  500  leaders  of  the  federally  recognized  tribes.  It's  the  first 
meeting  in  modern  times  between  the  President  and  the  tribal 
leaders  at  the  White  House,  at  least  that  I  know  of.  I'm  assuming 
that  you'll  be  involved  in  this  event? 

Ms.  Deer.  Yes. 

Senator  Reid.  What  is  your  involvement  in  the  event  tomorrow? 

Ms.  Deer.  As  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Indian  Affairs  I  will  cer- 
tainly be  in  attendance  and  I  will  have  a  role  representing  the  De- 
partment of  the  Interior  at  the  event. 

Senator  Reid.  Ms.  Deer,  will  items  included  in  your  budget  that 
we're  discussing  here  today  be  the  subject  of  any  discussions  at  the 
White  House  tomorrow? 

Ms.  Deer.  I  believe  that  will  probably  come  up  because  the  tribes 
are  very  concerned  about  budget  reductions. 

Senator  Reid.  Well,  I'm  sure  that  education,  which  makes  up  the 
bulk  of  your  budget,  that  will  be  talked  about  tomorrow  I  hope, 
won't  it? 

Ms.  Deer.  I  have  not  seen  the  advance 

Senator  Reid.  So  you  really  don't  know? 

Ms.  Deer.  No;  I  know  some  of  the  general  topics,  but  I  don't 
know  the  exact  format. 

FUNDING  CONSTRAINTS 

Senator  Reid.  The  Subcommittee  does  not  know  yet  what  its  al- 
location will  be  for  this  coming  year.  The  overall  budget  request 
which  was  submitted  by  the  President  for  the  programs  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  this  subcommittee  was  at  the  same  level  as  last 
year's  allocation.  So  it's  very  possible  that  the  subcommittee's  allo- 
cation will  be  lower  than  that  level.  Decisions  have  not  yet  been 
made  as  to  where  these  cuts  will  need  to  be  made  to  the  budget 
request. 

Senator  Domenici  is  heavily  involved  as  a  member  of  the  Budget 
Committee  in  determining  what  that  level  of  funding  will  be.  We'll 
probably  have  a  vote  I  would  assume  next  week  on  that,  and  ac- 
cording to  where  we  come  out  will  depend  on  what  our  allocation 
will  be  in  this  domestic  discretionary  program,  among  others.  We 
have  to  make  decisions  where  cuts  will  be  made. 

So  as  you  look  at  addressing  the  needs  associated  with  Indian 
programs,  you  must  look  at  how  to  address  needs  without  addi- 
tional funding.  We  must  look  at  meeting  the  most  critical  needs 
both  in  BIA  and  IHS  within  the  limited  resources  available  by  pro- 
viding what  is  essential  as  opposed  to  what  is  desirable,  and  even 
saying  that  we  know  that  we  haven't  had  even  what  is  essential 
in  the  past.  So  we're  asking  you  to  go  one  step  below  that,  and 
that's  difficult. 

As  you  know,  the  overall  BIA  budget  certainly  looks  better  as  a 
beginning  than  the  IHS  budget,  right? 

Ms.  Deer.  Relatively  speaking,  yes. 

Senator  Reid.  Well,  at  least  400  million  dollars'  worth. 

The  budget  we  have  before  us  today  includes  numerous  cuts,  sev- 
eral of  which  were  proposed  previously,  but  restored  by  the  Con- 
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gress.  Unfortunately,  this  year  the  committee  faces  very  real  fund- 
ing constraints  and  it  will  likely  be  impossible  to  restore  all  the 
cuts  which  have  been  proposed  in  the  budget. 

I  would  like  you  to  describe  the  strategy  that  you  employed  as 
you  put  together  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  and  how  you  deter- 
mined which  areas  should  be  reduced. 

BUDGET  STRATEGY 

Ms.  Deer.  We  first  determined  which  programs  we  wanted  to  in- 
crease. As  I  mentioned  earlier,  we  wanted  to  increase  the  reserva- 
tion-based programs  where  tribes  exercise  the  most  control  over 
Federal  funds.  So  we  increased  funding  for  tribal  priority  alloca- 
tions, school  operations,  and  contract  support.  We  are  also  aware 
of  the  continued  interest  of  the  Appropriation  Committee  add-ons 
in  the  natural  resource  area  and  we  tried  to  maintain  those. 

So,  again,  I  want  to  express  my  frustration  in  trying  to  address 
the  many  needs  of  Indian  country  in  the  severe  times  of  budget 
constraints. 

Senator  Reid.  Do  you  feel  that  the  budget  as  proposed  and  as 
submitted  should  be  enacted,  or  are  there  changes  that  you  would 
like  to  make? 

Ms.  Deer.  That's  a  difficult  question.  We  struggled  very  hard  in 
the  development  of  this  budget.  As  I  mentioned  earlier,  there  is  an 
increased  need  for  more  money,  and  I'm  sure  you've  heard  this  be- 
fore, but  I  am  a  member  of  the  administration  and  must  work 
within  the  limitations  imposed  by  the  administration. 

TRIBAL  CONSULTATION 

Senator  Reid.  One  of  the  problems  that  we  see  and  that  has  been 
expressed  is  that  there  are  a  number  of  proposals  included  in  this 
year's  budget  request  without  the  benefit  of  tribal  consultation.  We 
also  understand  that  it's  important  that  there  be  tribal  input  into 
the  formulation  of  your  budget.  But  we're  also  sympathetic  to  the 
fact  that  you  have  these  very  tight  deadlines  that  are  created  by 
law  that  makes  it  very  difficult  for  you  to  do  sometimes  as  much 
consultation  as  you  would  like. 

So,  first,  how  do  you  define  tribal  consultation? 

Ms.  Deer.  Well,  there  are  many  ways  to  consult  with  tribes,  of 
course,  face  to  face,  through  letters,  and  through  meetings.  We,  in 
the  budget  process,  involve  the  tribes  in  a  number  of  stages  of  the 
development  of  the  budget,  first  at  the  agency  level,  the  area  level, 
and  then  we  do  have  a  national  budget  meeting. 

Senator  Reid.  What  is  BIA's  policy  regarding  tribal  consultation, 
and  again  what  is  the  specific  process  for  receiving  tribal  input? 

Ms.  Deer.  As  I  mentioned,  first  there  are  the  meetings  at  the 
agency  level,  then  there  are  area  meetings,  and  then  we  have  the 
national  budget  meeting. 

I  have  Mr.  Mills,  who  is  the  area  director  from  Phoenix  who  can 
speak  from  the  area  level,  and  then  we  have  Linda  Richardson, 
who  has  had  extensive  experience  with  our  national  budget  proc- 
ess. So  they  could  provide  you  with  more  specific  information  if  you 
would  like. 

Senator  Reid.  Well,  let's  get  right  to  the  point.  How  could  we  im- 
prove tribal  consultation? 
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Ms.  Richardson.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  will  be  using  a  refined  proc- 
ess this  year.  We've  been  working  with  the  joint  tribal/DOI/BIA 
task  force  on  Reorganization  for  3  years  now  and  we  have  formal- 
ized the  budget  process  through  the  development  of  a  handbook 
this  year.  That  handbook  was  put  together  in  cooperation  with  the 
tribal  task  force  members  and  it  was  agreed  that  that  would  guide 
the  budget  formulation  process. 

So  this  will  be  the  first  time  that  we've  had  it  down  in  writing 
and  we'll  be  following  it.  If  we  need  to  revise  it  after  this  year's  ex- 
perience we  will  do  that. 

Senator  Reid.  If  an  item  has  been  the  subject  of  a  prior  tribal 
consultation  does  the  Bureau  feel  it  necessary  to  get  additional 
input  from  the  tribes  on  that  issue? 

Ms.  Richardson.  Not  if  we're  within  the  same  budget  cycle,  if 
we're  still  talking  about  the  1996  budget.  But  if  it  were  to  cross  fis- 
cal years  we  would  go  back  and  review  it  the  next  year. 

Senator  Reid.  So  if  the  0MB,  for  example,  makes  final  deter- 
minations of  what  will  be  included  in  the  President's  budget,  does 
the  Bureau  conduct  additional  consultations  after  that  with  the 
tribes? 

Ms.  Richardson.  We  don't  conduct  additional  consultations.  We 
advise  the  tribes  of  what  was  contained  in  the  0MB  decision  for 
that  tribe.  But  since  the  0MB  decision  is  final  for  the  executive 
branch,  we  do  not  conduct  additional  consultations  after  0MB  deci- 
sions. 

Senator  Reid.  Madam  Secretary,  it's  your  job  to  support  the 
President's  budget,  and  you  understand  that. 

Ms.  Deer.  That's  right. 

BUDGET  IMPACTS 

Senator  Reid.  But  I  don't  think  this  means  that  you're  prohibited 
from  providing  the  committee  with  a  frank  assessment  as  to  the 
consequences  of  the  proposals  submitted  by  the  budget.  Would  you 
agree  with  that? 

Ms.  Deer.  That's  correct. 

Senator  Reid.  What  are  your  thoughts  on  the  budget  before  us? 

Ms.  Deer.  As  I  mentioned  earlier,  it's  a  struggle,  we  had  to  make 
hard  decisions  and  it's  painful  to  enact  the  cuts  that  are  necessary 
to  stay  within  the  President's  budget  limits. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  that  I  believe  the  budget  has  remained 
basically  the  same  over  a  period  of  time  and  the  needs  of  Indian 
people  have  increased  across  the  country.  So  we  should  keep  this 
in  mind  as  we  look  toward  the  future. 

CONSOLIDATIONS/CLOSURES 

Senator  Reid.  In  a  letter  earlier  this  month  the  Assistant  Sec- 
retary for  Policy,  Management,  and  Budget  informed  the  committee 
of  a  substitute  proposal  to  the  budget  proposal  which  would  consoli- 
date the  Muskogee  and  Anadarko  area  offices.  According  to  the  let- 
ter the  two  area  offices  would  be  downsized  and  the  assistant  area 
director  positions  would  be  eliminated. 

The  substitute  proposal  assumes  that  the  dollar  savings  would  be 
realized  by  the  phaseout  of  the  assistant  area  director  positions. 
The  FTE  reductions  assumed  in  the  budget  request  would  be  real- 
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ized  as  a  result  of  the  Standing  Rock  School  converting  to  a  grant 
school. 

Have  the  tribes  raised  concerns  about  other  office  consolidations 
or  dowsizings? 

Ms.  Deer.  Yes;  they  have. 

Senator  Reid.  Are  there  any  alternatives  being  considered  by  the 
Bureau? 

Ms.  Deer.  I  believe  that  there  are  some  additional  plans  that  are 
being  made  in  terms  of  the  other  consolidations,  but  I'm  not  clear 
on  all  the  details. 

Perhaps  Mr.  Mills  or  Ms.  Richardson  would  have  some  additional 
information. 

Ms.  Richardson.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  don't  have  any  plans  under- 
way for  any  other  changes  to  the  1995  request  with  respect  to 
downsizing  or  streamlining.  Our  plan  for  1996  is  due  to  the  Depart- 
ment in  June.  So  we  will  be  reviewing  what  we  have  learned  this 
year  through  the  processes  and  putting  together  the  plan  for  fiscal 
year  1996. 

Senator  Reid.  I  understand  the  budget  request  contains  a  pro- 
posal to  close  the  eastern  Nevada  agency  office.  This  is  located  in 
Elko,  and  I've  received  resolutions  in  opposition  to  this  proposal 
from  the  Inter-Tribal  Council  of  Nevada  representing  all  the  feder- 
ally recognized  tribes  in  Nevada,  and  I've  also  been  informed  that 
the  Inter-Tribal  Council  of  Arizona  and  Utah  tribes  object  to  the 
proposed  closure. 

Now  I  don't  know  how  much  you've  traveled  in  Nevada,  but  this 
office  is  located  a  long  ways  from  Arizona,  and  I  would  guess 
maybe  600  miles  or  something  like  that.  Winter  weather,  this  is 
the  coldest  part  of  Nevada  where  we  have  significant  amounts  of 
snow  there.  I  just  think  that  for  such  an  almost  inconsequential 
amount  of  money  there  could  be  something  done  maybe  with  the 
area  offices  or  something  rather  than  these  agency  offices. 

So  is  there  someone  that  could  give  me  the  rationale  for  the  pro- 
posal suggested  here? 

Mr.  Mills.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  can  address  that.  The  proposed  clo- 
sure or  the  downsizing  of  the  eastern  Nevada  agency  is  done  for 
several  reasons.  One,  out  of  the  five  major  tribes  there,  three  of 
those  tribes  compacted  and  the  rest  of  them  are  heavily  contracted 
under  the  93-638  guidelines.  Through  that  process  most  of  the  dol- 
lars have  gone  to  the  tribes,  and  it  becomes  very  difficult  to  retain 
a  full-blown  agency  there. 

We  are  not  cutting  out  the  agency  completely.  The  proposal  is  to 
no  longer  have  an  agency  status,  but  there  will  be  Bureau  staff 
duty  stationed  there. 

Senator  Reid.  Full  time? 

Mr.  Mills.  Full  time.  We  are  still  working  with  the  tribes  to 
come  up  with  some  organizational  structure  the  staff  that  will  re- 
main. We  are  looking  at  anywhere  from  five  to  six  full-time  staff 
there. 

Senator  Reid.  Now  how  many  are  there,  do  you  know? 

Mr.  Mills.  There  are  about  14  there  now,  14  or  15.  This  will  not 
affect  law  enforcement.  That  would  remain.  The  western  Nevada 
agency  will  take  on  some  of  the  administrative  functions. 
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Senator  Reid.  Of  course,  you  know,  that's  also  350  to  400  miles 
away. 

Mr.  Mills.  Well,  that's  mainly  the  purchasing  and  the  personnel 
function. 

Under  the  Government's  compacting  a  lot  of  the  dollars  go  to  the 
tribes.  We've  been  operating  up  there  under  what  we  call  shortfall 
dollars,  and  those  are  no  longer  going  to  be  available  starting  in 
1995.  So  it's  necessary  to  make  some  structural  changes.  It's  pretty 
hard  to  have  it  both  ways.  We  can't  continue  to  have  a  full-blown 
agency  and  give  the  tribes  all  the  dollars.  So  there  had  to  be  a 
tough  decision  there.  We  will  keep  some  staff  there. 

PRESIDENTIAL  PRIORITIES 

Senator  Reid.  Senator  Domenici. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Madam  Secretary,  this  is  the  first  time  for  me  to  inquire  of  you, 
and  some  of  the  others  with  you,  they're  sort  of  old  fixtures. 
[Laughter.] 

The  Indian  Committee  had  you  up,  but  I  wasn't  there,  and  I'm 
sorry  about  that. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  compliment  you  for  your  continued  interest  in 
this  field,  and  I  think  you  asked  some  very,  very  interesting  ques- 
tions today.  I'm  not  sure  that  I  think  the  answers  were  all  that 
good,  but  nonetheless  you  asked  some  very  good  questions. 

Senator  Reid.  You  did  your  best  though,  didn't  you? 

Ms.  Deer.  That's  right. 

Senator  Domenici.  She  sure  did,  and  she's  a  good  trooper.  She 
represents  the  administration. 

First  let  me  say  for  the  record  so  it  can  be  understood  in  terms 
of  how  the  prioritization  goes  on  as  the  Federal  budget  is  put  to- 
gether that  the  President  of  the  United  States  makes  some  choices. 
In  this  year's  budget  the  President  chose  to  increase  many  pro- 
grams. I  don't  think  people  should  think  that  all  the  programs  of 
the  Government  were  treated  like  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs.  As 
a  matter  of  fact,  I  think  about  $8.6  billion  in  new  programs  or  new 
significant  add-ons  are  in  the  President's  budget. 

Obviously  the  President  assumes  that  community  policing  is 
more  important  than  increasing  the  funding  for  the  Bureau  of  In- 
dian Affairs,  but  he  also  assumes  that  a  number  of  other  programs 
are  more  important. 

I  think  that's  a  mistake  because  I  don't  see  any  prioritizing  with- 
in the  Bureau  that  addresses  a  very  simple  issue,  which  is  that 
this  is  where  the  Federal  Government  is  totally  responsible  for 
something.  That's  a  lot  different  than  saying  we  ought  to  start  a 
new  program  that  we  don't  really  have  a  responsibility  for,  but  we 
would  like  to  do. 

I  believe  the  two  toughest  challenges  in  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Af- 
fairs have  to  do  with  Indian  health  and  Indian  education.  Now  In- 
dian health,  unless  and  until  the  United  States  of  America  decides 
not  to  proceed  to  be  the  source  of  Indian  health  care,  obviously  we 
have  hospitals  and  we  have  Indian  people  going  to  them  and  we 
have  clinics,  and  we  can't  have  reform  for  all  Americans  and  at  the 
same  time  cut  the  Indian  health  budget  the  way  the  administration 
proposes. 
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That's  not  today's  subject,  but  you  must  be  catching  plenty  of  hell 
about  that  from  the  Indian  people  and  deservedly.  They  don't  know 
the  difference  between  you  and  those  who  run  the  Indian  Health 
Service,  and  hospitals  are  going  to  be  partially  closed  and  all  the 
other  things  that  we  all  know  about.  I  believe  tomorrow  we'll  see 
the  President  say  that  he  has  got  to  find  money  for  Indian  health. 
He  has  already  found  part  of  the  funding  needed,  and  that's  good. 

I  think  he  was  given  some  bad  information  on  that  issue.  I  mean 
the  letters  I  got  would  indicate  that  he  was  told  there  were  sources 
of  money  for  Indian  health  that  are  just  not  there. 

INDIAN  EDUCATION 

On  Indian  education,  you  know,  there  it  is  again.  Many  Indian 
children,  and,  in  fact,  the  overwhelming  majority,  are  going  to  pub- 
lic schools  in  his  State  and  mine.  They  go  to  the  regular  public 
schools.  I  mean  we  have  seen  fit  as  a  nation  to  maintain  x  amount 
of  Indian  schools  and  x  percent  of  Indian  children,  go  to  Indian 
schools  run  by  the  U.S.  Government. 

Here  again  I  would  like  to  ask  a  very  basic  question.  Are  the 
funds  requested  for  the  operation  of  Indian  education,  that  is  In- 
dian schools  run  by  the  Bureau,  are  the  funds  sufficient  so  that  if 
we  fund  that  amount,  we  won't  have  a  situation  6  months  into  a 
school  year  where  we're  up  here  needing  a  supplemental  appropria- 
tion or  a  program  change  because  we  can't  pay  our  teachers?  Will 
this  request  pay  for  the  operation,  maintenance  and  teachers  for  1 
year  if  we  fully  fund  it  now? 

Ms.  Deer.  It's  my  understanding  that  the  request  will  do  that. 
We  have  Dr.  John  Tippeconnic,  who  is  the  Director  of  our  Indian 
Education  Program  here,  who  can  answer  your  specific  questions 
on  that. 

Senator  Domenici.  Well,  could  we  just  ask  that  question?  I  think 
you  and  I  would  like  to  know  I  if  we  fund  this,  can  we  pay  for  the 
teachers  we've  committed  to  and  the  things  we  committed  to  our 
Indian  children? 

Mr.  Tippeconnic.  In  the  1995  request  there  is  a  $15.8  million  in- 
crease for  education,  and  the  priority  within  education  has  been  el- 
ementary and  secondary  education. 

To  answer  your  question  is  that  sufficient  so  that  there  will  not 
be  a  request  for  a  supplemental  and  will  it  pay  for  teachers  for  the 
1995-96  school  year,  the  answer  is  yes. 

SCHOOL  maintenance 

Senator  DOMENICI.  The  other  thing  we've  run  into,  and  I  don't 
know  if  our  Chair  has,  but  in  the  ongoing  year  we  have  the  prob- 
lem that  I've  just  described  where  15  days  or  30  days  before  we're 
going  to  run  out  of  money,  our  Indian  friends  come  here  and  say 
we  need  money  because  we  can't  pay  our  teachers  or  whatever  is 
needed. 

The  other  one  is  operation  and  maintenance  money.  Oftentimes 
before  the  year  is  up  and  even  if  we  reauthorize  and  appropriate 
more  money,  we  have  our  Indian  people  coming  up  saying  there 
isn't  enough  money  to  maintain  the  school.  The  roof  has  sprung  a 
leak,  and  nobody  has  money  to  fix  it. 
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Let  me  tell  you  I  know  that's  happening  to  schools  across  Amer- 
ica, but  nothing  affects  me  with  more  indignation  toward  the  Fed- 
eral Government's  agencies  than  for  that  to  happen  to  Indian  chil- 
dren, especially  when  the  budget  has  been  presented  saying  we 
have  enough  O&M  money  to  take  care  of  schools. 

Do  we  have  enough  money  here  to  take  care  of  the  general  oper- 
ation and  maintenance  and  if  there  are  some  minor  problems,  and 
not  where  a  schools  falls  down  or  like  the  Mescalero  Indians,  their 
school  burned  down.  Incidentally,  it  burned  down  a  long  time  ago, 
and  it's  not  in  the  budget  now,  and  it  hasn't  been  in  for  how  many 
years? 

Voice.  Since  1990. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Since  1990  they  have  a  burned  down  school, 
and  they  put  the  children  somewhere  else. 

Do  we  have  enough  O&M  and  minor  construction  money  in  this 
budget  or  not  if  we  fund  the  request,  sir? 

Mr.  TiPPECONNic.  The  request  has  an  increase  of  $443,000  for  fa- 
cilities O&M.  Now  whether  or  not  that's  enough 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Over  a  budget  of  how  much? 

Mr.  TIPPECONNIC.  Over  a  budget  of  $67,695,000. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  So  it's  a  pretty  insignificant  increase. 

Mr.  TiPPECONNlC.  Now  whether  that's  enough  to  meet  the  need 
is  probably  questionable.  You  know,  we  have  a  system  in  Albuquer- 
que that  generates  need  based  upon  input  from  the  various  school 
locations.  That  need  is  probably  greater  than  what  we're  able  to 
fund. 

I  would  say  that  with  the  amount  of  money  that  we're  requesting 
we  will  be  able  to  keep  the  schools  open.  We  will  not  be  able  to  pro- 
vide some  of  the  resources  that  some  of  the  schools  feel  they  need, 
but  we  will  be  able  to  keep  the  schools  open. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Do  you  have  a  revolving  fund  of  some  sort  for 
extraordinary  maintenance  operations  aside  from  the  regular 
monthly  checks  you  pass  out  so  that  if  a  roof  leaks  or  a  water  sys- 
tem freezes  it  can  be  addressed?  Do  you  have  a  revolving  fund  of 
some  sort  that  might  take  care  of  some  of  those  situations? 

Mr.  TiPPECONNlC.  Well,  in  the  Office  of  Indian  Education  where 
I  am  we  only  fund  O&M  moneys.  Now  out  of  OCM  and  FMCC  in 
Albuquerque  there  are  emergency  dollars  available,  yes. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Is  that  how  you  see  it,  ma'am,  as  the  one  that 
runs  the  budget? 

Ms.  Richardson.  Yes,  sir;  it's  in  the  "Construction"  account.  We 
have  emergency  repair  and  minor  repair  funds  in  the  "Construc- 
tion" account,  and  we  have  significant  unobligated  balances  avail- 
able. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Let  me  stay  on  this  topic  for  one  moment.  I 
believe  that  it's  very  important  that  you  assume  a  leadership  role 
with  reference  to  education  of  the  Indian  people.  If  you  don't  do  it, 
I  don't  know  who  is  going  to,  and  I  strongly  urge  that  if  we're  going 
to  keep  the  Indian  schools  open  in  this  country  that  we  ought  to 
do  it  right. 

I  believe  somebody  has  to  wake  up  pretty  soon,  it's  getting  pretty 
late,  and  say  we're  really  not  doing  that  job  very  well.  Before  we 
take  on  some  other  jobs  we  ought  to  get  that  one  done  to  the  best 
of  our  ability  as  a  people,  I  would  think. 
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OFFICE  OF  INDIAN  WOMEN  AND  FAMILIES 

I  have  a  question  regarding  the  Office  of  Indian  Women  and 
Families.  For  some  time  now  we've  had  a  letter  in  your  office  ask- 
ing for  your  views  on  that  proposal.  I  have  a  bill  that  would  say 
across  the  spectrum  of  all  activities  where  the  Indian  people  are 
helped  with  resources,  and  not  just  the  BIA  but  wherever,  that  we 
have  within  the  Department  of  the  Interior  an  Office  of  Indian 
Women  and  Families  so  that  we  can  assess  the  priorities  with  a  lit- 
tle more  specific  interest  and  perhaps  better  target  our  resources. 

My  premise  for  that  is  that  if  there  is  anything  that  is  really  fall- 
ing apart  rapidly  in  Indian  country  it  has  to  do  with  Indian  fami- 
lies, and  what  is  happening  to  Indian  young  people  with  reference 
to  alcoholism,  drugs,  and  child  abuse,  which  we  used  to  think  was 
the  problem  obviously  of  everyone  but  the  Indian  people.  It's  a 
huge  problem.  Somehow  or  another  I  don't  see  an  enthusiastic  at- 
tempt to  do  something  about  that.  Perhaps  I'm  wrong. 

Could  you  tell  me  whether  you  support  an  office  that  would  focus 
attention  on  that  or  not,  Madam  Secretary? 

Ms.  Deer.  Yes;  as  many  have  known  me  in  my  previous  work, 
I  want  to  mention  again  my  long  activism  in  this  whole  area  of  In- 
dian affairs.  I  am  a  trained  social  worker,  I've  been  a  tribal  leader, 
and  I'm  deeply  committed  to  making  a  difference  in  the  lives  of  In- 
dian people.  This  is  one  of  the  reasons  that  I'm  here  to  use  the 
power  and  authority  of  an  Assistant  Secretary  position  to  make 
some  substantial  progress  in  these  areas. 

In  terms  of  leadership  in  the  area  of  education,  I'm  a  senior  lec- 
turer on  leave  from  the  University  of  Wisconsin,  Madison.  So  I 
have  been  deeply  involved  in  education  for  many,  many  years.  It 
has  been  central  to  my  life  and  is  a  cornerstone  for  the  progress 
of  Indian  people.  I  want  to  assure  you  of  my  interest  and  my  long- 
standing involvement  and  commitment  to  Indian  education.  Indian 
education  is  approximately  one-third  of  the  Bureau's  budget,  it's  a 
very,  very  important  program  within  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs. 

In  terms  of  children,  youth,  and  families,  I  intend  to  convene  a 
national  conference  either  later  on  this  year  or  early  next  year,  be- 
cause without  development  and  attention  to  the  children,  youth, 
and  the  families  the  people  who  make  up  the  tribes,  we  won't  be 
able  to  progress.  I  will  be  happy  to  work  more  closely  with  you  on 
your  bill. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Thank  you  very  much.  I  appreciate  that.  Will 
you  check  and  see  that  you  answer  my  letter  in  writing,  and  tell 
me  what  you  told  us  today.  I  believe  you  said  you  support  that  ef- 
fort. Would  you  get  that  to  me  so  I  can  tell  my  fellow  Senators  that 
you  do? 

Ms.  Deer.  Yes;  I  will. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wonder  about  your  time,  and 
what  you  want  to  do.  Do  you  have  some  additional  questions  of  this 
panel? 

Senator  Reid.  I  have  a  lot  of  questions,  but  if  you  want  to  go 
ahead  and  finish  yours,  you're  welcome  to  do  that.  I've  got  to  be 
around  for  a  while  anyway. 
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Senator  Domenici.  That's  generous  of  you.  Thank  you  very 
much.  I  have  some  other  questions. 

You're  having  a  summit  meeting,  the  President  is,  with  the  In- 
dian leaders  tomorrow.  You  said  you're  going  to  be  there,  is  that 
right,  and  you're  one  of  the  spokespeople  for  the  Indian  poHcies  of 
this  administration? 

Ms.  Deer.  Yes. 

Senator  Domenici.  I  think  one  of  the  biggest  problems  we  have 
in  the  Indian  country  is  that  there  are  no  jobs  for  the  Indian  peo- 
ple. No.  1,  and  I  think  the  general  approach  for  too  long  has  been 
to  either  implicitly  or  explicitly  let  the  Indian  people  think  that  the 
Government  is  going  to  be  their  source  of  all  jobs. 

In  fact,  for  part  of  my  life  as  a  Senator  it  was  thought  on  many 
reservations  that  the  only  jobs  were  Government  jobs.  I  think  we've 
all  grown  to  understand  that's  not  possible,  and,  in  fact,  that 
doesn't  happen  anywhere  in  America.  If  you  go  to  any  city  or  go 
anywhere  all  the  jobs  aren't  Government  jobs,  in  fact,  quite  to  the 
contrary. 

Are  you  aware  that  the  Congress,  in  last  year's  budget  package 
of  the  President,  passed  a  rather  monumental  Indian  jobs  incentive 
bill? 

Ms.  Deer.  Yes. 

Senator  Domenici.  What  will  the  role  of  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Af- 
fairs be  in  trying  to  help  Indian  country  and  Indian  leaders  take 
advantage  of  what  I  believe  is  the  most  significant  tax  credit  for 
jobs  ever  adopted  by  the  United  States? 

Mr.  Chairman,  for  those  who  think  that  Puerto  Rico  was  given 
a  big  break  when  we  did  their  corporate  tax  credit,  this  is  much 
better  because  this  is  a  credit  for  business,  a  direct  credit  against 
the  first  20,000  dollars'  worth  of  salary  paid.  It's  a  20-percent  tax 
credit.  So  if  you  hire  10  Indian  men  and  women  and  pay  them 
$20,000  each,  that's  $200,000  in  salary,  but  the  company  gets  to 
deduct  $40,000  directly  off  of  its  income  tax.  That  will  invite  people 
to  come  there  and  put  jobs  in  Indian  country.  It's  effective  starting 
January  1  of  this  year. 

I  wonder  if  you  consider  this  to  be  a  very  significant  tool  for  help- 
ing our  Indian  people  in  the  future  with  reference  to  permanent, 
good  jobs  close  to,  or  on,  reservations? 

Ms.  Deer.  Yes;  I  do,  and  I'm  very  happy  that  this  bill  has  been 
passed.  Economic  development  has  been  identified  by  the  tribes  as 
a  high-priority  area  for  additional  work. 

In  my  confirmation  speech  I  mentioned  my  interest  in  economic 
development.  There  will  be  two  economic  development  summits, 
one  devoted  to  Alaska  and  the  other  to  the  Aberdeen  area,  to  bring 
together  a  public  and  private  partnership,  the  tribes,  the  Federal 
Government,  the  private  sector,  and  the  States.  We're  going  to 
focus  on  two  areas  to  start  with. 

Also,  there  is  an  Indian  Economic  Subcommittee  of  the  Commu- 
nity Enterprise  Board.  Under  Secretary  Bob  Nash  in  the  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture  and  I  are  both  co-chairing  this,  and  we  will  be 
looking  to  see  how  the  Federal  Government  across  the  agencies  can 
look  at  economic  projects  and  opportunities  to  assist  the  tribes,  and 
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I  will  work  closely  with  the  National  Congress  of  American  Indians 
and  other  tribes  and  organizations  to  facilitate  this. 

ECONOMIC  INCENTIVES 

Senator  Domenici.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  might  state  for  the  record 
that  one  of  the  reasons  I'm  very  interested  in  this  is  I've  been  to 
a  number  of  economic  summits,  and  I  leave  in  total  frustration. 
The  last  summit  was  about  7  years  ago.  Everybody  agrees  that  we 
need  something  to  attract  business  to  the  reservations.  I'm  very 
pleased  that  this  bill  that  was  passed  has  incentives  for  jobs  based 
on  salary.  We  dreamt  that  up  after  one  of  these  economic  summits. 
We  found  that  it  was  an  option  in  the  Puerto  Rican  tax  credit,  and 
we  thought  it  a  much  better  option  than  they  adopted. 

I  would  suggest  and  hope  that  we  will  hear  more  about  your  ef- 
forts to  see  how  that  tax  credit  program  can  be  used  by  the  Indian 
people.  I  don't  think  we  need  more  meetings  now  about  how  the 
Government  and  the  Indian  people  can  have  partnerships.  I  think 
we  need  to  have  you  all  help  the  Indian  people  decide  whether  they 
want  to  use  this  law  or  not,  and  if  they  do,  how  do  they  develop 
infrastructure  and  the  things  they  need  so  that  people  can  be  em- 
ployed. 

This  program  is  for  outsiders  and  Indians  that  can  start  a  busi- 
ness; it's  not  for  Government.  I  mean  the  Government  doesn't  need 
tax  credits  because  everything  it  spends  is  tax  money.  It's  the  pri- 
vate sector  who  pays  part  of  it  to  the  Government  that  needs  the 
credit.  So  I  urge  that,  and  I  hope  you  look  at  it  seriously. 

There  is  a  second  part  to  the  program  that  you  will  learn  about, 
which  is  accelerated  depreciation  for  what  people  put  in  Indian 
country.  It's  a  djniamite  provision  to  invite  jobs  to  Indian  country, 
and  may  be  the  best  we've  ever  put  on  the  books. 

ROAD  construction 

The  other  issue  that  I  want  to  ask  about  has  a  lot  to  do  with  eco- 
nomic development  and  is  very  appropriate  to  raise.  This  issue  has 
to  do  with  the  lack  of  roads  in  Indian  country.  You  can't  have  any 
kind  of  growth  and  development  without  roads,  and  that,  too, 
comes  out  any  time  you  have  a  meeting  in  Indian  country.  A  valid 
question  is.  Where  are  the  roads? 

Four  years  ago  we  passed  a  new  Surface  Transportation  Act,  and 
that's  one  that  I'm  very  pleased  to  have  worked  on,  too.  We  have 
dramatically  increased  the  amount  of  money  going  to  the  Indian 
reservations  for  roads  to  $190  million  a  year  out  of  the  Federal 
Transportation  Act.  Prior  thereto,  it  might  have  been  something 
like  $60  or  $70  million.  I  think  it  ought  to  be  making  a  dent  in  the 
need. 

What's  happening  to  that  program?  Frankly,  I'm  not  seeing  road 
construction  in  Indian  country,  and  this  is  the  third  year  of  $190 
million.  I  assume  the  money  is  not  getting  out  yet  or  is  tied  up 
somewhere.  Do  you  happen  to  know  what  the  status  is  of  this  big 
chunk  of  money? 

Mr.  Hayes.  Senator,  my  name  is  Patrick  Hayes  and  I'm  the  Di- 
rector of  the  Office  of  Trust  Responsibilities,  and  Indian  reservation 
roads  or  transportation  is  within  my  areas  of  responsibility. 
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Indian  country  is  appreciative  of  the  fact  that  there  has  been  a 
significant  sum  of  money  that  has  gone  to  the  Indian  reservations 
across  the  country  through  the  highway  trust  fund,  and  the 
amount  for  the  past  couple  of  years,  as  you  have  indicated,  is  about 
$190  million,  $191  million  to  be  exact. 

The  money  has  been  going  to  the  field  and  going  to  each  of  the 
areas.  There  has  been  a  distribution  based  upon  a  formula  which 
is  called  relative  need.  All  of  the  areas  across  the  United  States 
share  in  that  distribution  based  upon  a  series  of  factors.  The  Albu- 
querque office  in  New  Mexico  receives  their  fair  share  as  do  all 
other  areas  within  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs.  For  the  past  2 
years  we  have  expended  that  $191  million 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Mr.  Chairman,  maybe  we  can  do  this,  if  you 
would  agree.  I  would  just  state  for  the  record  and  ask  if  you  would 
please  provide  the  subcommittee  with  the  funding  history  of  this 
program  since  its  enactment  in  1991.  How  much  funding  has  been 
transferred  from  the  highway  trust  fund  to  the  Indian  Reservation 
Roads  Program?  Are  there  any  significant  delays  from  its  inception 
that  you  might  tell  us  about  and,  if  there  are,  have  they  been 
solved?  Are  there  significant  unobligated  balances  that  are  not 
being  spent  compared  to  unobligated  balances  in  other  road  funds, 
and  you  might  tell  us  why,  if  that's  the  case.  Are  there  large  back- 
logs of  projects?  You  might  also  give  us  some  estimate  of  the  back- 
log of  Indian  road  projects. 

Could  you  do  that  for  us,  Mr.  Hayes? 

Mr.  Hayes.  Yes,  sir;  we  would  be  happy  to  provide  that  informa- 
tion. 

Senator  Reid.  And  I  think  the  last  surface  transportation  bill 
there  was  some  money  in  that  for  Indian  road  construction.  I  don't 
know  who  would  know  that,  but  I'm  almost  certain  that  it's  true. 

Senator  Domenici.  Well,  that's  the  $190  million  a  year. 

Senator  Reid.  That's  where  it  came  from? 

Mr.  Hayes.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Reid.  We  don't  do  it  here. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Yes;  but  nobody  seems  to  be  asking  the  Bu- 
reau of  Indian  Affairs  for  an  accounting,  in  Congress,  and  I  think 
maybe  since  it's  part  of  our  overall  responsibility,  we  should  re- 
quest this  information. 

Senator  Reid.  I  would  like  to  see  it  because  I'm  a  member  of  the 
other  committee  as  you  used  to  be. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Right.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Hayes.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  money  that  we  get  is  flow- 
through  money.  We  get  money  from  the  Federal  Highway  Adminis- 
tration. It  will  show  up  in  our  report  to  you,  but  I  would  like  to 
mention  that  in  fiscal  year  1992  out  of  the  $191  million  we  had 
only  an  unobligated  balance  of  $22,000,  which  is  fairly  good. 

Senator  Reid.  Good. 

Senator  Domenici.  That's  good. 

Mr.  Hayes.  And  in  fiscal  year  1993  we  had  an  unobligated  bal- 
ance of  $1,791.  So  we  are  spending  the  money  that  is  given  to  us 
and  it's  going  for  road  construction.  But  we  will  detail  that  infor- 
mation to  you,  sir. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Indian  Reservation  Roads  Program 

The  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA)  of  1991,  provides 
$191  million  per  year  to  the  Indian  Reservation  Roads  Program  (IRR).  Funds  are 
distributed  to  the  12  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  (BIA)  Area  Offices  soon  after  being 
received  from  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA).  During  the  past  three 
years,  the  BIA  has  had  an  exceptional  record  of  obligating  the  funds  provided.  The 
following  chart  shows  that  nearly  100  percent  of  the  IRR  construction  funds  were 
obligated  for  each  of  the  three  years  since  ISTEA  was  enacted.  These  funds  are 
made  available  from  the  FHWA  through  contract  authority  and  limitation  for  the 
IRR  Program: 

HIGHWAY  TRUST  FUND  OBLIGATIONS— FISCAL  YEARS  1991-93 

[Construction  funds] 

Fiscal  year  Available  Obligated  Unobligated  ""'('perMntr'* 

1991  $77,978,577   $77,659,323     $319,254       99.59 

1992  157,400,000   157,337,752      62,248       99.96 

1993  185,180,244   185,178,453       1,791       99.99 

Total 420,558,821   420,175,528     383,293 99^ 

The  identified  backlog  of  need  in  the  IRR  Program  is  estimated  at  $3  billion  to 
bring  the  IRR  system  of  BIA  roads  up  to  standard.  The  ISTEA  reauthorization  pro- 
vided $1,114  billion  and  leaves  a  shortfall  of  nearly  $2  billion.  Bringing  the  infra- 
structure of  reservation  roads  up  to  standard  has  been  a  long  identified  need. 

MESCALERO  SCHOOL 

Senator  Domenici.  Mr.  Chairman,  I'm  going  to  submit  the  other 
questions  that  I  have  in  writing  and  merely  indicate  that  I  know 
the  Indian  education  budget  is  tight  and  that  we  don't  have  any 
money  for  new  facilities.  I  just  want  to  make  the  case  that  the  Mes- 
calero  Elementary  School  burned  down  in  1990,  and  the  Bureau 
helped  them  with  $400,000  for  temporary  classrooms.  The  school 
district  up  the  road  has  been  helping  out.  We've  been  asking  that 
this  be  funded  for  4  years.  There  is  nothing  in  the  budget  this  year, 
and  I  don't  think  there  is  even  a  priority  list  that  includes  it. 

I  would  just  like  to  have  an  answer  in  the  record  of  what  the  Bu- 
reau think  about  this  Mescalero  request,  and  when  we  might  ex- 
pect a  request  for  funding. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

STRUCTURAL  UNEMPLOYMENT  IN  ALASKA 

Senator  Reid.  What  time  did  the  bus  get  home  this  morning? 

Senator  DOMENICI.  About  3:15  a.m. 

Senator  Reid.  Oh,  that  wasn't  bad. 

Senator  Domenici.  He  was  on  it,  and  that's  why  he  looks  so 
tired.  [Laughter.] 

I  was,  too,  though. 

Senator  Stevens.  I've  got  about  20  years  more  excuses  than  you 
do  though.  [Laughter.] 

Senator  Reid.  Senator  Stevens,  how  much  time  do  you  need? 

Senator  Stevens.  Oh,  I  would  say  about  5  to  7  minutes. 

Senator  Reid.  Go  ahead,  and  take  any  amount  of  time  you  want, 
I  mean  within  reason. 

Senator  Domenici.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Stevens.  You're  very  courteous.  We're  all  trying  to  catch 
up  on  the  problems  of  yesterday. 
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I'm  delighted  to  see  you  here  and  my  friends  who  are  with  you, 
Ms.  Deer.  We  have  some  problems  that  are  coming  out  of  a  very 
high  rate  of  structural  unemployment  in  our  State,  and  particu- 
larly in  rural  native  communities. 

I  want  to  start  just  with  a  general  inquiry  of  whether  the  initia- 
tives that  you're  now  planning  will  direct  attention  to  the  problem 
of  the  structural  unemployment  in  the  areas  of  American  Indian 
and  Alaska  Native  people  where  it's  really  not  feasible  to  use  the 
traditional  strategies  to  deal  with  the  creation  of  job  opportunities. 

I  have  one  suggestion  that  came  to  mind.  In  Alaska,  for  instance, 
there  is  a  contract  for  medical  transcription  services  at  the  Alaska 
Native  Medical  Center  in  Anchorage  which  is  ready  to  be  rebid.  If 
that  were  made  available  for  bid  to  native  entities  it  might  be  pos- 
sible for  our  Job  Corps  Center  to  develop  training  programs  for 
Alaska  natives  to  learn  medical  transcription  skills,  but  to  do  it  in 
their  villages  and  let  them  receive  the  transcription  over  tele- 
communications, to  do  the  transcription  and  send  it  back  for  per- 
manent records. 

In  other  words,  I  would  like  to  know  if  we  can  develop  some  ini- 
tiatives that  would  relate  to  making  available  to  more  of  the  Amer- 
ican Indian  and  Alaska  Native  communities  the  kind  of  services 
that  could  be  performed  at  home.  Have  you  looked  into  that  at  all? 

Ms.  Deer.  Let  me  say  that  I've  been  to  Alaska  many  times  and 
I,  too,  love  the  great  land. 

Senator  Stevens.  Good  for  you.  You  can  come  back  all  the  time. 
Our  people  love  you,  Ms.  Deer.  You  say  to  them  what  they  want 
and  they're  really  interested  in  hearing  about  your  own  life. 

Ms.  Deer.  I've  met  and  spoken  with  AFN  in  the  fall  and,  if  you 
will  recall,  Alaska  is  one  of  the  areas  for  niy  economic  development 
focus.  In  July  I  will  be  going  up  there  to  have  a  planning  session 
for  the  economic  meeting  that  we  will  have  later  in  the  fall.  I've 
made  a  note  of  this,  and  I  intend  to  work  closely  with  you,  with 
the  native  groups,  with  the  State,  and  with  any  and  all  entities 
that  can  focus  on  this. 

Certainly  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  recognizes  the  many  prob- 
lems there,  and  I'm  happy  to  report  to  you  that  we  have  a  new  Di- 
rector of  Economic  Development,  Nancy  Jamison,  who  is  a  member 
of  the  Seneca  Nation  of  New  York.  She  is  well  trained  with  an 
MBA  from  Stanford,  and  I'm  looking  forward  to  utilizing  her 
knowledge  and  expertise  as  we  address  many  of  these  serious  prob- 
lems. 

telemedicine 

Senator  Stevens.  I'm  glad  to  hear  that.  I  would  hope  that  we 
could  find  some  ways  to  think  about  dealing  with  the  long-term  un- 
emplo3rment  problem,  which  I  think  is  the  most  persistent  problem 
in  the  native  community,  but  to  deal  with  it  on  the  basis  of  utiliz- 
ing the  new  technology,  particularly  this  telecommunication. 

We've  just  been  talking  in  another  forum  here  about  the  use  of 
that  technology  in  telemedicine  itself  in  making  available  the  serv- 
ices of  a  physician  from  Anchorage  to  a  community  health  aide  in 
any  village  in  Alaska  who  would  have  just  rudimentary  skills  to 
use  ultrasound  to  expose  a  woman's  breast  and  the  doctor  could  see 
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that  through  the  screen  in  his  office  in  Anchorage  without  either 
patient  or  doctor  traveling  to  or  from  the  village. 

That  would  give  us  the  utilization  of  the  moneys  that  are  cur- 
rently committed  to  transportation  to  improve  the  quality  of  care, 
but  it  all  depends  on  whether  we  can  train  the  people  in  the  vil- 
lages to  be  able  to  use  all  of  these  new  devices.  So  I'm  trying  to 
find  out  if  we  could  work  into  your  initiatives  some  concept  of  using 
people  from  Job  Corps  centers  to  go  to  the  villages  and  increase  the 
training,  the  vocational  training  concepts  that  would  make  them  be 
able  to  use  the  telecommunication  devices,  and  I  think  we  could  do 
that  and  end  up  by  saving  money. 

Ms.  Deer.  Well,  it  sounds  very  realistic  to  me. 

SANITATION  FACILITIES 

Senator  Stevens.  Good.  The  other  thing  I  came  here  for  was  I 
know  your  agency  and  you  particularly  have  been  interested  in  our 
endeavors  to  raise  the  visibility  of  the  great  problem  of  water  and 
sewer  facilities  in  Alaska.  I  have  spent  some  time  with  the  Office 
of  Technology  Assessment.  I'm  currently  on  sort  of  a  sabbatical  and 
will  go  back  to  that  in  the  next  Congress.  But  I  asked  them  to  re- 
view the  native  village  sanitation  problem  in  Alaska,  and  they  have 
just  come  up  with  this,  and  you  have  the  first  final  draft  that  says 
do  not  cite,  quote,  or  reproduce — [laughter] — but  I'm  authorized  to 
tell  you  this  is  yours  and  you  may  do  that.  I  want  to  give  you  the 
first  copy  because  they  have  authorized  us  to  release  it  today. 

[Senator  Stevens  hands  Assistant  Secretary  Deer  a  document.] 

Ms.  Deer.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Reid.  What  is  that,  Ted? 

Senator  STEVENS.  It  is  a  report  on  the  water  and  sewer  facilities 
of  Alaska.  OTA  has  done  this  and  it  has  come  up  with  some  very 
specific  recommendations,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  think  they  are  very 
worthwhile.  They  propose  a  research  and  development  demonstra- 
tion program  of  innovative  sanitation  technologies.  They  want 
short-term  interim  measures  to  improve  the  design  and  construc- 
tion of  the  sewer  haul  systems.  They  want  technological  assistance 
to  prevent  the  deterioration  of  the  systems,  and  that  comes  again 
to  the  Job  Corps  training  in  the  villages.  Several  of  the  sewer  and 
water  systems  have  failed  because  there  was  not  someone  who 
really  had  the  knowledge  and  ability  to  maintain  the  system.  And, 
last,  they  would  like  to  see  us  fund  an  Indian  Health  Service  sani- 
tation technology  demonstration  working  group,  which  we'll  be 
talking  about  later. 

Ms.  Deer  has  been  one  of  the  participants  in  our  endeavor  to  de- 
velop a  State/Federal  task  force  working  with  our  native  people  to 
solve  this  problem. 

I  think  you'll  find  that  report  very  exhaustive.  It's  one  of  the  best 
I've  seen  so  far,  and  I'm  here  to  request  that  you  review  that  and 
tell  us  if  we  can  call  on  your  BIA  to  assign  people  to  work  now  with 
OTA  and  IHS  and  EPA  and  with  the  State  of  Alaska  and  the  var- 
ious regions  to  try  and  see  if  we  can  implement  some  of  these  rec- 
ommendations, but  implement  them  within  available  funds.  We  are 
not  talking  about  a  massive  increase  in  funding.  We  want  to  find 
ways  to  utilize  the  funding  and  to  do  it  in  a  way  that  will  give  us 
this  opportunity  to  improve  the  water  and  sewer  facilities  systems. 
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You've  heard  me  talk  about  that  before.  I  brought  back,  remem- 
ber, the  honey  bucket  photographs  last  year. 

Senator  Reid.  I  remember. 

Senator  Stevens.  So  slowly  but  surely  we're  getting  some  under- 
standing, and  I  would  urge  you  to  ask  your  people  to  work  with  us. 
Again,  Commissioner  Sandor  is  in  town  and  is  going  to  be  coming 
to  see  you  or  some  of  your  people  this  week. 

Ms.  Deer.  Well,  thank  you  very  much.  I'll  look  forward  to  re- 
viewing this  and  getting  back  with  you  on  it. 

Senator  Stevens.  Thank  you. 

That's  the  extent  of  my  presentation,  Mr.  Chairman.  Thank  you. 

PREPARED  STATEMENT  OF  SENATOR  THAD  COCHRAN 

Senator  Reid.  Thank  you  very  much.  Senator  Stevens. 

I  would  make  part  of  the  record  here  the  statement  by  Senator 
Thad  Cochran,  and  if  you  would  respond  to  not  only  the  Committee 
with  the  questions  that  are  asked,  but  also  to  the  individual  Sen- 
ators. 

Ms.  Deer.  We  will  be  happy  to. 

[The  statement  follows:] 

Statement  of  Senator  Thad  Cochran 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  scheduling  this  hearing  today  on  the  fiscal  year 
1995  budget  request  for  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs. 

I  have  some  serious  concerns  regarding  the  adequacy  of  the  fiscal  year  1995  budg- 
et proposal,  particularly  with  regard  to  the  funding  level  requested  for  school  con- 
struction. 

Despite  a  document  backlog  of  over  $500  million  in  new  school  construction  needs, 
no  funds  are  requested  for  new  construction  or  for  planning  and  design.  Due  to  the 
frozen  new  school  construction  list,  advance  planning  and  design  funds  will  be  criti- 
cal next  year  for  the  continuity  for  future  school  construction. 

In  addition,  I  am  troubled  bv  the  Bureau's  proposed  language  to  amend  the  cur- 
rent statute  on  counting  students  for  the  purpose  of  distributing  Indian  School 
Equalization  Program  funds.  Consultation  with  tribes  is  needed  to  examine  the  ef- 
fect this  proposedlanguage  would  have  on  the  184  Bureau  schools. 

Further,  despite  the  honors  bestowed  on  the  early  childhood  development  program 
the  Bureau  is  proposing  a  reduction  in  the  Family  and  Child  Education  (FACE)  pro- 
gram. The  FACE  program  has  been  very  successful  in  bringing  a  bilingual,  cul- 
turally focus  family  literacy  programs  to  the  Mississippi  Choctaw  tribe. 

Finally,  I  would  like  to  mention  the  importance  of  continuing  the  Bureau's  Em- 
ployment Assistance  Readiness  Net  (EARN)  Program.  One  of  the  Bureau's  most  cre- 
ative and  workable  efforts  to  help  the  long-term  unemployed  become  productive  and 
independent.  EARN  has  allowed  the  Mississippi  Choctaw  tribe  to  train  and  place 
disabled  adults  in  permanent  emplojonent  positions,  most  of  whom  had  never  pre- 
viously worked.  The  tribe's  placement  rate  for  handicapped  adults  who  have  been 
Earn  Participants  exceeds  the  national  average  for  job  placement  for  the  disabled. 

I  look  forward  to  working  with  the  Bureau  to  achieve  the  changes  necessary  to 
make  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  more  responsive  to  the  delivery  of  programs  and 
services  for  all  Native  American  people. 

EXEMPTION  FROM  GOVERNMENT  STREAMLINING 

Senator  Reid.  The  committee  is  aware  that  discussions  have 
taken  place  regarding  the  BIA  being  exempted  from  the  govem- 
mentwide  proposals,  which  are  now  law,  to  reduce  Federal  stafTmg 
and  administrative  costs.  Some  tribes  feel  that  any  savings  that  re- 
sult from  such  streamlining  go  directly  to  the  tribes. 

Have  you  received  any  indication  from  the  0MB  that  BIA  will  be 
exempted  from  the  President's  Executive  order? 
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Ms.  Deer.  I  know  that  the  0MB  is  aware  of  this,  but  I  do  not 
know  of  any  other  communication  from  0MB  on  this. 

CONTRACT  SUPPORT 

Senator  Reid.  Language  included  in  the  fiscal  1994  budget  lim- 
ited the  availability  of  funding  for  contract  support  to  $91,223,000 
for  fiscal  year  1994  and  prior  years.  According  to  the  budget  jus- 
tifications, the  Bureau  estimates  that  $13.1  million  will  be  required 
to  cover  the  shortfalls  for  1992  and  1993,  which  is  more  than  was 
previously  indicated  to  the  committee.  Language  proposed  for  fiscal 
year  1995  would  limit  the  availability  of  the  $95,823,000  requested 
for  contract  work  to  1995  only. 

What  are  the  limits  on  contract  support  funding,  and  do  tribes 
have  maximum  flexibility  to  spend  contract  support  dollars  how- 
ever they  see  fit? 

Ms.  Deer.  We  have  Deborah  Maddox,  who  is  our  Acting  Director 
of  Tribal  Services,  who  can  respond. 

Ms.  Maddox.  Thank  you  very  much.  It's  not  necessarily  the  Bu- 
reau of  Indian  Affairs  that  negotiates  the  indirect  cost  rates.  As  I'm 
sure  you're  aware,  that's  done  by  the  Inspector  General's  Office, 
and  as  those  rates  are  set,  it  is  then  the  responsibility  of  the  Bu- 
reau of  Indian  Affairs  to  pay  those  rates. 

Senator  Reid.  Well,  is  that  procedure  appropriate?  I  mean  it 
doesn't  seem  to  me  that  it's  working  very  well  if  we  have  these  2 
years  that  we're  still  trying  to  play  catchup. 

Ms.  Maddox.  Well,  part  of  the  problem  is  it's  very  difficult  to 
project  what  our  contracting  will  be.  Tribes  can  contract  any  time 
during  the  year  and  only  give  us  60  or  90  days  notice,  so  it's  very 
hard  to  project  with  those  kinds  of  time  limits  on  us. 

Senator  Reid.  Well,  what  is  meant  by  contract  support  shortfall, 
and  have  programs  been  shut  down  due  to  insufficient  contract 
support  funding?  Two  questions.  What  is  meant  by  contract  sup- 
port shortfall? 

Ms.  Maddox.  Well,  as  the  committee  is  aware,  we  had  a  tremen- 
dous shortfall  last  year. 

Senator  Reid.  It  just  means  that  there  has  been  a  contract  and 
there  isn't  enough  money  to  pay  for  it? 

Ms.  Maddox.  There  is  not  enough  money  to  pay  the  overhead 
costs  associated  with  the  program  contracted. 

Senator  Reid.  Do  you  know  of  any  programs  that  have  been  shut 
down  because  of  insufficient  funding  for  these  contracts? 

Ms.  Maddox.  We  have  been  advised  that  it  has  had  an  adverse 
effect  on  programs  as,  in  some  cases,  program  dollars  had  to  be  di- 
verted to  overhead  expenses. 

Senator  Reid.  Would  you  supply  for  the  record  examples  of 
where  contracts  have  had  to  be  terminated  as  a  result  of  insuffi- 
cient funding.  Could  you  do  that? 

Ms.  Maddox.  We  would  not  terminate  the  contract. 

Senator  Reid.  But  people  would  stop  doing  the  work  because 
there  isn't  money. 

Ms.  Maddox.  Yes. 

Senator  Reid.  Do  you  know  any  place  in  Indian  country  that 
there  is  a  contract  or  contracts  that  have  had  to  be  terminated  as 
a  result  of  not  having  money  to  pay  a  contract? 
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Ms.  Maddox.  Last  year  we  were  able  to  take  care  of  the  problem, 
and  we  may  have  that  problem  this  year. 

Senator  Reid.  Well,  could  you  check  to  see  if  there  are  examples? 
Ms.  Maddox.  Yes,  sir,  I  shall.  ^^- 

[The  information  follows:] 

Contract  Terminations 

As  of  May  1994,  no  contracts  have  been  retroceded  due  to  the  shortfall  of  funds 
for  meeting  the  full  amount  of  indirect  cost  rates  of  tribal  contractors. 

FISCAL  YEAR  1994  CO^^^RACT  SUPPORT  REQUIREMENTS 

Senator  Reid.  At  what  point  will  the  Bureau  know  the  extent  of 
the  full  requirements  for  1994? 

Ms.  Maddox.  Through  the  Federal  Register  notice  that  we  pub- 
lished in  December  we  set  a  May  1,  1994,  deadline. 

Senator  Reid.  What  if  that  is  not  made? 

Ms.  Maddox.  This  was  very  carefully  orchestrated;  it  has  to  be 
made.  We  don't  have  any  options.  We  have  to  take  a  snapshot  in 
time,  and  this  is  the  date  we've  chosen.  In  addition  to  the  Federal 
Register  notice,  we  have  sent  letters  to  tribal  chairmen,  we  have 
had  several  conference  calls  with  area  directors,  and  I'm  just  not 
sure  we  have  any  choice. 

Senator  Reid.  Have  the  tribes  reacted  to  this  May  1  cutoff  date, 
and  how  have  they  reacted? 

Ms.  Maddox.  I  think  everyone  is  aware  of  the  rules  and  the  pro- 
cedures and  is  trying  their  very  best  to  adhere  to  this. 

Senator  Reid.  You're  going  to  do  this  again  next  year  do  you 
think? 

Ms.  Maddox.  No,  sir;  we  feel  next  year  we'll  have  sufficient 
funds  to  take  care  of  contract  support. 

Senator  Reid.  Really? 

Ms.  Maddox.  Yes,  sir. 

HOUSING  IMPROVEMENT  PROGRAM 

Senator  Reid.  Let's  talk  about  the  housing  improvement  pro- 
gram. Who,  Madam  Secretary,  will  respond  to  that. 

Ms.  Deer.  Ms.  Maddox. 

Senator  Reid.  OK.  This  is  a  real  problem  area  for  me  and  I  think 
members  of  the  committee  generally. 

Ms.  Maddox.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Reid.  At  last  year's  hearing  we  discussed  at  length  some 
of  the  problems  faced  by  the  housing  improvement  program  as 
identified  by  various  inspector  general  reports. 

Has  progress  been  made  to  ensure  that  the  problems  associated 
with  the  HIP  program,  as  identified  by  the  inspector  general,  no 
longer  occur? 

Ms.  Maddox.  Yes,  sir;  we  have.  We  have  set  up  a  very  intense 
corrective  action  plan  that  identifies  the  deficiencies  and  the  ac- 
tions to  be  taken.  We've  had  extensive  training  for  all  of  our  hous- 
ing officers.  We  have  on  the  street  now  a  notice  of  proposed  rule- 
making that  would  dramatically  change  the  way  we  do  our  inven- 
tories. It  would  not  be  an  inventory  of  houses,  but  rather  an  inven- 
tory of  eligible  applicants.  We  have  also  worked  very  closely  with 
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the  Department,  and  we'll  be  participating  in  one  of  the  Depart- 
ment's re-engineering  programs  to  look  at  the  housing  program. 

Senator  Reid.  Madam  Secretary,  I  think  you  personally  with 
your  educational  background  and  your  experience  understand  the 
price  that  people  pay,  and  this  isn't  a  problem  that  relates  only  to 
Indians.  People  that  have  no  housing,  whoever  they  may  be,  you 
understand  they  pay  a  real  price  for  lack  of  decent  housing;  isn't 
that  right? 

Ms.  Deer.  That's  right. 

Senator  Reid.  And  you're  aware  in  Indian  country  that  there  are 
significant  areas  that  have  inadequate  housing.  We  talked  about  in 
Nevada  the  Washoe  Tribe  and  people  living  in  their  cars. 

Is  it  true  that  there  is  a  vacancy  still  remaining  in  the  position 
of  director  of  the  HIP  office? 

Ms.  Maddox.  Yes,  sir;  in  the  1995  budget  in  our  streamlining 
and  downsizing  proposal,  we  have  eliminated  a  grade  15  position 
and  have  readvertized  now  for  a  lower  grade  to  assume  those  du- 
ties. 

Senator  Reid.  When  will  that  be  filled,  do  you  have  any  idea? 

Ms.  Maddox.  I  hope  in  the  next  month  or  two.  We  do  have  some 
people  in  the  Housing  Division  though. 

Senator  Reid.  Well,  given  the  housing  needs  to  have  all  over  the 
country,  but  especially  in  Indian  country,  I  think  it's  unconscion- 
able to  allow  the  HIP  program  to  fail,  and  I  think  part  of  it  has 
been  a  lack  of  attention  or  commitment  to  the  program  by  the  Bu- 
reau. I  hope  that's  not  true,  but  that's  the  feeling  I'm  beginning  to 
get  in  conducting  these  hearings  now  for  many  years. 

I  contributed  a  number  of  HIP  related  questions  to  the  set  of 
questions  that  the  Committee  on  Indian  Affairs  had  submitted  for 
your  review,  and  shortly  after  the  final  report  of  the  HIP  working 
group,  after  it  is  submitted  to  Congress — which  is  supposed  to  be 
on  May  10,  is  that  right? 

Ms.  Maddox.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Reid.  Then  your  HIP-related  response  to  the  Committee 
on  Indian  Affairs  had  been  made  available. 

I  would  appreciate  hearing  from  you.  Madam  Secretary,  and,  of 
course,  anybody  you  want  to  bring  along,  that  would  be  great.  Set 
up  a  meeting  with  my  staff  and  me  to  discuss — well  I  think  we  can 
do  this  on  a  staff  level.  I  don't  think  I  need  to  be  involved,  or  I  hope 
not.  Would  you  set  this  meeting  up  with  my  staff  and  yours  so  that 
we  can  discuss  this  housing  improvement  program? 

Ms.  Deer.  Yes;  I  will,  and  I  want  to  state  my  appreciation  of 
your  very  great  sensitivity  to  this  basic  human  need,  housing.  It's 
very  basic  to  everyone's  needs,  and  for  too  long  housing  of  Amer- 
ican Indians  and  Alaskan  Natives  has  been  shortchanged.  So  I'm 
looking  forward  to  the  policy  group's  report  to  see  what  we  can  do. 

unexpended  and  unobligated  hip  funds 

Senator  Reid.  I  appreciate  that.  I  know  this  budget  is  a  tough 
one,  but  one  of  the  things  that  jumped  out  at  me  is  there  is  a  pro- 
posal to  reduce  the  HIP  program  by  $2  million. 

According  to  the  justification  the  tribes  are  expected  to  have 
nearly  $10  million  in  unexpended  balances  available  from  prior 
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year  appropriations.  Has  any  progress  been  made  on  reducing  the 
amount  of  time  that  it  takes  to  obligate  housing  funds? 

Ms.  Maddox.  In  comparison  to  last  year  we're  in  much  better 
shape.  We  are  presently  obligated  at  about  40  percent.  Each  of  the 
areas  have  submitted  their  plan  on  how  the  funds  will  be  obligated 
by  the  end  of  the  year,  and  with  the  continued  support  from  the 
Assistant  Secretary  it's  anticipated  we'll  be  able  to  obligate  prob- 
ably up  to  90  or  95  percent  by  the  end  of  the  year. 

Senator  Reid.  Really? 

Ms.  Maddox.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Reid.  Do  you  know  what  the  unobligated  balances  were 
in  1992  and  1993? 

Ms.  Maddox.  I  think  they  were  around  15 — no,  I  don't.  I  had  bet- 
ter not  answer  that.  [Laughter.] 

Senator  Reid.  I  think  they  were  very  low,  too.  That's  as  I  recall, 
but  if  you  would  get  that  information  for  us  for  1992  and  1993.  I 
think  you'll  find  that  there  is  some  improvement  being  made  and 
that  we're  slowly  going  up. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Unobligated  Housing  Balances 

At  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1992,  unobligated  balances  in  the  Housing  Improvement 
Program  totalled  $8,199,979.  The  unobligated  balance  as  of  September  30,  1993  was 
$6,654,427. 

FISCAL  YEAR  1994  HIP  OBLIGATIONS 

Senator  Reid.  You  did  indicate  that  for  1994  it's  going  to  be 
about  40  percent? 

Ms.  Maddox.  We're  presently  at  40  percent.  We're  very  hopeful 
that  we're  going  to  reach  90  or  95  percent  by  the  end  of  the  year. 

Senator  Reid.  By  this  fall? 

Ms.  Maddox.  Yes,  sir;  by  the  end  of  this  fiscal  year. 

QUALITY  EDUCATION 

Senator  Reid.  That  would  be  great.  Thank  you. 

Madam  Secretary,  according  to  the  budget  justification  one  of  the 
goals  of  the  BIA  education  program  is  to  provide  a  quality  edu- 
cation for  children.  I  was  looking  at  your  biographical  sketch  back 
here  and  was  impressed  with  one  statement:  "I  know  that  edu- 
cation is  the  way  out,  out  of  isolation  and  into  participation,  out  of 
poverty  into  hope  and  opportunity." 

Is  that  an  original  statement  by  you,  or  where  did  it  come  from? 

Ms.  Deer.  Well,  it  sounds  like  something  I  would  say.  I  can't 
claim  to  have  created  all  these  statements  on  education,  but  I 
think  most  people  would  understand  that  education  is  extremely 
important  for  everyone,  and  especially  for  people  that  are  in  the 
low-income  category,  education  is  a  way  out. 

Senator  Reid.  How  are  you  making  a  decision  as  to  what  is  qual- 
ity education  for  a  student  in  the  BIA  system? 

Ms.  Deer.  Dr.  Tippeconnic. 

Mr.  Tippeconnic.  Mr.  Chairman 

[Mr.  Ceccucci  hands  a  note  to  Mr.  Tippeconnic] 

Senator  Reid.  This  guy  back  here  has  got  all  the  answers. 
[Laughter.] 
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Ms.  Deer.  He's  a  professor. 

Senator  Reid.  He's  acting  just  like  a  teacher.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  TIPPECONNIC.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  a  mission  in  the  Office 
of  Indian  Education  Programs  that  governs  BIA  education,  and 
that  mission  is  to  provide  quality  educational  opportunities  to  all 
the  students  that  we  serve  from  early  childhood  through  life  in  ac- 
cordance with  tribes'  needs,  both  cultural  and  economic.  In  doing 
that  we  want  to  treat  the  whole  child  in  terms  of  their  spiritual, 
mental,  physical,  and  cultural  aspects  in  an  educational  approach. 
That's  an  overall  mission  that  we  have  that  helps  to  define  what 
quality  education  is. 

We  can  go  further  and  say  that  a  quality  education  means  pro- 
viding opportunities  to  all  the  students  that  we  have,  opportunities 
that  will  allow  our  students  to  develop  their  capabilities  and  tal- 
ents so  that  they  will  be  functional  members  of  the  tribes  that  they 
represent. 

Senator  Reid.  These  real  generalized  statements  don't  give  us 
much  direction.  What  criteria  do  you  use  to  determine  whether  or 
not  a  school  or  a  student  is  getting  this?  What  criteria  are  used? 

Mr.  TIPPECONNIC.  The  criteria  we're  using  right  now  centers 
around  an  effective  school's  approach. 

Senator  Reid.  What  does  that  mean? 

Mr.  TIPPECONNIC.  That  criteria  means  that  we  advocate  a  clear 
mission  statement  so  that  a  school  knows  exactly  where  it  is  going 
and  it  provides  a  safe  and  supportive  environment  for  learning. 

Senator  Reid.  Let  me  ask  you  this.  We  have  your  mission  state- 
ment and  I  think  that's  great.  The  Bureau  shall  manifest  consider- 
ation of  the  whole  person  taking  into  account  the  spiritual,  mental, 
and  the  other  things  you've  listed. 

But  let's  take  Pyramid  Lake  School  in  Nevada  or  any  other 
school.  You  go  to  that  school  and  what  do  you  look  for,  rather  than 
these  broad  things  that  don't  mean  anything  to  me. 

Mr.  TIPPECONNIC.  We  want  to  work  with  that  school  and  we'll 
bring  together  a  combination  of  efforts  that  will  result  in  these 
things  that  I'm  talking  about. 

Senator  Reid.  Give  me  some  examples  of  the  combination  of  ef- 
forts. 

effective  schools 

Mr.  TIPPECONNIC.  All  right,  the  effective  school  program.  We  pro- 
mote 10  different  concepts  that  we  would  like  to  see  in  that  school. 

Senator  Reid.  Give  me  one  concept. 

Mr.  TIPPECONNIC.  A  clear  mission  statement.  High  expectations 
for  students  and  staff  is  another.  Instructional  leadership  in  the 
school  from  the  principal  and  others,  and  decisionmaking  that  in- 
volves school  people  and  comes  from  the  bottom  up  are  also  part 
of  an  effective  school. 

Now  those  things  sound  broad  also,  but  we  take  each  one  of 
those  concepts  and  we  provide  training  and  assistance  to  the  school 
around  each.  We  follow  it  up  and  we  provide  evaluation  and  mon- 
itoring. We  do  that  out  of  our  ofTice  and  we,  of  course,  look  for  com- 
pliance  
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Senator  Reid.  Let  me  just  interrupt  and  say  this.  I'm  not  a 
teacher  in  the  sense  of  the  word  that  I've  taught  school,  but  I'm 
interested  in  education. 

We  have  your  mission  statement  and  then  you've  outlined  these 
10  things.  How  would  you  ever  determine  if  you've  made  that  goal? 
My  point  is  do  you  look  for  a  certain  number  of  kids  per  teacher 
and  do  you  look  for  a  certain  educational  background  for  each 
teacher?  I  would  like  some  specifics  of  what  you  look  for. 

Mr.  TiPPECONNlC.  What  we  look  for  are  the  kinds  of  things  you 
mentioned.  The  goals  and  standards  are  things  that  we  have  in 
place,  and  with  Goals  2000  being  passed,  they're  things  we're  going 
to  be  looking  at  again  that  will  help  us  further  define  what  we 
mean  by  quality  education. 

Senator  Reid.  Give  me  one  specific  thing  you  look  for  or  two  or 
three. 

Mr.  TiPPECONNlC.  What  we  look  for  are  the  educational  outcomes 
that  are  a  result  of  this.  We  have  evidence  now  for  schools  that 
have  been  in  this  effective  school  program  for  4  years,  and  it  usu- 
ally takes  5  years  in  the  educational  research  to  see  results.  We're 
beginning  to  see  those  results.  Schools  are  demonstrating  a  higher 
academic  achievement  based  upon  test  scores  for  students. 

Senator  Reid.  OK,  now  that's  a  specific  thing.  What  about  grad- 
uation? 

Mr.  TiPPECONNlC.  Then  also  dropout  rates  have  been  reduced 
and  attendance  rates  have  increased  in  those  schools. 

Senator  Reid.  OK,  now  we're  talking  specifics. 

Mr.  TiPPECONNlC.  Written  curriculums  exist  in  those  schools. 
We're  seeing  that  kind  of  evidence  that  has  come  out  of  the  efforts 
in  the  effective  school  and  our  efforts  with  evaluation  and  monitor- 
ing in  working  with  those  schools  to  achieve  those  kinds  of  out- 
comes. 

COMPARISON  OF  PUBLIC  AND  BIA  EDUCATION 

Senator  Reid.  Are  there  any  studies  to  determine  whether  Indian 
students  that  go  to  public  schools  or  go  to  Indian  schools  do  better 
in  life? 

Mr.  TiPPECONNlC.  I'm  not  aware  of  any  study  that  does  a  com- 
parison like  that  that  determines  whether  or  not  they  do  better  in 
life. 

Senator  Reid.  I  think  we  should  look  into  that.  We  certainly  have 
a  large  enough  population  to  draw  from.  What  percentage  of  Indian 
children  go  to  public  schools? 

Mr.  TiPPECONNlC.  Ninety  percent.  Approximately  90  percent  and 
10  percent  attend  BIA  schools. 

Senator  Reid.  So  we  should  be  able  to  do  that.  Thank  you. 

Ms.  Richardson.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  could  say  a  word  with  re- 
spect to  that  study  though.  We  have  a  number  of  boarding  schools, 
off-reservation  boarding  schools,  where  the  situation  is  really  dif- 
ferent than  public  school.  The  students  face  different  types  of  social 
and  home  living  situations.  I'm  not  sure  that  we  are  talking  about 
similar  populations  of  our  10  percent  and  their  90  percent.  I  think 
that  particularly  with  some  of  our  boarding  schools  we're  looking 
at  a  different  group  of  students. 
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Senator  Reid.  You  know,  we  had  one  of  these  boarding  schools 
in  Nevada  and  it  was  closed. 

Ms.  Richardson.  In  Stewart. 

Mr.  TIPPECONNIC.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  could  add  to  that  also.  You 
know,  that's  true,  we're  a  very  complex  system.  In  our  184  schools, 
as  you  well  know,  we  have  different  types  of  schools.  One  type  of 
school  that  we  have  is  a  tribal  control  school  that's  operated  by  a 
grant  in  our  contract,  and  many  of  those  schools  I  feel  are  provid- 
ing a  very  relevant  type  of  education  for  the  students  that  we  serve 
or  for  any  student  because  the  philosophy  of  those  schools  is  gen- 
erally built  around  the  philosophy  of  the  tribe.  So  the  language  and 
culture  of  the  tribe  are  emphasized  in  that  study,  which  in  turn  af- 
fects self-concept,  which  in  turn  affects  how  students  learn  and 
what  thev  are  learning  in  those  schools. 

It  would  be  interesting  to  do  a  study  that  compared  that  type  of 
school  controlling  for  variables  with  a  similar  public  school  situa- 
tion to  see  what  the  differences  might  be. 

NATIVE  LANGUAGES 

Senator  Reid.  This  is  off  the  subject  a  little  bit,  but  what  pro- 
grams are  you  aware  of  that  exist  for  trying  to  recapture  where  it's 
necessary  or  to  maintain  where  it  has  not  been  lost  native  lan- 
guages? 

Ms.  Deer.  In  recent  years  there  has  been  a  concerted  effort  by 
many  tribes  to  have  the  language  and  culture  taught  in  the 
schools.  This  is  one  of  the  main  points  of  establishing  tribal 
schools.  The  tribes  feel  it  is  extremely  important  to  recapture  and 
maintain  the  language  and  the  culture,  and  it's  very  popular 
among  the  young  students. 

Senator  Reid.  I  went  to  Pyramid  Lake  once  and  they  had  two 
very,  very  old  women  that  were  there  at  the  school  just  to  help 
with  the  language.  I  mean  these  were  old  women,  and  I'm  talking 
about  old.  The  reason  they  had  these  old  women  is  that  others  had 
lost  the  language  and  they  had  to  go  back  and  look  to  some  people 
were  very  old  to  do  that. 

Could  you  give  the  committee  any  information  you  have  on  the 
question  I  asked  about  languages? 

Ms.  Deer.  We  can  do  that. 

Senator  Reid.  Maybe  rather  than  have  this  a  hit  and  miss  propo- 
sition, because  that's  how  it  sounds  to  me,  that  we  might  want  to 
try  to  do  something  on  a  more  defined  scale. 

In  any  of  the  public  schools  that  we're  aware  of  do  they  have  any 
native  language  programs? 

Mr.  TiPPECONNlc.  Mr.  Chairman,  yes,  there  are.  There  are  a 
number  of  public  schools  primarily  on  reservations  where  the  ma- 
jority of  students  are  Indian  from  one  tribe.  Usually  they  receive 
funding  out  of  the  Department  of  Education,  from  title  VII,  which 
is  a  bilingual  education  act. 

Senator  Reid.  Are  native  Americans  getting  their  fair  share  of  bi- 
lingual education  moneys? 

Mr.  TiPPECONNlC.  Native  Americans  wouldn't  think  so,  no, 
they're  not  getting  their  fair  share.  Also,  there  '.s  concern  about  the 
focus  of  the  programs.  The  majority  of  the  programs  do  not  nec- 
essarily teach  the  language  or  restore  a  language  or  even  maintain 
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a  language,  but  it's  transitional  from  the  native  language  to  Eng- 
lish. 

We  have  entered  into  some  discussions  with  the  Department  of 
Education  and  the  Bilingual  Office  and  we're  planning  to  hold  a 
joint  meeting  with  schools  and  tribal  leadership  around  language 
issues. 

Senator  Reid.  I  would  like  to  know  more  about  this,  and  whether 
you  give  it  to  the  committee,  or  maybe  the  committee  record  need 
not  be  burdened  to  that  degree,  but  I  think  it  would  be  well  that 
the  committee  has  that  information  also. 

But  I  personally  would  like  to  know  what  we  have  and  what  we 
should  have  because  I'm  sure  we've  already  lost  numerous  lan- 
guages that  will  just  be  gone  forever,  and  it  would  be  a  shame  not 
to  be  able  to  keep  some  of  these. 

I  had  an  interesting  meeting.  There  was  a  woman  that  I  met, 
and  her  name  was  Dr.  Fowler. 

Ms.  Deer.  Murna  Fowler  from  my  tribe. 

Senator  Reid.  Is  that  right.  Well,  she  has  done  some  great  work 
in  Nevada.  I  don't  know  if  it's  the  same  woman. 

Ms.  Deer.  Oh,  maybe  not.  [Laughter.] 

Senator  Reid.  Anyway  she  had  done  a  great  deal  of  work  with 
the  Paiutes  in  Nevada  and  she  had  spent  a  significant  amount  of 
time  with  one  old  woman,  very,  very  old,  and  she  had  been  able 
as  a  result  of  that  to  recapture  some  of  the  things  that  everyone 
thought  were  gone  in  the  Paiute  language. 

She  told  me  that  working  on  Indian  languages  is  not  as  hard  as 
people  think  because,  and  I  may  get  it  a  little  bit  wrong,  but  the 
point  is  here  you  can  go  from  the  State  of  Washington  to  California 
and  all  the  languages  are  fairly  well  the  same  Indian  languages, 
dialects,  et  cetera. 

The  one  language  that  is  very  difficult  compared  to  all  the  others 
is  Navajo,  but  she  said  she  even  found  in  her  studies  that  there 
is  a  group  of  people  in  the  southern  part  of  Baja,  Mexico  who  speak 
the  same  Navajo  even  though  there  is  no  connection  as  far  as  she 
was  able  to  determine. 

So,  anyway,  my  point  is  I'm  really  interested  in  this  and  I  think 
we  as  a  country  should  be  interested  in  native  languages.  We're 
going  through,  I  think,  a  real  positive  stage  of  American  history 
where  people  are  proud  of  being  able  to  speak  more  than  one  lan- 
guage. 

People  our  age,  for  example,  if  your  parents  were  from  Mexico, 
the  parents  normally  would  not  allow  Spanish  to  be  spoken  even 
in  the  home.  So  you  have  many  people  that  are  our  age  whose  par- 
ents spoke  fluent  Spanish,  and  they  don't  speak  any  more  Spanish 
than  I  know. 

But  now  people,  if  their  parents  speak  Spanish,  the  parents  are 
allowing  them  to  learn  the  language,  and  I  think  that's  important. 

Ms.  Deer.  Well,  I'm  very  glad  to  hear  of  your  interest  and  sup- 
port of  this.  I  would  like  to  point  out  that  one  of  the  reasons  that 
the  language  has  been  lost  is  that  for  many  years  it  was  the  official 
policy  of  our  Government  to  discourage  the  language  and  the  cul- 
ture, and  how  we're  attempting  to  help  the  tribes  revive  it. 

Senator  Reid.  I  think  we  need  to  do  that. 
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Ms.  Deer.  It's  a  great  tribute  to  the  tribes  that  many  of  the  lan- 
guages and  many  important  cultures  have  remained  and  survived 
despite  these  official  policies. 

Senator  Reid.  Well,  and  considering  they're  not  written  lan- 
guages. OK,  so  we'll  work  together  on  that. 

self-determination  in  education 

Another  term  that's  used  often  in  conjunction  with  Indian  edu- 
cation programs  is  self-determination.  How  do  you  define  self-deter- 
mination? Is  there  somebody  with  you  that  can  do  that,  or  would 
you  care  to  do  it,  particularly  as  it  relates,  as  I  said,  to  education 
programs. 

Ms.  Deer.  Self-determination  means  tribal  control  and  tribal  de- 
cisionmaking. This  is  what  people  in  a  dominant  society  have,  and 
this  is  what  is  needed  in  the  tribal  communities  and,  as  you  know, 
there  was  the  Indian  Education  and  Self-Determination  Act  in  the 
Congress  that  has  enabled  many  of  the  tribes  to  carry  out  many 
important  programs. 

Senator  Reid.  Does  self-determination  have  a  different  meaning 
in  education  within  Indian  country  than  self-determination  with 
any  other  aspect  of  Indian  culture  programs? 

Mr.  TiPPECONNic.  I  don't  think  it  does.  I  think  self-determination 
means  local  control  over  a  function  and  the  ability  of  a  tribe  to  de- 
termine its  own  destiny.  In  education  it's  that  way,  too.  The  policy 
in  education  is  one  of  local  control  and  tribal  control  of  education 
and  we  promote  that  where  we  can. 

HIGH  SCHOOL  GRADUATION  RATES 

Senator  Reid.  How  are  we  doing  with  Indian  students  graduat- 
ing from  high  school?  What's  the  percentage  now? 

Mr.  TiPPECONNic.  I'll  have  to  get  that  for  you,  sir. 

Senator  Reid.  Does  anybody  in  the  audience  know? 

Ms.  Richardson.  In  the  paper,  the  news  clips  today,  the  1990 
census  data  indicated  68  percent. 

Senator  Reid.  I  can't  believe  it's  that  high. 

Mr.  TiPPECONNic.  It  has  increased  over  the  years. 

Senator  Reid.  The  graduate  rate  is  68  percent? 

Ms.  Richardson.  The  census  data  just  didn't  apply  to  our 
schools,  but  it  included  all  people  who  identified  themselves  as  In- 
dian as  part  of  the  census. 

Senator  Reid.  That's  just  a  little  below  the  national  average,  and 
I  can't  believe  it's  that  high. 

Mr.  TiPPECONNic.  One  of  the  real  difficulties  and  the  reason  I'm 
hesitating  is  it's  difficult,  and  the  same  thing  with  dropout  rates, 
it's  difficult  to  come  up  with  a  single  figure  that  represents  all  of 
Indian  education  across  the  country  because  the  diversity  is  so 
great  out  there  between  schools,  between  tribes,  and  between  loca- 
tions. It's  better  to  take  a  look  at  a  particular  site  than  it  is  with 
a  national  average. 

Senator  Reid.  How  about  college  bound,  is  the  number  of  Indian 
students  going  on  to  college  lower,  the  same,  or  is  it  getting  better? 

Mr.  TiPPECONNic.  It's  increasing. 

Senator  Reid.  It's  better? 
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Mr.  TIPPECONNIC.  It  is  increasing,  yes.  There  are  more  and  more 
Indian  young  people  going  to  college  than  ever  before. 

Senator  Reid.  There  are  a  lot  of  programs  available,  are  there 
not,  for  native  Americans? 

Mr.  TiPPECONNiC.  There  are  programs  available,  scholarship  pro- 
grams available,  yes.  There  is  a  great  need  though  that  exists  out 
there  and  it's  something  that  we  hear  from  tribes  an  awful  lot 
about,  the  need  for  higher  education  scholarship  dollars. 

Senator  Reid.  Just  off  the  point  I  was  just  thinking  about  lan- 
guages. The  chief  of  the  Pyramid  Lake  Paiute  Tribe  was  telling  me 
one  day  that  he  got  a  scholarship  to  go  play  basketball  in  some 
school  in  Oklahoma,  and  the  first  night  he  was  there  they  were 
showering  and  he  was  alone  and  afraid  and  away  from  home,  and 
he  heard  some  Indians  talking  and  he  understood  every  word  they 
said.  He  said  he  was  so  happy  and  he  didn't  understand  how  there 
would  be  Paiutes  there,  but  he  went  up  and  talked  to  them,  and 
they  weren't.  They  were  from  an  Indian  tribe  in  the  central  part 
of  the  country  and  they  could  communicate. 

Anyway,  that's  why  we  have  to  do  a  better  job  on  the  language. 

BASIS  FOR  ISEP  DISTRIBUTION 

The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  includes  language  that 
would  change  the  basis  for  distributing  funding  provided  through 
the  Indian  School  Equalization  Program,  ISEP,  formula.  According 
to  the  budget  justification  the  proposed  language  would  allow  the 
distribution  of  ISEP  funding  to  the  schools  on  July  1  based  on  the 
prior  year  enrollment. 

How  does  this  language  compare  with  the  current  practices? 

Mr.  TiPPECONNiC.  This  language  is  a  change  from  the  current 
practices.  The  current  practice  is  to  fund  based  upon  a  single  count 
that  is  done  during  September  of  a  school  year  and  then  make  ad- 
justments according  to  that  particular  count. 

The  language  that's  in  the  proposal  bases  the  distribution  of 
funds  on  a  prior  year  count,  and  our  plan  is  to  have  two  counts 
that  prior  year,  a  fall  count  and  a  spring  count,  and  take  the  aver- 
age, and  then  for  the  current  school  year  fund  on  July  1  based 
upon  that  average.  Then  we  would  take  the  count  in  September  of 
the  current  year,  and  any  school  district  that  would  have  a  10  per- 
cent increase  or  more  would  receive  an  adjustment. 

Senator  Reid.  How  does  this  proposal  differ  from  the  proposal 
made  last  year  in  testimony  presented  by  the  Association  of  Navajo 
Community  Controlled  School  Boards  before  the  House  Interior  Ap- 
propriations Subcommittee  when  they  supported  basing  funding  for 
a  school  year  on  the  prior  year  enrollment? 

Mr.  TIPPECONNIC.  I  think  it  differs  in  that  we're  proposing  two 
counts,  two  counts  for  the  prior  year,  and  then  doing  an  adjust- 
ment only  for  schools  that  have  a  10-percent  increase  or  more  dur- 
ing a  current  school  year.  So  we're  proposing  to  hold  $5  million 
back  to  take  care  of  those  adjustments. 

Senator  Reid.  Why  will  that  work  better? 

Mr.  TiPPECONNiC.  It  will  allow  schools  to  know  at  the  beginning 
of  a  school  year,  July  1,  the  amount  of  money  that  they're  going 
to  receive  for  that  school  year  and  allow  them  to  do  some  planning, 
budget  planning  and  educational  planning. 
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Senator  Reid.  Now  this  change  is  going  to  alter  the  existing  au- 
thorizations for  the  program.  Have  there  been  discussions  held 
with  the  authorizing  committees? 

Mr.  TIPPECONNIC.  No;  there  really  haven't  been  discussions  with 
the  authorizing  committees.  We  formulated  the  plan  and  took  it  out 
for  tribal  consultation. 

Senator  Reid.  We  need  to  check  this  out  because  I'm  advised  that 
Senator  Inouye  was  concerned  about  this. 

Mr.  TIPPECONNIC.  Yes;  he  was. 

Senator  Reid.  So  somebodv  ought  to  meet  with  him  and  make 
sure  he  appreciates  what  you  re  doing. 

Mr.  TIPPECONNIC.  Yes;  he  was  concerned  about  it. 

CONSULTATION  RESULTS 

Senator  Reid.  What  is  the  criticism  of  the  change? 

Mr.  TIPPECONNIC.  The  criticism  is  a  number  of  things.  When  it 
went  out  for  tribal  consultation  the  feedback  that  we  got  was  about 
70  percent  opposed  to  the  change.  Part  of  the  reasoning  was  that 
people  didn't  like  two  counts  for  the  prior  year.  They  felt  that  they 
would  lose  money  in  those  situations  where  there  were  a  reduced 
number  of  students. 

Senator  Reid.  But,  of  course,  if  it  was  a  larger  number  they 
would  gain. 

Mr.  TIPPECONNIC.  If  there  was  a  larger  number  they  would  gain, 
yes,  but  there  were  some  that  were  concerned  that  they  would  lose 
money.  They  didn't  necessarily  agree  with  the  $5  million  that  we 
would  hold  back  or  10  percent  as  a  baseline  for  Indian  schools  to 
get  additional  dollars.  Some  felt  that  maybe  it  should  have  been  5 
percent  instead  of  10  percent. 

The  other  concern  that  came  across  loud  and  clear  during  con- 
sultation was  just  the  issue  of  consultation  itself,  you  know,  not 
enough  time  for  those  who  wanted  to  consider  the  proposals  to  ana- 
lyze the  impact  of  it  all  and  then  to  reach  a  conclusion. 

Senator  Reid.  The  committee  is  aware  that  some  schools  are  con- 
cerned that  their  funding  would  be  significantly  reduced,  as  we've 
just  conversed,  if  a  second  count  were  conducted  in  May  because, 
as  I  understand  it,  according  to  these  schools  enrollment  tends  to 
drop  off  in  the  spring. 

Do  these  concerns,  do  you  think  have  merit? 

Mr.  TIPPECONNIC.  Yes;  they  do  have  merit  in  the  sense  that  they 
feel  they're  going  to  lose  funds  if  their  enrollment  drops  off. 

Senator  Reid.  Was  the  proposal  developed  as  a  means  to  de- 
crease funding  to  schools? 

Mr.  TIPPECONNIC.  No;  it  was  not  developed  as  a  means  to  de- 
crease funding. 

Senator  Reid.  What  was  the  rationale  then? 

Mr.  TIPPECONNIC.  The  main  rationale  was  to  let  the  schools  know 
up  front,  like  I  said,  at  the  beginning  of  a  school  year,  July  1,  what 
their  funding  would  be  for  that  school  year  that  would  allow  them 
lead  time  in  planning  their  budget  and  their  educational  program. 

ALTERNATIVES  TO  COUNT  WEEK 

Senator  Reid.  Over  the  last  few  years  there  have  been  consulta- 
tion meetings  on  education  and  the  issue  of  count  week  has  been 
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raised  on  several  occasions.  The  committee  is  aware  of  concerns 
that  have  been  raised  that  the  current  count  week  may  not  accu- 
rately reflect  enrollment  during  the  course  of  the  year. 

For  example,  some  schools  experience  a  significant  increase  in 
enrollment  due  to  students  transferring  in  after  count  week.  Such 
schools  don't  receive  any  additional  funding  for  these  students.  At 
the  same  time,  schools  which  have  unusually  high  attendance  dur- 
ing count  week  benefit  from  the  additional  enrollment  without  hav- 
ing to  provide  services  throughout  the  year  for  those  students  they 
don't  retain. 

Based  on  the  comments  you  have  received  during  your  consulta- 
tion meetings,  and  we've  just  heard  the  byproducts  of  those,  have 
you  considered  changing  the  current  count  week  to  a  methodology 
that  would  more  accurately  provide  funding  based  on  the  actual 
number  of  students  who  attend  school  during  the  year? 

Mr.  TiPPECONNic.  We  have  considered  looking  at  the  methodol- 
ogy, yes,  and  we've  gone  out  for  tribal  consultation  on  a  number 
of  occasions  looking  at  ISEP  and  how  we  do  student  count.  The 
feedback  that  we're  getting  is  that  people  support  improving  ISEP, 
but  there  is  little  agreement  on  how  to  do  it.  There  is  still  a  lot 
of  opposition  to  doing  two  counts.  As  recently  as  last  month  we 
went  out  for  consultation  with  the  same  type  of  result. 

PARENTAL  CHOICE 

Senator  Reid.  According  to  materials  contained  in  "Policy  Paper 
C — Education  Funding  Constraints": 

The  lack  of  clearcut  policy  on  parental  choice  contributes  to  fluctuations  in  school 
enrollment.  These  fluctuations  raise  the  level  of  uncertainty  about  student  popu- 
lations and  limit  the  feasibility  of  consolidating  school  facilities.  The  Federal  policy 
of  Indian  self-determination  and  local  control  may  lead  to  decisions  by  tribes  and 
school  boards  which  limit  parental  choice*     *     *. 

Do  the  tribes  and  school  boards  have  the  authority  currently  to 
limit  parental  choice? 

Mr.  TiPPECONNic.  No;  they  don't. 

Senator  Reid.  How  many  schools  have  experienced  fluctuating 
enrollments  rather  than  continued  large  increases  in  enrollment  or 
steadily  declining  enrollments? 

Mr.  TiPPECONNic.  Over  a  10-year  period  there  are  about  56 
schools  that  fluctuate  back  and  forth. 

Senator  Reid.  So  that's  about  one-third? 

Mr.  TIPPECONNIC.  Yes. 

FUNDING  FOR  NEW  SCHOOLS 

Senator  Reid.  Bill  language  has  been  proposed  as  part  of  your 
budget  request  which  limits  additional  schools  to  the  Bureau  school 
system  to  the  twd  schools  which  submitted  applications  prior  to  the 
final  1995  budget  submission. 

Have  you  received  additional  applications  for  schools  since  the 
1995  budget  submission  was  finalized? 

Mr.  TiPPECONNic.  We  have  not  received  any  additional  completed 
applications,  no. 

Senator  Reid.  Do  you  anticipate  this  provision  to  be  a  one-time 
only  provision? 
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Mr.  TIPPECO^fNIC.  No;  we  don't.  We  anticipate  that  it  will  be  con- 
tinued. 

Senator  Reid.  In  the  long  term  do  you  expect  to  limit  the  number 
of  schools  in  the  BIA  system  based  on  budget  constraints? 

Mr.  TiPPECONNlC.  Yes;  we  do  in  the  sense  that  schools  will  be 
named  in  the  budget  before  they  come  on  line. 

DOD  teachers'  pay  RAISE 

Senator  Reid.  The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  includes  $261  million, 
almost  $262  million  for  ISEP  formula  funds,  which  is  an  increase 
of  about  $12.5  million,  or  5  percent.  How  much  is  included  in  the 
fiscal  year  1995  request  for  the  DOD  comparability  pay  raise  for 
teacher  salaries? 

Mr.  TiPPECONNlC.  $2.5  million. 

Senator  Reid.  What  is  the  basis  for  the  amount  included  in  the 
1995  budget  request  for  the  DOD  salary  increase? 

Mr.  TiPPECONNlC.  The  basis  for  the  $2.5  million? 

Senator  Reid.  Yes. 

Mr.  TiPPECONNlC.  The  basis  for  the  $2.5  million  was  based  upon 
a  discussion  with  DOD  at  that  time. 

Senator  Reid.  You've  got  somebody  that's  just  about  to  tap  you 
on  the  shoulder  there.  [Laughter.] 

He  wants  you  to  be  able  to  elaborate  on  that  a  little  bit  for  the 
record,  right? 

Mr.  Ceccucci.  Based  upon  the  most  recent  adjustment  by  the 
Department  of  Defense. 

Senator  Reid.  He  was  just  about  to  say  that.  [Laughter.] 

TASK  FORCE  ON  ALASKA  EDUCATION 

The  Alaska  joint  task  force,  I  want  to  talk  a  little  bit  about  that. 

Language  included  in  the  1994  Interior  appropriations  bill  re- 
quired the  Bureau  to  establish  a  joint  task  force  on  Alaska  schools 
and  Alaska  Native  education. 

Is  the  report  describing  the  activities  of  the  task  force  still  ex- 
pected to  be  completed  by  August  1? 

Mr.  TiPPECONNlC.  Yes. 

STUDENT  TRANSPORTATION 

Senator  Reid.  Student  transportation,  that  request  includes  al- 
most $25  million  for  student  transportation,  which  represents  an 
increase  of  over  $2  million.  According  to  the  budget  justification, 
the  increase  will  maintain  the  $1.50  rate  per  mile  for  school  trans- 
portation with  an  additional  increase  in  mileage  due  to  extra- 
curricular activities  and  transportation  to  and  from  medical  facili- 
ties. 

Does  the  provision  of  funds  for  extracurricular  activities  and 
transportation  to  and  from  medical  activities  require  any  changes 
in  authorizing  legislation  or  Bureau  regs? 

Mr.  TiPPECONNlC.  It  will  require  changes  in  regulations.  We  have 
completed  the  transportation  study  and  we're  going  out  for  public 
comment  soon.  We  anticipate  making  those  changes. 
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ANALYSIS  OF  EDUCATION  SHORTFALLS 

Senator  Reid.  For  the  1992-93  school  year  $8.8  million  was  re- 
programmed  from  the  Indian  Child  Welfare  Act  program  to  provide 
additional  funds  in  order  to  avoid  la3dng  off  personnel  and  closing 
schools  early.  I'm  sure  we  all  remember  that. 

What  analysis  of  the  shortfall  problems  has  the  Office  of  Indian 
Education  Programs  conducted? 

Mr.  TiPPECONNlc.  We  conducted  an  analysis  of  the  year-end  ex- 
penditures. 

Senator  Reid.  What  were  the  conclusions? 

Mr.  TiPPECONNlC.  The  conclusions  were  that  there  were  difficul- 
ties experienced  by  schools.  BIA-operated  schools  experienced  prob- 
lems with  the  increases  due  to  FERS,  which  if  the  Federal  Employ- 
ee's Retirement  System  match  that  they  had  to  make,  health  bene- 
fits and  pay  increases  under  the  Department  of  Defense  salary 
schedule. 

Senator  Reid.  But  the  biggest  problem  appears  to  have  been  pay- 
roll errors;  isn't  that  right? 

Mr.  TIPPECONNIC.  There  were  problems  in  encoding  errors,  yes, 
but  there  were  other  problems  that  existed  as  well. 

Senator  Reid.  This  goes  back  to  what  our  conversation  was  a  few 
minutes  ago  about  how  to  determine  how  many  students  were  in 
the  school  and  when  it  was  determined,  isn't  that  right?  Is  that  one 
of  the  problems? 

Mr.  TiPPECONNlC.  How  many  students  in  school,  the  enrollment? 

Senator  Reid.  Yes;  one  of  the  conclusions  of  the  analysis  was 
that  the  biggest  problem  appears  to  have  been  payroll  errors  and 
the  corrections  needed.  I  assume  that  part  of  that  was  from  the 
fact  that  you  had  to  determine  at  a  particular  time  how  many  stu- 
dents were  in  the  school  and  that's  how  we  wound  up  with  a  short- 
fall, isn't  it? 

Mr.  TiPPECONNlC.  One  of  the  main  contributors  to  the  shortfall, 
yes,  was  the  number  of  students  in  school,  the  enrollment  increase 
that  we  had  last  year  in  the  number  of  students,  yes. 

Senator  Reid.  If  we're  having  a  budget  shortfall  and,  for  exam- 
ple, we  have  too  many  teachers,  we've  got  to  have  a  system  for  re- 
ducing personnel  more  quickly.  Wasn't  that  one  of  the  problems 
here? 

Mr.  TiPPECONNlC.  That  was  one  of  the  problems  last  year,  yes. 

Senator  Reid.  So  we  have  a  mechanism  now  to  arrive  at  that 
more  quickly? 

Mr.  TiPPECONNlC.  The  mechanism  is  in  place,  yes.  This  school 
year  we  were  quick  to  point  out  that  schools  had  to  live  within 
their  budgets  and  that  they  had  to  take  whatever  action  was  nec- 
essary in  order  for  that  to  happen,  and  we've  had  a  number  of  re- 
ductions in  force  this  school  year  where  schools  have  taken  that 
type  of  an  initiative. 

CURRENT  SCHOOL  ENROLLMENT 

Senator  Reid.  For  the  current  school  year  Congress  provided  an 
additional  $21  plus  million  for  ISEP;  $18  million  was  used  for  ISEP 
formula  funds  and  the  remaining  amount  was  applied  to  adminis- 
trative costs  based  on  the  estimate  that  enrollment  would  continue 
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to  increase  at  5  to  7  percent.  When  the  count  was  conducted 
though  the  enrollment  was  only  3  percent. 

Why  was  the  actual  enrollment  less? 

Mr.  TiPPECONNlc.  We  projected  at  5  percent  based  upon  prior  ex- 
perience and  based  upon  interaction  with  the  field.  The  actual  in- 
crease was  3.4  percent  enrollment  and  a  3.8-percent  increase  in 
WSU's. 

Senator  Reid.  What  do  you  project  it  for  the  next  2  school  years? 

Mr.  TiPPECONNic.  For  the  next  2  school  years  we  project  an  in- 
crease of  about  4  percent  for  each  of  the  next  2  school  years. 

EDUCATION  FUNDING  STRATEGY 

Senator  Reid.  During  the  same  time  period  that  some  schools 
were  experiencing  serious  shortfalls  other  Indian  education  pro- 
grams, such  as  the  family  and  child  education  program  was  being, 
were  being  expanded. 

What  is  your  overall  strategy  for  formulating  the  budget  for  the 
various  Indian  education  programs  given  the  very  real  budget  con- 
straints for  programs  funded  through  the  Interior  bill,  including 
the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs? 

Mr.  TiPPECONNic.  Our  overall  strategy  is  to  look  at  priorities, 
look  at  areas  where  we  have  responsibility,  to  take  into  account  the 
priorities  of  Indian  tribes  and  school  boards  around  the  county  and 
to  determine  where  resources  go,  and  these  are  difficult  and  hard 
choices  to  make. 

Senator  Reid.  The  problem  is  we  were  told  that  the  BIA  wants 
to  expand  this  to  about  140  schools. 

Mr.  TiPPECONNic.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Reid.  But  now  we're  at  a  little  over  20,  isn't  that  right? 

Mr.  TiPPECONNic.  Twenty-one. 

Senator  Reid.  So  that's  quite  a  ways  to  go. 

Mr.  TiPPECONNic.  It  is  quite  a  ways  to  go,  sir.  We  have  144  ele- 
mentary schools,  and  the  FACE  program  is  a  program  that  we're 
extremely  proud  of  because  of  the  nature  of  it.  It's  a  program  that 
has  received  a  lot  of  national  and  international  recognition  in  fam- 
ily literacy,  and  talk  about  something  that  is  positive  and  good, 
education  in  the  FACE  program  is.  Our  long-term  goal  is  144. 

Senator  Reid.  Let's  say  in  5  years  what  do  you  think  it  could  be? 

Mr.  TiPPECONNic.  It's  going  to  depend  on  the  resources  that  are 
available  and  it's  going  to  depend  upon  the  facilities  in  the  schools 
and  whether  or  not  they're  available  to  house  such  programs.  So 
it's  difficult  to  say  that  we're  going  to  increase  it  by  30  or  40.  We 
just  want  to  see  some  steady  growth  in  that  program. 

Senator  Reid.  How  does  the  priority  for  funding  the  long-term 
expansion  of  the  FACE  program  compare  with  enhancing  the  level 
of  funding  per  weighted  student  unit  for  ISEP? 

Mr.  TiPPECONNic.  ISEP  is  a  priority.  It  has  been  a  priority  and 
it  will  continue  to  be  a  priority.  ISEP  supports  the  basic  operation 
of  our  schools.  FACE  is  lower  in  priority  than  ISEP. 

EDUCATION  REPORTS 

Senator  Reid.  The  statement  of  the  managers  accompanying  the 
conference  report  last  year  required  the  Bureau  to  provide  the  com- 
mittee with  information  on  the  daily  attendance,  enrollment,  staff- 
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ing,  and  student  transfers  for  BIA-funded  schools.  The  Bureau  was 
to  submit  the  initial  report  by  January,  and  we  still  haven't  re- 
ceived this.  When  do  you  think  we'll  get  it? 

Mr.  TiPPECONNlC.  Right  now  the  plan  is  to  have  the  report  to  you 
by  May  30. 
.  Senator  Reid.  Is  it  hard  to  get  these  statistics? 

Mr.  TiPPECONNlC.  It  has  proven  to  be  difficult,  yes,  to  get  that 
type  of  data  from  our  schools  for  a  variety  of  reasons. 

Senator  Reid.  According  to  your  fiscal  1992  annual  report,  the 
capability  to  collect  enrollment  and  attendance  information  was 
complete  in  September  1992.  Is  that  true? 

Mr.  TiPPECONNlC.  It's  only  true  in  the  sense  of  ISEP.  In  the  an- 
nual report  we  were  talking  about  the  ISEP  count  week.  It's  not 
in  the  context  of  what  we  were  asked  to  do  and  report  average  en- 
rollment, daily  enrollment  over  the  school  year. 

Senator  Reid.  But  you  see  the  report  states  that  schools  cur- 
rently collect  enrollment  and  attendance  information.  If  that's  the 
case,  why  would  it  be  so  difficult  to  get  this  information? 

Mr.  TiPPECONNlC.  It's  difficult  because  we  don't  have  a  computer- 
ized network  that  connects  all  of  our  schools.  The  connectivity  is 
not  there.  So  we  go  out  and  we  request  that  through  software  usu- 
ally on  a  disk  that  goes  out  to  the  schools,  we're  finding  that 
schools  oftentimes  have  difficulty  with  the  hardware  and  the  soft- 
ware programs.  They're  not  compatible  with  what  we  submit.  So 
that  has  proven  difficult  for  us. 

I  was  just  handed  a  note  here  saying  that  we  only  collect  the 
data  for  that  1  week  in  September,  and  that's  what  we  expect  from 
the  schools. 

Senator  Reid.  Well,  we  would  hope  that  the  schools  keep  it  over 
the  year. 

Mr.  TiPPECONNlC.  I'm  sure  that  they  do.  I  mean  I  would  think 
that  they  keep  the  information  and  data  over  the  school  year,  but 
it  has  just  proven  difficult  for  us  to  collect  that  in  any  consistent 
basis. 

EVALUATION  AND  MONITORING 

Senator  Reid.  According  to  the  information  provided  in  support 
of  the  reprogramming  request  for  the  ISEP  study  being  conducted 
by  the  Bureau,  16  schools  will  be  monitored  through  teleconfer- 
encing. It  is  the  committee's  understanding  that  the  evaluation  and 
monitoring  is  quite  useful  to  the  schools  partly  due  to  the  face-to- 
face  contact  and  the  interaction  of  the  monitoring  and  evaluation 
team.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  TiPPECONNlC.  Yes. 

Senator  Reid.  If  the  face-to-face  contact  with  the  monitoring  and 
evaluation  team  is  so  useful,  why  would  the  Bureau  elect  to  con- 
duct these  reviews  by  teleconferencing? 

Mr.  TiPPECONNlC.  Because  we  were  looking  at  two  different  ac- 
tivities. We  were  looking  at  an  ISEP  study,  and  the  teleconfer- 
encing, which  really  are  telephone  conference  calls,  related  to  that 
particular  study  and  focused  in  upon  ISEP.  The  other  effort  of  the 
evaluation  and  monitoring  involves  a  much  broader  and  com- 
prehensive approach  to  what  we  look  at  in  a  school.  It  entails  the 
whole  school  operation. 
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National  Indian  Gaming  Commission 

statement  of  anthony  j.  hope 

Senator  Reid.  We  will  now  turn  to  Indian  gaming.  Mr.  Hope,  if 
you  would  like  to  make  any  introductory  remarks  on  Indian  gam- 
ing before  this  subcommittee  proceeds  with  its  questions  you  may 
do  so. 

PREPARED  STATEMENT 

Mr.  Hope.  Thank  you,  Senator. 

I  would  like  to  enter  my  statement  for  the  record. 

[The  statement  follows:] 

Statement  of  ANTH0^fY  J.  Hope 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  the  opportunitv  to  appear  before  you  today  in  sup- 
port of  the  President's  iGiscal  year  1995  Budget  for  the  National  Indian  Gaming  Com- 
mission. The  budget  request  is  for  $1,500,000. 

The  amount  of  this  budget  request  is  the  same  as  was  requested  by  the  President 
in  fiscal  year  1994,  and  is  the  maximum  amount  authorized  for  the  Commission  in 
the  Indian  Gaming  Regulatory  Act  (the  Act)  which  established  the  Commission.  It 
is  $540,000  less  than  was  provided  in  fiscal  year  1993  and  $500,000  more  than  was 
provided  in  fiscal  year  1994. 

Operating  costs  of  the  Commission  are  financed  in  part  through  annual  assess- 
ments of  gaming  operations  regulated  by  the  Commission.  Federal  appropriations 
are  requested  to  cover  the  remaining  operating  costs,  to  the  extent  permitted  by 
law.  Annual  assessments  and  appropriations  are  each  limited  to  $1,500,000  thus 
providing  the  Commission  with  a  maximum  annualized  operating  budget  of 
$3,000,000,  with  no  provisions  for  industry  growth  or  increases  in  operating  costs. 

Unfortunately,  there  is  more  work  authorized  and  needed  than  can  be  done  within 
this  $3,000,000  statutory  limitation.  Fortunately  however,  the  Commission  for  now 
has  available  fees  it  collected  but  did  not  use  in  the  first  two  and  one-half  years. 

The  Indian  gaming  industry  began  in  the  1970's  but  the  National  Indian  Gaming 
Commission  was  not  established  until  1988.  The  first  chairman  of  the  Commission 
was  appointed  in  1990  and  the  remaining  two  Commission  members  were  appointed 
in  1990  and  1991.  The  Commission  developed,  proposed,  and  issued  regulations  over 
the  next  21  months.  Finally,  about  15  years  after  the  industry  began,  the  Commis- 
sion became  operational  in  early  1993. 

It  was  concerned  about  the  regulation  of  the  approximately  100  gaming  operations 
existing  in  1986  that  led  to  the  passage  of  the  Act  and  the  formation  of  uiis  Com- 
mission. Meanwhile,  Indian  gaming  has  been  growing  in  size  and  complexity.  Ap- 
proximately 200  Indian  tribes  have  become,  or  are  becoming,  engaged  in  or  have  n- 
censed  over  225  gaming  operations  on  Indian  lands.  Gaming  and  non-gaming  tribes 
continue  to  open  new  and  expand  existing  gaming  operations. 

The  Commission,  a  three-person  regulatory  agency  administratively  located  with- 
in the  Department  of  the  Interior,  was  established  by  the  Indian  Gaming  Regulatory 
Act  (IGRA)  which  was  signed  into  law  on  October  17,  1988.  The  IGRA  was  enacted 
as  a  response  to  the  proliferation  of  tribal  gaming  establishments  in  Indian  country 
operating  without  regulatory  oversight  by  either  the  Federal  government  or  the 
states. 

The  primary  purpose  of  the  Commission  is  to  monitor  and  oversee  the  regulation 
of  class  II  gaming  such  as  bingo  and  pull  tabs  conducted  on  Indian  lands.  The  Com- 
mission also  approves  class  III  tribal  gaming  ordinances  and  management  contracts 
and  has  the  authority  to  impose  civil  penalties  or  to  close  a  gaming  establishment 
for  substantial  violations  of  the  IGRA,  the  regulations  promulgated  by  the  Commis- 
sion, or  tribal  gaming  ordinances. 

The  Commission  conducts  background  investigations  of  entities  and  individuals 
with  a  financial  interest  in,  or  management  responsibility  for  class  II  management 
contracts,  but  not  for  class  III  management  contracts.  The  regulation  of  class  III 
gaming  is  primarily  the  responsibility  of  the  tribes  and  the  states  as  set  forth  in 
the  compacts  negotiated  between  those  parties. 

While  the  autnorities  and  responsibilities  of  the  Commission  as  set  forth  in  the 
IGRA  are  fairly  straight  forward,  in  reality  they  are  considerably  more  extensive 
and  complex.  For  example, 
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— The  number  and  complexity  of  gaming  operations  has  been  increasing  steadily. 
— Many  class  III  operations  include  class  II  games,  activating  the  Commission's 
involvement  and  triggering  the  need  for,  among  other  things,  background  inves- 
tigations of  contractor  entities  and  individuals. 
— Many  management  contracts  involve  provisions  calling  for  the  construction  of 
new  or  the  expansion  of  existing  facilities,  triggering  the  requirements  imposed 
by  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act,  the  National  Historic  Preservation 
Act,  and  the  Endangered  Species  Act. 
— Many  of  the  other  regulators  of  Indian  gaming,  both  tribes  and  states,  have 
been  reluctant  to,  or  at  least  slow  to,  get  started  undertaking  their  responsibil- 
ities under  the  Act,  placing  a  greater  burden  on  the  Commission. 
— Many  of  the  tribes,  the  management  contractors,  and  the  gaming  operations 
have  not  voluntarily  complied  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  creating  an  imme- 
diate backlog  of  serious  compliance  problems  requiring  action  by  the  Commis- 
sion. 
— Many  other  government  agencies  initially  at  least  have  been  reluctant  to  share 
important  information  with  the  Commission  in  part  at  least  because  the  Com- 
mission lacks  status  as  a  law  enforcement  agency. 
The  Commission  began  collecting  fees  in  fiscal  year  1991  but  did  not  begin  using 
them  until  fiscal  year  1993.  The  Commission  decided  to  retain  those  fees  and  use 
them  to  process  the  backlog  of  reviews  and  investigations  that  accumulated  while 
the   Commission   developed,   proposed,   and   issued   regulations.   The   Commission 
planned  to  use  the  remaining  fees  in  fiscal  year  1994  for  operations  (to  make  up 
for  the  reduction  in  appropriations),  in  fiscal  year  1994  and  fiscal  year  1995  to  proc- 
ess the  backlog,  and  as  needed  to  undertake  special  investigations  and  enforcement 
actions  (for  a  total  of  $1,500,000  in  fiscal  year  1994  and  $1,445,000  in  fiscal  year 
1995). 

However,  this  may  not  be  the  most  prudent  course  of  action.  We  have  been  build- 
ing the  Commission  staff  over  the  past  four  years  fully  aware  of  (1)  the  responsibil- 
ities given  to  the  Commission,  (2)  the  growth  and  complexity  of  the  industry,  and 
(3)  the  funding  available.  We  have  now  reached  a  size  that  can  no  longer  be  sup- 
ported by  the  maximum  amount  of  authorized  appropriated  funds  and  fees.  We  are 
using  accumulated  fees  to  make  up  the  deficiency.  While  we  know  that  the  first  hur- 
dle is  the  limit  on  authorized  funds,  we  are  building  the  Commission  staff  for  the 
long-term  needs  of  the  industry,  not  to  meet  the  snort  term  or  immediate  needs 
alone.  The  funding  uncertainties,  the  statutory  limitations,  and  the  growing  needs 
of  the  industry  dictate  that  we  request  and  obtain  niaximum  funding  while  retain- 
ing a  portion  of  the  fees  to  cope  with  unknown  funding  and  industry  driven  needs. 
The  Act  allows  the  Commission  to  request  appropriated  funds  in  an  amount  equal 
to  the  amount  of  funds  derived  from  assessments  for  the  fiscal  year  preceding  the 
fiscal  year  for  which  the  appropriation  request  is  made.  The  Commission's  1995  re- 
quest is  based  on  the  assumption  that  it  will  derive  fees  of  $1,500,000  thus  enabling 
it  to  operate  at  a  spending  level  of  $3,000,000.  In  addition,  relative  to  its  mission, 
the  Commission  will  incur  costs  and  receive  reimbursements  for  processing  criminal 
records  checks  and  conducting  certain  background  investigations.  The  amount  for 
these  activities  is  estimated  to  be  $1,250,000. 

A  substantial  portion  of  the  Commission's  funding  for  fiscal  year  1995  will  be  de- 
rived from  sources  other  than  appropriations: 

Portion  of  Commissions  funding 

Appropriations  $1,500,000 

Fees! 

Current  fiscal  year  1,500,000 

Prior  year's  1,445,000 

Subtotal  4,445.000 

Reimbursements: 

Costs  of  background  investigations 1,000,000 

Fingerprint  checks 250,000 

Total  5,695,000 

There  are  or  soon  will  be  over  200  tribes  with  over  225  gaming  operations,  class 
II,  class  III  or  both.  The  Commission  is  charged  with  reviewing  and  approving  the 
tribal  ordinances  for  each  of  these  tribes,  as  well  as  any  new  ordinances  adopted. 
We  have  reviewed  almost  120  new  or  existing  ordinances  and  approved  or  dis- 
approved 90.  The  review  and  approval  of  these  ordinances  is  important  for  three 
reasons:  (1)  their  approval  activates  two  Federal  criminal  statutes  which  concern 
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theft  from  Indian  gaming  establishments;  (2)  their  approval  triggers  the  require- 
ment that  the  tribe  conduct  background  investigations  on  the  key  employees  and 
primary  management  officials  of  a  gaming  operation;  and  (3)  their  approval  triggers 
the  requirement  for  an  annual,  independent  audit. 

It  is  the  stated  policy  of  the  Commission  to  work  with  the  tribes  to  obtain  compli- 
ance with  the  IGRA,  the  Commission's  regulations,  and  the  tribal  ordinances.  We 
believe  that  this  approach  is  in  the  best  long  term  economic  interest  of  the  tribes, 
and  vital  to  achievement  of  tribal  self-sufficiency. 

As  I  stated  earlier,  the  fiscal  year  1995  request  is  for  $1,500,000.  Together  with 
the  $2,945,000  in  fees,  this  will  provide  funding  for  twenty-eight  (28)  personnel — 
the  Commission  Chairman,  two  Commission  members,  and  a  staff  of  twenty-five.  Of 
the  proposed  $3,000,000  operating  budget 

— $2,340,000  is  provided  to  cover  the  salaries  and  benefits  of  the  twenty-eight 
"permanent"  personnel.  These  twenty-eight  positions  will  provide  the  basic  op- 
erating structure  of  the  Commission. 

—$400,000  is  included  for  GSA  space  rental. 

— $750,000  is  provided  for  travel  to  locations  throughout  the  United  States  where 
regulated  gaming  takes  place. 

— $955,000,  the  balance  of  the  $4,495,000,  is  for  other  necessary  operating  costs 
and  expenses,  including  administrative  services,  meetings,  communications, 
utilities,  printing  and  reproduction,  supplies  and  equipment,  and  services  on  a 
contractual  basis. 

In  addition  to  the  fees  to  be  collected  in  fiscal  year  1995  and  the  $1,500,000  we 
have  requested,  the  Commission  should  have  collected  approximately  $4,500,000  in 
fees  before  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1994.  Any  unused  fees  remain  available  to  the 
Commission  until  used. 

The  Commission  has  been  or  will  be  using  these  funds  to  supplement  its  operating 
costs  and  in  a  one-time  effort  to  reduce  the  very  large  backlog  of  cases  that  has  been 
accumulating.  A  portion  will  be  used  for  investigatory  and  other  necessary  services 
on  a  contractual  basis.  Our  legislation  authorizes  us  to  enter  into  contracts  with 
Federal,  state,  tribal  and  private  entities  for  activities  necessary  to  the  discharge 
of  the  duties  of  the  Commission.  We  intend  to  use  this  authority  to  acquire,  as  need- 
ed, necessary  expertise  and  temporary  personnel  to  avoid  the  build-up  of  an  un- 
wieldy permanent  staff". 

To  the  extent  possible,  these  funds  will  be  used  to,  among  other  things: 

— Conduct  inspections  of  all  existing  class  II  gaming  operations; 

— Review  tribal  background  investigations  of  the  thousands  of  primary  manage- 
ment officials  and  key  employees; 

— Review  and  approve  all  existing  class  II  and  class  III  management  contracts; 
and 

— Review  and  approve  all  existing  class  II  and  class  III  gaming  ordinances. 

Meanwhile,  the  permanent  staff"  will: 

— Oversee  the  above  activities; 

— Process  new  ordinance  and  management  contract  applications; 

— Advise  tribes  and  operators  on  the  operating  requirements  of  Commission  regu- 
lations; 

— Take  appropriate  enforcement  actions; 

— Defend  the  Commission  against  legal  challenges  to  the  Commission's  regula- 
tions and  enforcement  actions;  and, 

— Perform  the  other  day-to-day  responsibilities  of  the  Commission. 

The  Commission  intends  that  some  of  the  funds  generated  by  fees  be  available 
for  use  for  special  investigations  and  the  support  of  law  enforcement  efforts. 

Finally,  as  I  told  the  Senate  Committee  on  Indian  AfTairs  last  week,  I  am  happy 
to  be  able  to  say  that  we  are  making  progress  in  our  regulatory  endeavors  and  in 
attaining  cooperation  in  the  field  from  most  of  the  tribes.  In  the  past  15  months 
we  have  brought  87  tribal  ordinances  into  compliance  with  IGRA  and  we  are  proc- 
essing another  60.  We  have  approved  several  management  contracts  and  have  some 
forty  more  awaiting  final  revisions  or  additional  information  from  the  tribe  or  con- 
tractor. We  have  been  taking  enforcement  actions  by  closing  three  illegally  operat- 
ing halls  and  curtailing  illegal  activity  at  a  fourth.  We  are  causing  unsuitable  man- 
agement contractors  to  leave  Indian  gaming  as  contractors.  We  have  conducted 
workshops  and  participated  in  seminars  to  help  tribes  comply  with  our  regulations. 
We  have  issued  numerous  Bulletins  to  inform  and  educate  the  Indian  gaming  indus- 
try. Our  field  representatives  have  visited  all  of  the  class  II  and  most  of  the  class 
III  operations  throughout  the  country  to  explain  IGRA  to  the  tribes  and  to  make 
recommendations  to  the  tribes  on  how  to  comply  with  our  regulations. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  this  concludes  my  opening  statement.  Again,  I  appreciate  the  op- 
portunity to  discuss  these  matters  with  you  and  will  be  pleased  to  answer  any  ques- 
tions the  committee  may  have  with  regard  to  this  request. 

BUDGET  REQUEST 

Senator  Reid.  The  1995  budget  request  includes,  as  we've  talked 
about,  $1.5  million,  which  includes  an  increase  of  $500,000  above 
the  current  level  of  $1  million  for  the  Indian  Gaming  Commission. 

Mr.  Hope,  how  much  funding  will  remain  available  to  the  Com- 
mission in  1995  from  fees  collected  in  prior  years? 

Mr.  Hope.  At  the  end  of  1995  we  should  have  about  $430,000, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Reid.  That  would  give  some  cushion  if  we  expand  the 
duties  of  the  Indian  Gaming  Commission;  is  that  right? 

Mr.  Hope.  We  don't  really  look  at  it  that  way.  We  could  easily 
spend  that  amount  of  money  filling  out  what  we  perceive  of  as  our 
existing  duties.  We  don't  feel  at  this  time  this  would  be  prudent  be- 
cause it  would  just  increase  the  severity  of  the  cutback  the  follow- 
ing year.  We're  going  to  rely  in  1995  on  $1.5  million  of  money  that 
we  won't  have  in  1996. 

Senator  Reid.  How  many  positions  are  currently  unfilled? 

Mr.  Hope.  One  currently.  Senator,  and  that's  the  position  of  a 
Commissioner  to  be  appointed. 

Senator  Reid.  That's  all? 

Mr.  Hope.  We  have  only  established  28  positions  because  we 
can't  afford  to  establish  any  more. 

Senator  Reid.  What  is  the  status  of  the  backlog  of  reviews  and 
investigations  to  be  conducted  by  the  Commission? 

Mr.  Hope.  Well,  Senator,  in  my  testimony,  which  I  would  like  to 
submit  for  the  record 

Senator  Reid.  Yes;  we  will  do  that. 

Mr.  Hope  [continuing].  I  say  that  the  backlog  is  building  on  vir- 
tually a  daily  basis.  We  don't  have  enough  resources  to  keep  up 
with  the  many  responsibilities  of  the  Commission,  and  this  is  for 
a  variety  of  reasons. 

First  of  all,  the  number  and  complexity  of  gaming  operations  has 
been  steadily  increasing  over  the  last  5  years. 

Second,  many  class  III  operations,  which  operate  under  tribal 
State  compacts,  also  include  class  II  activities.  This  requires  us  to 
do  the  same  background  investigations  for  class  III  persons  that 
the  States  should  be  doing,  or  actually  do  in  those  situations  where 
they  actually  perform  that  service. 

Next,  many  management  contracts  call  for  construction,  which 
gets  us  involved  in  NEPA,  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  the  Histori- 
cal Preservation  Act,  et  cetera.  I  have  one  full-time  professional 
doing  NEPA  work,  and  others  helping  by  catching  bits  and  pieces. 

Again  other  regulators  of  Indian  gaming,  both  tribes  and  States, 
have  either  been  slow  or  reluctant  to  get  involved  at  all  in  their 
responsibilities  under  the  act.  This  places  a  fairly  heavy  direct  and 
indirect  burden  on  the  Commission  to  try  to  play  catchup  in  these 
regulatory  activities  by  trying  to  enforce  regulatory  activities 
through  the  approved  ordinance  that  we  do  rather  than  being  able 
to  rely  on  onsite  regulatory  activities  that  are  supposed  to  be  per- 
formed by  others. 


806 

Finally,  there  are  many  Government  agencies  which  are  initially 
reluctant  to  share  with  us  information  that  they  have  on  back- 
grounds because  we  don't  have  full  status  as  a  law  enforcement 
agency  and,  therefore,  they  do  not  feel  that  we  can  protect  under 
FOIA  or  the  Privacy  Act  the  information  that  we  receive  from 
them. 

FUNDING  LIMITATIONS 

Senator  Reid.  What  authority  do  you  have  now  under  law  or  reg- 
ulation to  assess  the  gaming  operators  more  money  to  run  the 
Commission? 

Mr.  Hope.  I  have  no  authority  at  the  current  time,  Senator. 
There  is  a  cap  of  $1.5  million  per  year. 

Senator  Reid.  Is  that  in  fees  and  assessments? 

Mr.  Hope.  Yes;  that's  in  fees,  and  that  applies  only  to  class  II 
gaming.  We  can  get  nothing  from  class  III  gaming. 

Senator  Reid.  Is  that  a  cap  imposed  by  law? 

Mr.  Hope.  Imposed  by  IGRA. 

Senator  Reid.  No  kidding. 

Mr.  Hope.  This  is  one  of  the  problems.  In  the  last  6  years  there 
has  been  no  COLA  adjustment  or  any  adjustment  to  that  number, 
while,  in  fact,  the  gaming  operations  both  in  number  and,  more  im- 
portantly, in  size  and  scope  have  been  growing  by  a  factor  of  5  to 
10. 

Senator  Reid.  How  much  do  you  feel  would  have  to  be  increased 
from  fees  and/or  appropriated  moneys  to  cover  the  additional  re- 
sponsibilities for  the  Commission? 

Mr.  Hope.  The  current  responsibilities  that  we  have,  which  in- 
clude picking  up  a  backlog  that  we're  not  even  addressing  yet,  at 
least  for  the  next  couple  of  years  we  would  need  total  funding  be- 
tween $7.5  and  $10  million  a  year  to  effectively  carry  it  out. 

Senator  Reid.  And  I'll  bet  that  would  not  be  very  plush. 

Mr.  Hope.  It  wouldn't  be  particularly  plush,  but  it  would  cer- 
tainly be  adequate  given  the  fairly  narrow  range  of  issues  that 
we're  supposed  to  be  addressing. 

Senator  Reid.  And  again  that  does  not  at  all  consider  some  of  the 
changes  contemplated  by  the  committee,  and  you've  sat  through  all 
those  meetings. 

Mr.  Hope.  Yes;  that's  right. 

Senator  Reid.  It  doesn't  contemplate  any  of  those  changes? 

Mr.  Hope.  No;  it  does  not. 

Senator  Reid.  Well,  you've  all  worn  me  down,  and  I'm  going  to 
call  it  quits  now. 

Ms.  Deer.  Oh,  I  doubt  that.  Senator.  [Laughter.] 

ADDITIONAL  COMMITTEE  QUESTIONS 

Senator  Reid.  I  appreciate  everyone's  patience  and  testimony 
today. 

We  will  have  additional  questions  that  we  will  submit  and 
they're  extensive  in  nature.  So  I  would  ask  that  you  try  to  get 
these  back  within  the  next  couple  of  weeks. 

Ms.  Deer.  We  will  make  every  effort  to  do  so. 
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Senator  Reid.  We  need  to  do  this  so  we  can  complete  consider- 
ation of  the  markup  for  the  fiscal  year  1995  Interior  bill. 

[The  following  questions  were  not  asked  at  the  hearing,  but  were 
submitted  to  the  Bureau  for  response  subsequent  to  the  hearing:] 


808 

ADDITIONAL  COMMITTEE  QUESTIONS 
Tribal  Consultation 

Question  1:  The  Subcommittee  is  aware  that  concern  has  been  expressed  that  several  proposals 
were  included  in  the  fiscal  year  1995  President's  Budget  without  the  benefit  of  tribal 
consultation.  The  Subcommittee  believes  that  tribal  input  into  the  formulation  of  the  BIA  budget 
is  important.  The  Subcommittee  also  is  sympathetic  to  the  difficulties  that  can  arise  from 
extremely  tight  deadlines  associated  with  formulating  budgets.  We  have  similar  problems  here 
in  the  Senate.  At  what  specific  points  in  the  budget  formulation  process  do  you  consult  with  the 
tribes  and  what  portions  of  the  budget  are  included  in  each  of  these  consultations? 

Answer:  Tribes  are  consulted  before  the  Bureau's  request  is  submitted  to  the  Depariment. 
Tribal  priorities  are  solicited  for  essentially  all  Operation  of  Indian  Programs  activities  with  the 
exception  of  Central  Office  Operations  and  most  of  the  functions  funded  through  Special 
Programs  and  Pooled  Overhead.  The  Office  of  Indian  Education  Programs  solicits  input  for  the 
various  education  activities.  While  we  do  not  request  tribes  to  prioritize  funding  for  Central 
Office  Operations  or  the  other  appropriations  accounts,  data  is  provided  on  prior  and  planned 
fund  distributions  and  construction  priority  lists. 

Once  the  Secretary  has  determined  the  requests  that  are  forwarded  to  the  Office  of  Management 
and  Budget  (0MB),  we  provide  this  information  to  our  Area  Directors,  who  may  share  tribal- 
specific  information  contained  in  the  request  to  0MB,  but  may  not  provide  the  total  budget 
request  for  the  Bureau.  This  limitation  is  based  upon  an  agreement  reached  between  the 
Department  and  OMB  several  years  ago.  Once  we  have  final  OMB  decision,  tribes  are  provided 
copies  of  the  budget  justifications  that  the  Bureau  sends  to  the  Committees. 

Question  2:  Is  it  your  expectation  that  each  and  every  item  in  the  budget  should  be  presented 
to  the  tribes  for  review? 

Answer:  No,  I  don't  think  we  should  be  expected  to  consult  with  all  tribes  on  all  items  in  the 
budget.  For  instance,  while  our  requests  for  Water  Rights  Settlements  are  quite  substantial, 
relatively  few  tribes  are  affected  and  we  have  made  a  commitment  to  fund  these  Settlements,  so 
we  really  can't  put  this  to  a  vote.  Likewise,  most  tribes  do  not  have  Bureau-funded  schools  on 
their  reservations,  so  they  might  prefer  reduced  rather  than  increased  spending  for  school 
operations.  We  are  making  an  effort  to  consult  with  tribes  on  all  operating  programs  which 
directly  affect  them,  but  not  on  programs  which  they  do  not  receive. 

Question  3:  When  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  makes  final  determinations  of  what 
will  be  included  in  the  President's  budget,  does  the  Bureau  conduct  additional  consultations  with 
the  tribes  at  that  time?  If  so,  what  does  the  Bureau  do  if  discussions  show  that  the  tribes  do  not 
support  what  is  in  the  President's  budget? 

Answer:  Tribes  are  advised  of  specific  requests  included  for  them  in  the  budget,  but  we  do  not 
ask  them  for  proposed  changes  to  the  budget,  as  the  OMB  decision  is  final  for  the  Executive 
Branch. 

Question  4:  There  are  approximately  545  tribal  and  Native  Alaskan  entities  that  have  been 
federally  recognized,  and  probably  an  equal  number  of  views  as  to  what  the  budget  should  look 
like.  Your  job  is  to  try  and  find  some  sort  of  consensus  within  that  group  that  is  also  consistent 
with  Administration  policy.  What  is  your  strategy  for  resolving  differences  of  opinion  that  may 
arise  concerning  budget  proposals  during  the  consultation  process? 

Answer:  There  are  just  a  few  more  tribes  than  there  are  Members  of  Congress,  and  we  --  like 
you  -  are  unable  to  reach  complete  agreement  on  budget  issues.  Tribal  consultation  is  one  of 
the  important  factors  in  developing  our  budget  requests,  but  we  recognize,  of  course,  that  there 
are  competing  demands  on  the  federal  budget.  Some  differences  cannot  be  resolved  and  the 
Congress  has  made  available  to  the  tribes  an  avenue  for  the  legislative  branch  to  attempt 
resolution  which  was  not  achieved  within  the  Executive  Branch. 
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Area  OfTice  Consolidation 

Question  5:  In  a  letter  dated  April  5,  1994,  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Policy,  Management 
and  Budget  informed  the  Committee  of  a  substitute  proposal  to  the  budget  proposal  which  would 
consolidate  the  Muskogee  and  Anadarko  area  offices.  According  to  the  letter,  the  Anadarko  and 
Muskogee  area  offices  would  be  downsized  and  assistant  area  director  positions  would  be 
eliminated.  The  substitute  proposal  assumes  that  the  dollar  savings  would  be  realized  by  the 
phase  out  of  the  assistant  area  director  positions.  The  FTE  reductions  assumed  in  the  budget 
request  would  be  realized  as  a  result  of  the  Standing  Rock  School  converting  to  a  grant  school. 
Have  the  tribes  raised  concerns  about  other  office  consolidations  or  downsizings?  If  so,  are 
there  other  alternatives  being  considered  by  the  Bureau? 

Answer:  Yes,  the  Bureau  has  received  letters  of  concern  from  tribes  regarding  all  of  the 
proposed  agency  consolidations  and  closures.  The  Bureau  has  no  plan  to  revise  the  pending 
budget  request. 

Question  6:  Has  the  Reorganization  Task  Force  developed  alternatives  to  the  current  BIA 
structure  that  would  allow  for  the  orderly  downsizing  of  the  BIA  in  the  long  run? 

Answer:  None  of  the  plans  so  far  considered  by  the  Task  Force  result  in  overall  reductions  of 
staffing,  although  several  would  transfer  staff  from  central  office  or  area  offices  to  the  agency 
level. 

Question  7:  How  many  of  the  assistant  area  director  positions  are  vacant?  How  will  the  phase- 
out  occur  for  those  positions  that  are  presently  occupied?  Will  these  individuals  be  assigned 
elsewhere  in  the  Bureau  or  be  separated? 

Answer:  One  of  the  assistant  area  director  positions  in  Portland  is  vacant.  Four  other  positions 
have  or  will  become  vacant  due  to  the  recent  buyout  initiative.  Reductions-in-Force  will  be 
effected,  therefore,  the  assistant  area  directors  would  be  placed  in  other  positions. 

Question  8:  Is  it  anticipated  that  additional  FTE  reductions  will  be  avoided  through  the 
conversion  of  additional  BIA  schools  to  grant  schools? 

Answer:  In  FY  1995,  three  Bureau  operated  schools  will  now  convert  to  grant  status,  with  a 
combined  reduction  of  94  FTEs. 

BIA  Exemption  from  Streamlining  ' 

Question  9:  The  Committee  is  aware  that  some  feel  that  tribal  priority  allocations  should  not 
have  received  any  of  the  FTE  reductions  or  administrative  streamlining  reductions,  but  that  these 
reductions  should  come  from  the  operations  of  the  central  office.  What  was  the  basis  for 
allocating  the  FTE  reductions  and  administrative  streamlining  reductions  to  the  various 
programs? 

Answer:  To  the  extent  possible,  the  reductions  were  absorbed  by  the  central  office  and  the  area 
offices.  More  than  38  percent  of  the  reductions  were  taken  at  these  levels  which  have  only 
seven  percent  of  the  resources.  Within  Tribal  Priority  Allocations,  we  concentrated  the 
reductions  at  locations  where  the  Bureau  is  no  longer  providing  direct  program  services,  thus 
reducing  overhead  costs. 

Question  10:  What  are  the  types  of  administrative  expenses  that  are  incurred  by  the  tribes? 
How  are  these  any  different  than  Bureau  administrative  expenses? 

Answer:  Within  Tribal  Priority  Allocations,  virtually  all  amounts  under  General  Administration 
are  Bureau  administrative  expenses  at  agency  locations.  In  some  situations,  tribes  may  contract 
with  the  agency  to  provide  facility  maintenance  or  other  support  services. 
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Under  Public  Law  93-638,  tribes  that  contract,  grant  or  compact  to  operate  federal  programs 
also  have  their  own  administrative  services,  such  as  personnel  operations,  accounting  systems, 
auditors,  utilities,  telephone,  and  other  overhead  expenses.  These  costs  are  eligible  for  contract 
support  payments  from  the  Bureau. 

Question  11:  What  would  be  the  impact  on  the  BIA  if  the  central  office  operations  were 
reduced  by  $1.6  million  instead  of  taking  the  reduction  in  tribal  priority  allocations? 

Answer:  A  reduction  of  an  additional  $1.6  million  would  further  weaken  what  many  already 
see  as  a  less  than  satisfactory  headquarters  operation  in  terms  of  providing  leadership, 
management,  and  support  services  to  a  very  large  and  complex  organization.  When  all  sources 
of  funds  are  considered  other  than  tribal  funds,  the  Bureau  is  responsible  for  the  management 
of  over  $2  billion  on  an  annual  basis.  Excluding  the  funds  budgeted  for  the  Office  of  Trust 
Funds  Management,  headquarters  funding  is  $67  million,  which  is  only  3.3  percent  of  total 
resource  availability.   That  is  a  very  low  rate  by  any  standards. 

Contract  Support 

Question  12:  Language  included  in  the  FY  1994  Appropriations  Act  (P.L.  103-138)  limited  the 
availability  of  funding  for  contract  support  to  $91,223,000  for  fiscal  year  1994  and  prior  years. 
According  to  the  budget  justifications,  the  Bureau  estimates  that  $13.1  million  will  be  required 
to  cover  the  shortfalls  for  FY  1992  and  FY  1993,  which  is  more  than  was  previously  indicated 
to  the  Committee.  Language  proposed  for  FY  1995  would  limit  the  availability  of  the 
$95,823,000  requested  for  contract  support  to  FY  1995  only.  What  are  the  limits  on  contract 
support  funding?  Do  tribes  have  maximum  flexibility  to  spend  contract  support  dollars  however 
they  see  fit? 

Answer:  Tribes  submit  an  indirect  cost  rate  proposal  to  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General  (IG) 
for  negotiation  and  approval  of  an  indirect  cost  rate.  This  sets  the  parameters  for  receipt  and 
use  of  contract  support  funds  (CSF)  as  tribes  receive  CSF  based  on  their  indirect  cost  rate. 
Contract  support  funds  must  be  spent  by  tribes  in  accordance  with  their  approved  indirect  cost 
plan.  Monitoring  the  use  of  such  funds  is  done  by  review  of  tribal  financial  status  reports  and 
by  A- 12  audits. 

Question  13:  Based  on  the  additional  need  for  FY  1992  and  FY  1993,  what  is  the  total  contract 
support  requirements  for  these  two  fiscal  years? 

Answer:  The  contract  support  funds  required  for  FY  1992  and  FY  1993  is  $13.8  million  as  of 
June  1,  1994.   The  total  for  all  previous  years  is  currently  $17.7  million. 

Question  14:  At  what  point  will  the  Bureau  know  the  extent  of  the  full  requirements  for  fiscal 
year  1994?  Do  the  estimated  requirements  for  fiscal  year  1994  exceed  the  amount  that  was 
requested  for  fiscal  year  1994?  If  so,  by  how  much? 

Answer:  The  shortfall  for  FY  1994  is  $16.6  million,  as  of  June  1,  1994.  The  Bureau  will  pay 
100  percent  of  identified  prior  year  shortfall,  then  distribute  the  residual  for  FY  1994 
requirements  on  a  pro  rata  basis  and  meet  approximately  82  percent  of  tribes  indirect  cost  rates 
for  FY  1994. 

Question  15:  How  has  the  estimated  shortfall  in  contract  support  affected  the  delivery  of  BIA 
programs  by  the  tribes? 

Answer:  The  impact  of  the  estimated  shortfall  is  not  known  at  this  time.  Any  shortfall  of  funds 
will  directly  impact  on  the  amount  of  funds  contractors  will  be  able  to  pay  for  administrative 
costs  not  chargeable  to  the  direct  program,  such  as  utilities,  space,  and  certain  salaries  and 
wages.  Some  tribes  have  indicated  that  they  will  have  to  eliminate  staff  in  the  event  of  a 
shortfall  and  others  indicate  possible  retrocession  of  programs  to  the  Bureau  for  operation. 


811 


Question  16:  According  to  the  justification,  "a  tribal  contractor  is  eligible  for  contract  support 
if  a  current  approved  indirect  cost  rate,  or  a  proposal  pending  before  the  Office  of  Inspector 
General  on,  or  prior  to  May  1,  1994,  has  been  submitted."  Without  such  a  requirement,  when 
would  the  Bureau  be  able  to  determine  the  full  extent  of  FY  1994  contracting  requirements?  Is 
the  Bureau  aware  of  any  reduction  in  contracting  requirements  as  a  result  of  this  deadline? 

Answer:  As  of  June  1,  1994,  the  Bureau  has  an  identified  shortfall  for  FY  1994  contracts  of 
about  $16.6  million.  This  amount  will  increase  as  additional  tribes  contract  through  the  course 
of  the  fiscal  year.  The  Bureau  will  not  know  the  extent  of  the  shortfall  until  April  or  May  1995, 
because  some  tribes  execute  calendar  year  contracts.  The  Bureau  is  aware  that  some  tribes  that 
have  received  contract  support  in  the  past  will  not  be  receiving  those  funds  in  FY  1994,  because 
they  do  not  have  current  proposed  or  approved  indirect  cost  rates. 

Question  17:  Language  included  in  the  Conference  report  for  fiscal  year  1994  directed  the 
Bureau  to  examine  the  use  of  a  "self-determination"  fund  to  support  new  contracts.  This  fund 
would  be  separate  from  ongoing  contract  support.  Despite  this  language,  the  Bureau  has  not 
included  such  a  fund  in  its  budget  request.  Why  has  the  Bureau  chosen  not  to  implement  such 
a  fund? 

Answer:  The  Bureau  is  considering  an  Indian  Self-Determination  Fund  as  a  FY  1996  budget 
proposal.  Implementation  issues  had  to  be  considered,  such  as  the  distinction  between  new  and 
expanded  programs,  the  separation  of  direct  service  and  indirect  costs  so  that  contract  support 
funds  are  not  used  to  augment  program  resources,  and  the  treatment  of  general  program 
increases  and  pay-related  adjustments. 

Question  18:  If  such  a  fund  were  implemented,  how  would  the  Bureau  define  "new"  contracts? 
What  is  the  difference  between  a  "new"  and  an  "expanded"  contract?  For  example,  if  Congress 
adds  funds  to  the  Tribal  Priority  Allocations,  which  results  in  additional  funds  and  contract 
support  requirements  for  an  existing  contract,  does  this  qualify  as  a  "new"  contract?  If  not,  how 
will  the  "self-determination"  fund  make  any  difference  in  alleviating  the  contract  support  funding 
problems? 

Answer:  A  "new"  contract  would  be  defined  as  a  program  not  previously  contracted  by  a  tribe. 
An  "expanded"  contract  would  be  a  program  currently  under  contract  which  adds  another 
activity  that  was  not  previously  contracted.  An  example  of  an  expanded  contract  would  be  if 
a  tribe  enters  into  a  Self-Governance  agreement  which  incorporates  programs  not  previously 
under  contract.  The  Indian  Self-Determination  Fund  would  cover  contract  support  payments 
associated  with  the  expanded  programs. 

Education 

Question  19:  According  to  your  budget  justification,  one  of  the  goals  of  the  BIA  education 
program  is  to  provide  a  "quality"  education  for  Indian  children.  What  criteria  do  you  use  to 
determine  whether  or  not  the  students  in  the  BIA  school  system  are  receiving  a  "quality" 
education? 

i 
Answer:  Quality  education  programs  in  Bureau-funded  schools  are  built  on  the  concept  of 
providing  Indian  youth  with  the  opportunity  to  develop  their  capacities  and  talents,  equip  them 
to  cope  with  multi-cultural  challenges,  and  include  the  resources  necessary  to  help  Indian  youth 
attain  the  National  Goals  for  Education.  Parent  participation  and  self-determination  in  local 
school  decision  making  are  necessary  components  of  a  quality  education. 

The  criteria  to  determine  "quality"  education  are  schools  that  have  the  following: 

-  clear  school  mission 

-  safe  and  supportive  environment 

-  strong  instructional  leadership 

-  opportunity  to  learn  and  high  expectations 
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-  monitoring  and  feedback  of  student  progress 

-  good  home/school/community  relationships 

-  curriculum  based  on  locally  defined  needs 

-  participatory  management  and  cultural  relevance 

Question  20:  Based  on  this  criteria,  do  you  feel  that  BIA  currently  provides  a  "quality" 
education  to  its  students?  If  not,  what  are  the  most  significant  barriers  that  currently  prevent 
students  from  receiving  a  "quality"  education  in  the  BIA  system  and  how  does  your  budget 
request  address  overcoming  these  barriers? 

Answer:  Some  Bureau  schools  provide  quality  education  to  their  students.  There  are  many 
positive  programs  that  have  received  regional  and  national  recognition  for  programs.  An 
example  is  "Little  Wound  School  Flower  Shop  Program"  for  elementary  children  enrolled  in 
exceptional  education  classes.  This  business  is  thriving  on  the  Pine  Ridge  Reservation.  Other 
successful  programs  are  at  Turtle  Mountain  High  School  and  Two  Eagle  River  School.  Wingate 
High  School's  Science  and  Engineering  efforts  won  national  championships.  These  are 
examples  of  schools  which  generally  meet  all  the  criteria  for  schools  with  quality  education. 

Question  21:  If  funding  is  the  major  barrier,  does  the  budget  request  provide  adequate 
resources?  If  the  budget  does  not  provide  adequate  resources,  what  additional  funds  would  be 
required  in  FY  1995  and  what  is  the  basis  for  your  estimate?  Do  you  have  any  suggestions  as 
to  where  in  the  Bureau's  budget  the  Committee  should  make  reductions  in  order  to  provide 
additional  funding  to  education? 

Answer:  Funding  is  not  the  major  barrier.  This  is  not  a  viewpoint  shared  by  the  schools 
because  more  money  is  always  welcome.  The  Bureau  believes  the  budget  requests  are  providing 
adequate  resources.    More  program  and  financial  accountability  is  needed  at  some  schools. 

Question  22:  Realistically,  increased  funding  for  education  is  going  to  be  hard  to  come  by. 
The  question  the  Bureau  and  the  tribes  should  be  asking  is  "what  could  be  done  differently 
within  the  constraints  of  current  funding  levels  in  order  to  improve  the  education  of  Indian 
children?"  What  is  your  reaction  to  this  observation?  Have  you  had,  or  do  you  plan  to  have, 
such  discussions  with  the  tribes? 

Answer:  The  Bureau  is  very  aware  that  funding  for  Indian  Education  will  be  constrained.  We 
are  actively  pursuing  creative  ways  of  improving  the  education  of  the  children  while  keeping 
costs  down.  The  Bureau  is  also  demanding  financial  and  program  accountability  of  its  schools. 


Question  23:  Another  term  that  is  used  quite  often  in  conjunction  with  Indian  education 
programs  is  "self-determination".  Ms.  Deer,  how  do  you  define  "self-determination", 
particularly  as  it  relates  to  education  programs? 

Answer:  A  meaningful  Indian  self-determination  policy  in  education  is  one  that  provides  for 
an  orderly  transition  from  the  Federal  domination  of  education  programs  to  tribal  administration 
of  programs  and  services.  This  process  includes  the  design,  implementation  and  evaluation  of 
programs. 

Substance  Abuse  Counselors 

Question  24:  The  FY  1995  budget  request  proposes  elimination  of  funding  for  substance  abuse 
counselors,  which  represents  a  reduction  of  $2,436,000  from  the  current  level.  The  purpose  of 
the  funding  is  "to  provide  education  in  intervention  and  prevention  of  substance/alcohol  abuse 
for  students".  Who  would  the  education  be  provided  to  if  the  counselors  are  eliminated?  How 
much  funding  is  in  the  budget  for  this  training  and  education? 

Answer:  The  Bureau  has  experienced  difficulty  in  attracting  licensed,  certified  counselors  since 
this  line  item  of  the  budget  was  established.  The  funds  have  been  diverted  to  training  academic 
and  residential  counselors  to  work  with  substance  abusers.     However,  teachers,  academic 
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counselors  and  other  school  personnel  have  been  trained  to  continue  some  form  of  substance 
abuse  counseling  for  students.  These  personnel  are  trained  in  the  intervention,  treatment  and 
follow-up  activities  for  students  with  a  substance  abuse  problem.  The  Drug  Free  School  and 
Communities  Act  provides  approximately  $5,620,000  for  use  at  schools  for  substance  abuse 
activities  and  the  Bureau  believes  these  funds  are  sufficient  to  continue  any  special  programs. 
Local  school  boards  determine  the  amount  of  the  funds  for  training  and  the  amounts  differ  at 
each  school. 

Question  25:  How  many  schools  currently  have  substance  abuse  counselors?  How  many 
positions  are  associated  with  the  present  level  of  17  FTE's  for  the  program  and  what  will  be 
the  process  for  eliminating  these  positions? 

Answer:  The  17  FTEs  represent  full-time  and  part-time  counselors  that  are  federal  employees 
in  Bureau-operated  schools  that  are  funded  by  this  specific  budget  line  item.  If  the  schools  do 
not  choose  to  support  these  positions  through  the  ISEP  allocation,  these  positions  would  be 
eliminated  through  reduction-in-force  procedures.  Counselors  at  schools  operated  by  tribes 
under  Public  Law  93-638  contracts  and  grants  are  not  federal  employees  and,  thus,  not  included 
in  the  Bureau's  FTEs. 

A  1993  survey  of  Bureau-funded  schools  identified  a  total  of  64  FTEs  in  counseling  services 
among  the  145  schools  that  responded.  The  Drug  Free  Schools  program,  which  is  funded  by 
the  Department  of  Education,  supported  39  of  the  64  FTEs.  These  positions  would  not  be 
impacted  by  the  Bureau's  budget  reduction. 

Question  26:  What  training  activities  are  currently  funded  by  this  program?  Please  also 
provide  the  job  titles  of  those  required  to  attend  the  training,  the  dates  of  the  training,  the 
location,  the  agenda,  and  how  the  goals  of  the  training  were  achieved.  Will  any  additional 
training  take  place?  If  so,  please  describe  the  training,  and  the  source  and  amount  of  funding. 

Answer:  Training  activities  vary  with  the  need  of  either  the  individual  staff  members  or  the 
school.  There  are  two  national  drug  abuse  workshops,  one  in  conjunction  with  the  National 
Indian  School  Board  Training  workshop  and  the  other  a  workshop  for  drug-free  school 
coordinators.  There  is  no  requirement  to  attend  the  conferences.  The  NISBA  conference  is  one 
which  provides  an  opportunity  for  schools  to  showcase  their  projects  which  have  been 
successful.  The  last  training  session  was  held  in  Atlanta  during  April  1994.  Additional  training 
would  be  on  an  individual  basis  as  needed  or  required  by  staff  for  certification.  Schools  may 
offer  substance  abuse  training  as  part  of  their  orientation  or  start-up  activities.  Locations,  dates 
and  agendas  for  upcoming  workshops  have  not  yet  been  finalized. 

Question  27:  Will  any  substance/alcohol  abuse  intervention  and  prevention  educational  activities 
continue?  If  so,  what  educational  activities  will  take  place  and  what  will  be  the  source  of 
funding? 

Answer:  Substance  abuse  intervention  and  prevention  activities  will  continue  at  schools  based 
on  the  types  and  kinds  of  programs  the  local  school  boards  implement.  The  reauthorization  of 
the  ESEA  contains  a  provision  for  Drug-Free  School  programs  for  Indian  youth.  The  funding 
levels  are  yet  to  be  determined. 

Proposed  ISEP  Bill  Language 

Question  28:  The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  includes  language  which  would  change  the 
basis  for  distributing  funding  provided  through  the  Indian  School  Equalization  Program  (ISEP) 
formula.  According  to  the  budget  justification,  the  proposed  language  would  allow  the 
distribution  of  ISEP  funding  to  the  schools  on  July  1  based  on  the  prior  year  enrollment.  What 
do  you  perceive  to  be  the  biggest  drawbacks  of  the  current  distribution  system?  How  does  this 
proposal  address  these? 
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Answer:  Since  FY  1991,  the  Appropriations  Acts  have  provided  School  Operations  funding  a 
year  in  advance  of  each  school  year.  The  purpose  of  the  advance  appropriations  (forward 
funding)  was  to  enable  the  schools  to  plan  their  budgets  ahead  of  the  school  year.  This  purpose 
has  not  been  realized  because  the  current  allocation  formula  is  based  on  student  enrollments 
counted  in  September  so  that  the  final  budget  for  each  school  is  not  determined  until  2-3  months 
after  the  school  year  has  begun.  This  has  led  to  schools'  inability  to  adequately  plan  their 
budgets  and  has  led  to  unanticipated  staff  reductions  and  other  budgetary  adjustments  during  the 
school  year.  The  change  in  language  is  being  proposed  to  allow  the  Bureau  to  provide  schools 
with  final  funding  data  approximately  six  months  earlier  than  is  now  possible  so  that  the  schools 
can  better  plan  for  their  annual  budgets.  The  proposed  distribution  of  most  funds  based  on  the 
student  counts  in  the  previous  school  year  would  complement  the  original  intent  of  advance 
appropriations.   This  proposal  is  also  being  pursued  with  the  authorizing  committee. 

Question  29:  Based  on  information  provided  to  the  Committee,  this  language  was  the  subject 
of  the  March  tribal  consultations  held  by  the  Office  of  Indian  Education  Programs.  When  did 
the  Office  of  Indian  Education  Programs  initially  become  aware  of  the  language  included  in  the 
budget?  When  did  the  Office  of  Indian  Education  initially  determine  that  there  would  be  tribal 
consultations  held  in  March,  1994?  When  were  the  materials  sent  to  the  tribes  for  the  March, 
1994  tribal  consultations?  Was  this  proposed  bill  language  included  in  the  material?  Why  was 
there  a  delay  in  getting  this  information  to  the  tribes  for  the  March  tribal  consultations? 

Answer:  The  Assistant  Secretary  of  Indian  Affairs  and  the  OIEP  proposed  the  language  in  early 
January  1994.  The  determination  to  hold  March  consultation  meetings  was  made  as  a  result  of 
comments  received  during  the  July  1993  meetings.  The  tribal  consultation  booklets  were  mailed 
to  the  tribes  and  schools  on  February  18,  1994.  The  bill  language  was  distributed  to  the  tribes 
and  schools  as  an  additional  consultation  item  on  March  4,  1994.  The  OIEP's  decision  to 
include  the  topic  as  a  consultation  item  was  not  made  until  February  28,  1994. 

Question  30:  What  was  the  reaction  of  the  tribes  to  the  materials  included  in  the  March  tribal 
consultation  package  and  to  this  proposal,  specifically?  Under  the  circumstances,  do  you  feel 
this  proposal  received  fair  consideration  by  the  tribes? 

Answer:  Almost  68  percent  of  the  comments  were  against  the  proposed  budget  language  and 
pointed  out  negative  local  impacts  against  using  it.  Tribes  have  always  given  consultation 
materials  very  serious  consideration  and  on  occasion  made  recommendations  for  items  to  be 
included.  During  the  consultation,  it  was  pointed  out  that  this  proposal  is  not  new,  but  rather 
an  attempt  to  reinstate  an  unworkable  process  previously  abandoned  because  of  excessive  cost. 
Prior  to  1984,  the  Bureau  had  two  counts,  but  it  proved  to  be  impossible  to  administer  at  that 
time,  given  the  lack  of  computerized  networking.  At  the  March  consultation,  there  was  a  strong 
indication  of  dissatisfaction  with  the  time  in  which  the  tribes  had  to  consider  the  proposal. 

Question  31:  During  the  consultation  process,  were  any  alternatives  to  the  proposed  language 
presented  by  the  tribes  or  any  suggestions  for  perfecting  the  language?  If  so,  what  were  the 
alternatives  and/or  suggestions  proposed  by  the  tribes? 

Answer:   Alternatives  proposed  by  the  comments  from  the  March  consultation  included: 

-  budgets  based  on  school  need; 

-  use  average  daily  membership  to  determine  the  funding; 

-  keep  the  current  formula  as  it  is  but  fund  at  the  $3499  per  WSU  level. 

Question  32:  During  the  March  consultations,  did  the  tribes  understand  that  while  the  WSU 
count  to  be  used  to  distribute  funding  for  the  1995-1996  school  year  would  be  based  on  the 
1994-1995  school  year,  the  actual  funding  level  for  the  1995-1996  school  year  would  be 
approximately  $12  million  higher  than  the  funding  for  the  1994-1995  school  year? 

Answer:  It  appears  that  all  the  tribes  may  not  have  been  fully  aware  of  the  increase.  The 
biggest  concern  was  the  possible  lack  of  a  dollar  adjustment  for  all  schools  with  changes.  (For 
example,  tribes  want  to  be  assured  that  if  a  school  has  a  significant  enrollment  decrease  in  SY 
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1995-96,  they  will  receive  an  adjustment.  This  was  not  part  of  the  original  proposal). 
However,    we  plan   to  consult  with   tribes  during   SY    1994-95   to  develop  a  workable 
implementation  plan. 

Question  33:  According  to  the  consultation  materials,  the  ISEP  funds  will  be  distributed  based 
on  an  average  of  two  ISEP  student  counts  uken  during  the  prior  school  year  during  September 
and  May.  Then,  based  on  the  fall  (September)  count  week  of  the  current  school  year,  any 
necessary  adjustments  would  be  made  to  those  schools  with  an  increase  of  10  percent  or  more 
in  weighted  student  units.  What  was  the  basis  for  this  decision?  Were  alternative  proposals 
considered?   If  so.  what  were  they? 

Answer:  The  plan  was  a  proposal  using  as  the  basis,  the  already  existing  regulations  governing 
declining  enrollment.  Other  alternatives  were  considered  and  included:  (1)  no  adjustment  until 
the  following  year,  (2)  adjustments  for  both  decreases  and  increases  in  enrollment,  and  (3) 
continue  current  funding  practices. 

Question  34:  How  would  the  Secretary  distribute  the  additional  funds  to  the  schools 
experiencing  an  increase  in  enrollment  based  on  the  fall  count  week?  Would  the  funds  be 
distributed  by  formula  or  at  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary? 

Answer:  One  proposal  is  that  the  Secretary  would  withhold  $5  million  from  the  ISEP  funds  for 
distribution  by  formula  to  schools  experiencing  an  increase  of  10  percent  or  more  in  enrollment. 
However,  we  plan  to  consult  with  the  tribes  during  SY  1994-95  to  develop  a  workable 
implementation  plan. 

Question  35:  The  Committee  is  aware  that  some  schools  are  concerned  that  their  funding  would 
be  significantly  reduced  if  a  second  count  were  conducted  in  May  because,  according  to  these 
schools,  enrollment  tends  to  drop  off  in  the  spring.  How  significant  are  the  problems  of  poor 
attendance  and  the  failure  to  retain  students  at  Bureau-funded  schools?  What  steps  are  taken  by 
the  schools  when  students  do  not  attend  school? 

Answer:  According  to  the  current  data  collected  in  conjunction  with  the  monitoring  and 
evaluation  of  schools,  the  average  attendance  is  90  percent.  This  overall  attendance  rate  is  high 
and  does  not  appear  to  be  a  problem.  According  to  the  analysis  of  1992  data  from  172  Bureau- 
funded  schools,  there  were  39,594  student  enrolled  in  September  of  1991  and  37,312  students 
enrolled  at  the  end  of  the  school  year  in  1992.  The  difference  between  these  two  enrollment 
numbers  represents  an  average  retention  rate  of  93.1  percent.  Of  these  172  schools,  150  were 
K  through  Grade  8  whose  overall  retention  rate  averaged  97  percent  and  58  Grade  9  through  12 
schools  whose  overall  retention  rate  averaged  84.3  percent.  The  retention  rate  appears  to  be 
more  of  a  problem  in  the  Grade  9  through  12  schools.  The  Bureau  requires  each  school  to  have 
an  attendance  policy  adopted  by  their  school  board.  Generally,  the  school's  attendance  policy 
will  spell  out  the  procedures  to  be  taken  for  students  not  attending  school.  For  example,  an 
absence  of  three  days  without  notice  from  parents  or  guardians  may  trigger  a  home  visit  to 
determine  the  reason  for  absence.  Also,  most  reservations  have  a  specific  school  attendance 
policy  which  the  Bureau  schools  are  required  to  adopt  and  follow. 

Question  36:  Do  schools  track  students  who  transfer  to  other  schools,  both  within  and  outside 
the  BIA  system?   If  not,  why  not? 

Answer:  The  Bureau  does  not  have  data  on  the  number  schools  which  actually  track  students 
who  transfer;  however,  when  a  student  transfers  the  receiving  school  must  officially  request  the 
student's  transcripts.  Such  a  request  constitutes  a  record  of  transfer.  The  Annual  Education 
Survey  requests  that  each  school  provide  data  on  student  transfers  each  year.  The  data  are  not 
collected  centrally;  however,  OIEP  is  compiling  data  for  the  1993-94  school  year  as  requested 
in  the  Senate  report  language. 

Question  37:  How  do  schools  determine  whether  students  have  transferred  to  another  school 
or  no  longer  attend  any  school? 
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Answer:  Very  rarely  does  a  student  just  leave  a  school  of  his/her  own  accord.  By  school 
policy,  a  student  leaving  a  school  for  any  reason  must  be  checked  out  by  a  parent  or  guardian. 
At  this  time  a  reason  for  leaving  is  obtained  as  well  as  an  indication  as  to  where  the  student  is 
going.  Once  transferred,  the  receiving  school  must  send  an  official  request  for  transcripts  to  the 
school  the  student  left. 

Question  38:  To  what  extent  do  the  schools  work  with  the  social  services  programs  of  the 
Bureau?  Are  there  any  joint  efforts  to  resolve  social  problems  that  affect  a  student's  ability  to 
attend  school? 

Answer:  Bureau  schools  operate  on  67  different  Indian  reservations.  Most  Bureau-funded 
schools  follow  the  social  welfare  policies  and  procedures  of  the  tribe,  whether  the  social  services 
program  is  operated  directly  by  the  Bureau  or  the  tribe.  Child  neglect  and  abuse  problems  are 
required  to  be  reported  to  the  appropriate  tribal  agency  by  the  school.  Bureau  or  tribal  social 
services  and  the  school  are  then  required  to  coordinate  their  activities  very  closely  on  these 
matters.  Tribal  courts  at  times  take  over  the  welfare  of  the  child  who  attends  a  Bureau  school. 
Schools  are  then  kept  informed  of  the  status  of  the  child  and  the  school  may  have  to  provide  the 
courts  and/or  social  services  with  special  reports.  There  are  instances  when  social  services,  law 
enforcement,  and/or  tribal  court  representatives  visit  a  school  to  obtain  certain  information  and 
records  on  a  child.    Bureau  schools  are  obligated  to  cooperate  in  these  matters. 

Question  39:  What  incentives  do  BIA-funded  schools  have  to  ensure  that  their  students  attend 
school  and  eventually  graduate?  What  specific  steps  is  the  Bureau  taking  to  improve  the  retention 
rates  at  Bureau-funded  schools? 

Answer:  Each  school,  whether  grant,  contract  or  Bureau-operated,  as  well  as  most  reservations 
with  Bureau  schools,  have  written  attendance  policies.  These  policies  include  legal  requirements 
(incentives)  for  parents  and  guardian  with  respect  to  their  child's  school  attendance  and  eventual 
graduation.  This  aspect  is  no  different  from  the  public  school  education  system.  Bureau  schools 
provide  more  tangible  incentives  in  the  form  of  extracurricular  activities,  clean  and  safe  schools 
with  an  atmosphere  conducive  to  learning,  Indian  oriented  cultural  activities,  Indian  elders  in  the 
classroom,  special  events  honoring  students,  parents'  day  or  PTA  meetings.  Stable  staff  and 
well  cared  for  facilities  are  also  important  incentives  as  well  as  parent  and  community  efforts. 
The  steps  the  Bureau  is  taking  to  improve  the  retention  rates  include: 

-  increased  funds  to  upgrade  the  schools  and  perform  preventative  maintenance, 

-  increased  funds  for  teacher  salaries  in  Bureau  operated  schools, 

-  increased  autonomy  of  schools  by  turning  over  Bureau  operated  schools  to  tribes  through 
the  grant  and  contract  process, 

-  OIEP  support  for  the  Effective  Schools  Program, 

-  expansion  of  the  FACE  program  in  early  childhood  education, 

-  the  school  improvement  effort  as  a  result  of  monitoring  and  evaluation, 

-  yearly  recognition  of  Bureau  schools  that  are  making  significant  progress,  and 

-  staff  training  activities  including  substance  abuse  prevention  and  awareness  programs, 
training  through  the  Eisenhower  Professional  Development  programs  in  math  and  science. 

"Count 


Question  40:  Over  the  last  few  years  as  you  have  hem  consultation  meetings  on  education,  the 
issue  of  "count  week"  has  been  raised  on  several  occasions.  The  Committee  is  aware  of 
concerns  that  have  been  raised  that  the  current  "count  week"  may  not  accurately  reflect 
enrollment  during  the  course  of  the  year.  For  example,  some  schools  experience  a  significant 
increase  in  enrollment  due  to  students  transferring  in  after  count  week.  Such  schools  do  not 
receive  any  additional  funding  for  these  students.  At  the  same  time,  schools  which  have 
unusually  high  attendance  during  "count  week"  benefit  from  the  additional  enrollment  without 
having  to  provide  services  throughout  the  year  for  those  students  they  do  not  retain.  Based  on 
the  comments  you  have  received  during  consultation  meetings,  have  you  considered  changing 
the  current  "count  week"  to  a  methodology  that  would  more  accurately  provide  funding  based 
on  the  actual  number  of  students  who  attend  the  school  during  the  year? 
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Answer:  The  Bureau  conducted  consultation  meetings  that  addressed  the  student  count  issue  in 
July  1992  and  again  in  March  1994.  While  most  participants  have  agreed  that  change  is  needed, 
there  has  been  little  agreement  as  to  what  changes  should  take  place.  The  Bureau  is  considering 
possible  changes  to  the  student  count;  however,  based  on  participant  comments  during  the  March 
1994  hearings,  the  Bureau  must  assure  that  proposals  are  developed  with  tribal  involvement  and 
consultation. 

Question  41:  To  what  extent  have  you  proposed  specific  alternatives  to  the  current  "count 
week'  to  tribes  during  consultation? 

Answer:  During  the  July  1992  consultation  meetings,  the  Bureau  proposed  three  alternatives 
to  the  current  student  count:  (1)  leave  student  count  as  is,  (2)  conduct  two  counts.  Fall  and 
Spring  and  take  an  average,  and  (3)  fund  on  average  daily  attendance,  with  no  weights,  using 
a  set  base  (i.e.  $600  per  student). 

Question  42:  Beyond  your  regularly  scheduled  tribal  consultation,  to  what  extent  have  you 
actively  worked  with  parents,  tribal  leaders,  and  students  across  Indian  Country  in  developing 
alternatives  to  the  current  "count  week"?  How  do  your  discussions  with  these  groups  compare 
with  those  with  national  and  tribal  teacher  associations,  teachers  unions,  and  representatives  of 
specific  tribes?   Please  provide  details. 

Answer:  The  Bureau  has  not  actively  pursued  alternatives  to  the  current  count  week  process. 
Several  individuals  have  proposed  alternatives  which  are  appropriate  only  to  their  situation  and 
not  for  the  entire  system. 

National  Directors'  Associations 

Question  43:  The  March  consultation  materials  included  two  items  concerning  establishment 
of  national  directors  associations  for  Higher  Education  Scholarship  Directors  and  Johnson 
O'Malley  Program  Directors.  According  to  the  consultation  materials,  "there  is  a  great  need 
for  an  organization  at  the  national  level  that  will  serve  as  an  advocate  to  assist... directors  in 
describing  and  identifying  specific  issues  and  program  needs  and  in  directing  those  issues  and 
needs  to  the  appropriate  organiration(s)  and/or  individuals."  What  is  the  process  for  determining 
items  to  be  included  in  the  tribal  consultation  process  and  who  is  responsible  for  making  such 
determinations?   What  was  the  basis  for  including  these  items  in  the  consultation  process? 

Answer:  Items  for  consultation  meetings  are  identified  by  tribal  representatives,  Indian 
organizations,  schools  and  other  interested  parties.  Potential  consultation  items  are  also  provided 
during  actual  consultation  meetings.  The  Director,  OIEP  makes  the  final  determination  of  which 
of  the  potential  items  will  be  selected  for  publication  in  the  Consultation  Booklet.  Previous 
consultation  meetings  had  evidenced  a  need  for  proposing  such  organizations.  Comments  from 
such  previous  meetings  indicated  a  strong  desire  to  openly  discuss  the  concept  of  national  level 
organizations.  In  addition,  it  was  decided  to  use  this  media  to  highlight  the  upcoming  Johnson- 
O'Malley  conference. 

Question  44:  Are  such  associations  authorized  and  has  funding  been  provided  for  them?  If 
such  associations  are  established,  what  level  of  funding  would  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  for  which  the  associations  are  established? 

Answer:  Currently  there  is  no  specific  statutory  authorization  and  the  Bureau  has  not  provided 
funding  support  for  such  organizations.  The  Bureau's  first  priority  continues  to  be  Bureau- 
funded  elementary  and  secondary  education,  and  consequently  all  funding  increases  are  directed 
to  the  schools.    Any  funding  would  be  very  minimal. 

Question  45:  What  would  be  the  source  of  funding  for  such  associations?  Would  funding  be 
derived  from  appropriations  for  BIA  education?  For  example,  would  funding  be  provided 
through  special  higher  education  scholarships  or  the  Johnson  O'Malley  programs? 
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Answer:  Should  these  organizations  be  established,  the  Bureau  would  need  to  identify  funding 
in  the  budget  request.  One  of  the  concerns  expressed  during  consultation  was  that  these 
organizations  should  not  be  established  without  additional  funding  for  them. 

Question  46:  Where  does  the  funding  for  these  organizations  rank  in  priority  within  the  BIA 
education  program? 


Answer:  The  Bureau's  first  priority  has  been  and  continues  to  be  the  elementary  and  secondary 
schools  which  depend  on  the  Bureau  for  total  support.  The  organizations  would  be  very  low  in 
the  priority  ranking. 

Question  47:  As  used  in  this  context,  how  would  you  define  "an  advocate  to  assist... directors 
in  describing  and  identifying  specific  issues  and  program  needs  and  in  directing  those  issues  and 
needs  to  the  appropriate  organization(s)  and/or  individuals"?  Is  it  expected  that  representatives 
of  such  an  organization  would  "advocate"  for  these  programs  before  Congress?  How  does 
"advocating"  for  a  program  by  an  association  differ  from  "lobbying"  for  a  program? 

Answer:  There  is  a  perception  throughout  Indian  country  that  problems  within  the  Higher 
Education  and  Johnson-O'Malley  programs  are  not  raised  to  the  levels  that  are  appropriate  to 
provide  resolution.  These  organizations  would  serve  that  purpose  whether  before  Congress  or 
anyplace  else.  It  is  expected  that  the  organization  would  have  programmatic  input  to  the 
Director,  OIEP.  The  concept  does  not  propose  lobbying,  it  suggests  that  the  organizations 
would  provide  the  means  to  raise  the  problems  to  the  level  of  solution  at  the  Director's  level 
or  higher. 

Question  48:  Shouldn't  the  Director  of  the  Office  of  Indian  Education  Programs  be  an  effective 
"advocate"  both  within  the  Administration  and  before  the  Congress?  If  so,  why  is  it  necessary 
to  set  up  separate  associations  to  "advocate"  for  these  programs? 

Answer:  The  Director  must  carefully  consider  the  priorities  in  Indian  education  and  within 
funding  constraints  decide  where  to  focus  the  available  funds.  These  organizations  would  assist 
the  Bureau  in  obtaining  meaningful  input  and  provide  an  additional  avenue  for  consultation. 

Question  49:  The  questions  which  were  posed  in  the  consultation  materials  were:  "(1)  Should 
the  BIA  arrange  for  an  initial  meeting  whereby  the  BIA  provides  technical  assistance  in 
establishing  a  Constitution  and  By-laws  and  where  the  election  of  officials  takes  place?"  and  (2) 
Who  should  provide  overall  guidance  and  direction  for  such  an  organization  should  it  be 
established  and  how  much  involvement  should  the  BIA  have  in  that  organization?"  Given  that 
there  is  no  funding  provided  for  such  an  organization,  what  would  be  the  basis  for  establishing 
a  constitution  and  by-laws  and  electing  officials?  What  was  the  result  of  the  tribal  consultations 
on  these  items? 

Answer:  The  organization  would  be  implemented  on  the  initiative  of  the  tribe.  If  the  tribes 
organize  such  an  association  at  their  expense,  a  constitution  and  by-laws  would  be  necessary  for 
continued  operation.  On  a  national  perspective,  approximately  85  percent  of  the  comments 
received  on  this  consultation  item  were  in  favor  of  such  an  organization  or  provided  specific 
recommendations  on  how  to  improve  the  proposal.  Based  on  these  comments,  the  respondents 
differed  on  the  role  of  the  Bureau  in  establishing  the  organizations.  The  majority  of  comments 
indicated  that  once  organized,  the  Bureau's  level  of  involvement  should  be  minimal. 

March  Consultation  Supplemental  Materials 

Question  50:  According  to  materials  contained  in  the  "Policy  Paper  C  -  Education  Funding 
Consiraints",  "The  lack  of  clear  cut  policy  on  parental  choice  contributes  to  fluctuations  in 
school  enrollment.  These  fluctuations  raise  the  level  of  uncertainty  about  student  populations 
and  limit  the  feasibility  of  consolidating  school  facilities.  The  federal  policy  of  Indian  self- 
determination  and  local  control  may  lead  to  decisions  by  tribes  and  school  boards  which  limit 
parental  choice..."  Do  tribes  and  school  boards  have  the  authority  currently  to  limit  parental 
choice? 
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Answer:  Currently,  tribes  and  school  boards  do  not  have  the  authority  to  limit  parental  choice. 
Tribes  have  the  authority  to  establish  school  attendance  boundaries  for  the  purpose  of  spreading 
student  population  over  a  number  of  schools  within  a  boundary. 

Question  51:  How  many  schools  have  experienced  fluctuating  enrollments  rather  than  continued 
large  increases  in  enrollment  or  steadily  declining  enrollments?  Please  provide  statistics  for  the 
past  three  years. 

Answer:  Over  a  ten  year  period,  two  peripheral  dormitories,  26  day  schools  and  28  boarding 
schools  experienced  fluctuating  enrollments  rather  than  a  steady  increase.  This  represents  about 
30  percent  of  the  schools. 

Question  52:  To  what  extent  are  tribes,  themselves,  allowed  the  opportunity  to  prioritize 
funding  between  education  and  other  tribal  programs?  What  is  the  position  of  the  tribes,  as 
opposed  to  the  opinion  of  the  Office  of  Indian  Education,  on  this  issue? 

Answer:  The  tribes  have  significant  input  in  prioritizing  those  programs  in  the  Tribal  Budget 
System.  The  OIEP  encourages  local  control  and  input  into  the  educational  programs.  The  OIEP 
is  charged  with  responsibility  for  all  schools  and  some  tribes  have  a  very  local,  single  view  of 
that  responsibility. 

Question  53:  To  what  extent  does  parental  choice  lead  to  fluctuating  enrollment  at  BIA  schools? 
What  affect  does  fluctuating  enrollment  have  on  the  schools'  funding,  and,  therefore,  their 
ability  to  effectively  plan  and  attain  long-term  goals? 

Answer:  There  is  some  evidence  that  as  parents  encounter  economic  difficulties  that  enrollment 
in  boarding  schools  tends  to  increase  slightly.  Parents  indicate  that  the  education  the  Bureau 
schools  provide  is  superior  to  that  in  public  schools  because  of  more  attention,  more  cultural 
influence  and  more  involvement  by  parents  in  the  education  of  their  children.  For  ten  years, 
the  average  increase  in  enrollment  was  approximately  one  percent  per  year.  The  1992-93  school 
year  enrollment  was  a  surprising  five  percent  gain  which  greatly  impacted  the  schools  budgets 
and,  in  part,  caused  shortfall  problems. 

Additional  Schools 

Question  54:  Bill  language  has  been  proposed  as  part  of  your  budget  request  which  limits 
additional  schools  to  the  Bureau  school  system  to  the  two  schools  which  submitted  applications 
prior  to  the  final  FY  1995  budget  submission.  In  the  long  term,  do  you  expect  to  limit  the 
number  of  schools  in  the  BIA  system  based  on  budget  constraints? 

Answer:  The  Bureau  believes  that  it  will  be  necessary  to  continue  the  language  to  prohibit  the 
number  of  schools  from  increasing  so  that  there  is  no  adverse  impact  on  the  existing  schools. 

Question  55:  If  approximately  two  schools  a  year  are  allowed  to  enter  the  BIA  school  system, 
how  much  growth  would  occur  in  the  next  five  years,  just  from  the  growth  from  these  new 
schools?  Please  base  your  projections  for  FY  1996-FY  2000  on  the  best  information  you  have 
as  to  what  schools  may  actually  enter  the  system  and  on  the  size  of  schools  who  have  historically 
entered  the  system  over  the  past  few  years.  Please  provide  the  basis  for  your  projections. 
Roughly  how  much  additional  funding  would  be  required  for  these  schools? 

Answer:  Using  a  conservative  estimate  based  on  an  average  of  400  students  per  year  for  the 
new  schools  plus  a  4  percent  increase  in  overall  enrollment  and  WSUs,  the  Bureau  projects  the 
following  needs.  (Note  however,  this  projection  does  not  include  any  increases  per  WSU.  WSU 
increases  would  further  increase  the  projection  of  funding  needs). 
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Budget 
Year 

ADM 

wsu 

School 
Year 

Cost  at  $2,874 
per  WSU 

1996 

51.643 

91,457 

1996-1997 

$263.0  million 

1997 

54,109 

95,823 

1997-1998 

273.0  million 

1998 

56,673 

100,364 

1998-1999 

288.0  million 

1999 

59,340 

105,087 

1999-2000 

302.0  million 

1           2000 

62,114 

109.998 

2000-2001 

316.0  million 

DOD  Pay  Raises 

Question  56:  The  FY  1995  budget  includes  $261,885,000  for  the  ISEP  formula  funds,  which 
is  an  increase  of  $12,379,000,  or  approximately  5  percent  above  the  FY  1994  level.  What  is 
the  basis  for  the  amount  included  in  the  FY  1995  budget  request  for  the  DOD  salary  increase? 


Answer:  The  Department  of  Defense  does  not  project  its  teacher  pay  adjustments.  Since  the 
Bureau's  school  operations  are  forward- funded,  the  DOD  survey  will  not  be  completed  before 
April  1996  for  the  1995-96  school  year.  The  Bureau  used  the  most  recent  adjustment  (2  percent) 
for  the  FY  1995  estimate.  DOD  recently  announced  a  5  percent  increase  for  its  1993-94  school 
year. 

Question  57:  When  does  DOD  determine  their  salary  increases  for  a  particular  school  year? 
When  does  BIA  know  the  amount  of  funding  that  is  required  for  the  actual  pay  raise?  Are  DOD 
schools  forward-funded  in  the  same  way  that  BIA  schools  are  forward- funded? 

Answer:  The  Department  of  Defense  begins  their  survey  in  January  and  finishes  in  late  March 
or  early  April.  The  DOD  pays  from  January  through  the  end  of  the  school  year.  The  Bureau 
usually  can  get  the  percentage  rate  of  the  DOD  pay  raise  in  late  April  or  early  May  for  the 
current  school  year.    DOD  schools  are  not  forward-funded. 

Question  58:  Based  on  the  current  law,  is  it  possible  for  BIA  to  budget  accurately  for  the  DOD 
salary  increase?  If  not,  how  would  you- propose  to  change  the  process  as  part  of  the  upcoming 
reauthorization  process? 

Answer:  It  is  not  possible,  because  of  the  budget  cycle  of  the  Bureau,  to  accurately  estimate 
the  DOD  salary  increases.  One  way  might  be  to  average  the  DOD  pay  raises  for  the  past  5  or 
10  years. 

Question  59:  When  these  funds  are  distributed  to  schools,  does  the  amount  of  funding  that  a 
particular  school  receives  reflect  the  actual  increases  required  to  pay  for  the  increased  salary 
costs  for  teachers  at  that  particular  school? 

Answer:  No.  the  funds  are  distributed  equally  based  on  the  ISEP  formula,  to  all  schools 
including  the  contract  and  grant  schools. 

Question  60:  If  contract  and  grant  schools  are  not  required  to  pay  teachers  according  to  the 
DOD  teacher  salary  scale,  do  these  schools  receive  a  portion  of  the  additional  funds  that  are 
provided  for  the  DOD  teacher  pay  raise?  If  so,  why?  Do  you  feel  this  is  fair  to  the  BIA  schools? 

Answer:  The  contract  and  grant  schools  receive  an  equitable  share  by  formula  according  to 
Section  106  of  Public  Law  93-638  which  requires  that  the  amount  of  funds  provided  are  not  less 
than  what  would  have  been  provided  if  the  schools  were  Bureau-operated.  As  this  is  the  law, 
the  question  of  fairness  is  a  determination  of  Congress. 
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Public  Law  103-227 

Question  61:  Public  Law  103-227  was  recently  enacted,  and  included  two  education  bills,  the 
"Goals  2000:  Educate  America  Act"  and  the  "Educational  Research,  Development, 
Dissemination,  and  Improvement  Act  of  1994".  In  FY  1994,  funding  was  appropriated  to  the 
Department  of  Education  to  begin  implementation  of  the  "Goals  2000"  legislation.  What 
provisions  of  Public  Law  103-227  directly  affect  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs? 

Answer:  Like  the  states,  the  Bureau  will  have  to  develop  a  plan  for  systemic  reform  of  its 
school  system  to  provide  a  more  challenging  curriculum,  performance  based  assessment  rather 
than  standardized  testing,  increased  parental  involvement,  retraining  of  staff,  and  partnerships 
with  health  and  social  services  to  meet  the  needs  of  school  children.  Research  on  Indian 
education  done  by  the  Department  of  Education  will  include  Bureau  schools. 


Question  62:  How  much  funding  will  BIA-funded  schools  receive  from  the  Department  of 
Education  in  support  of  implementing  the  "Goals  2000"  legislation  in  FY  1994  and  how  much 
has  been  budgeted  for  FY  1995?  How  will  the  funds  be  used?  How  will  these  funds  be 
distributed  to  the  schools?  What  are  the  requirements  for  the  use  of  the  funds  by  the  schools? 

Answer:  The  Bureau  will  share  one  percent  with  the  outlying  areas  and  the  Alaska  Federation 
of  Natives.  It  is  estimated  that  the  Bureau  will  receive  approximately  $450,000  in  FY  1994. 
In  the  President's  FY  1995  Budget,  $3.0  million  is  requested  for  the  total  Goals  2000  program. 
The  funds  are  to  be  used  to  implement  school  reform  throughout  the  Bureau  system.  This  will 
include  planning  efforts  involving  an  advisory  panel  similar  to  those  for  states  which  will  oversee 
the  reform  effort  in  the  Bureau.  Schools  must  write  local  school  improvement  plans  in  concert 
with  the  Bureau's  state  plan  and  for  the  purpose  of  improving  to  meet  national  standards  and 
national  goals.  The  funds  must  be  used  to  update  curriculum,  retrain  staff,  involve  parents, 
implement  new  assessment  methods,  work  toward  meeting  the  needs  of  the  whole  child,  and  to 
restructure  the  school  program. 

Question  63:  How  does  the  purpose  for  which  the  funds  are  provided  compare  with  the 
purposes  for  which  ISEP  formula  funds  are  provided?  To  what  extent  do  they  overlap? 

Answer:  The  Goals  2000  is  for  the  specific  purpose  of  reforming  the  school  system  and  not  to 
supplant  existing  funds. 

Question  64:  Will  the  funding  provided  through  the  Department  of  Education  fully  fund  the 
requirements  of  the  legislation?  If  not,  what  additional  funds  would  be  necessary  in  order  to 
implement  fully  the  requirements  of  the  "Goals  2000"  legislation? 

Answer:  The  funding  should  be  sufficient  to  implement  the  requirements  of  the  Goals  2000 
legislation.  After  implementation,  the  reauthorization  of  the  Elementary  and  Secondary 
Education  Act  allows  for  existing  flow  through  funds  to  be  utilized  for  the  Goals  2000  emphasis 
if  necessary. 

ISEP  Reviews 

Question  65:  The  FY  1994  Interior  Appropriations  bill  included  $250,000  to  enable  the  Bureau 
to  conduct  ISEP  reviews  at  all  Bureau-funded  schools.  An  interim  report  was  to  be  submitted 
to  the  Committee  by  March  1,  1994  and  a  final  report  was  to  be  submitted  by  April  1,  1994. 
To  date,  the  Committee  has  received  neither  of  these  reports.  What  is  the  status  of  these 
reports?  What  were  the  results  of  the  ISEP  reviews? 

Answer:  The  data  has  been  analyzed  and  the  narrative  report  is  being  prepared.  The  draft 
report  will  be  circulated  for  review  during  the  last  week  in  May.  The  E)epartment  has  30  days 
for  review  and  comment  before  the  final  draft  is  prepared  to  be  forwarded  to  the  Committee. 
The  preliminary  analysis  of  the  reports  indicates: 
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-  There  are  errors  in  counting  students  at  some  schools, 

-  There  is  no  indication  that  schools  are  delilierately  manipulating  the  system, 

-  There  is  a  large  turn-over  of  personnel  responsible  for  the  student  count, 

-  There  continues  to  be  problems  with  computer  hardware, 

-  There  were  problems  this  year  with  isolation  and  inclement  weather  during  the  student 
count  certification, 

-  There  is  a  need  to  find  an  alternative  method  of  increasing/decreasing  the  funding  in  the 
event  of  an  error,  such  as  decreasing  the  next  year's  funds,  and 

-  There  is  a  need  to  rewrite  the  rules  and  guidelines  for  the  three  specific  ISEP  programs, 
intense  bilingual  education,  gifted  and  talented  and  intense  residential  guidance. 

Question  66:  Please  provide  for  the  record  the  process  that  was  used  for  these  reviews, 
including  how  individuals  were  selected  and  trained  to  participate  in  the  reviews,  how  these 
reviews  differed  from  past  reviews,  and  any  "lessons  learned"  from  the  process.  What  was  the 
actual  cost  of  conducting  these  reviews? 

Answer:  The  Bureau  used  the  26  Education  Line  Officers  to  perform  the  reviews  since  they 
know  the  regulations  and  guidelines  for  ISEP.  The  Line  Officers  were  assigned  locations  outside 
their  area  to  assure  unbiased  reviews.  The  Line  Officers  became  aware  of  programs  at  schools 
they  reviewed  and  more  cognizant  of  the  problems  with  ISEP  certification.  Most  Line  Officers 
were  very  glad  that  they  participated.  The  Bureau  is  still  calculating  the  exact  cost  and  some 
of  the  charges  have  not  through  the  system  yet.  To  date,  $154,411  has  been  charged  against  that 
account. 

Question  67:  According  to  the  budget  justification,  "in  FY  1994,  the  Bureau  continued  to 
improve  accountability  to  parents,  school  boards  and  tribes,  through  the  standards  compliance 
program,  student  testing  and  the  collection  of  data  such  as  dropout  rates  and  attendance  figures." 
Please  describe  how  the  Bureau  has  improved  accountability  within  each  of  these  activities. 
Specifically,  how  has  the  Bureau  improved  accountability  through  the  use  of  data  such  as 
dropout  rates  and  attendance  figures? 

Answer:  The  Bureau  has  improved  accountability  for  decreasing  the  dropout  rate  and  increasing 
the  attendance  rate  through  the  use  of  the  Effective  Schools'  correlates  and  the  monitoring  and 
evaluation  activities.  The  monitoring  and  evaluation  activities  force  the  schools  to  adopt  a 
school  improvement  plan  to  address  their  deficiencies.  As  a  result,  the  school  staff  determines 
their  plan  of  action  and  makes  the  improvements. 

Alaska  Joint  Task  Force 

Question  68:  Language  included  in  the  FY  1994  Interior  Appropriations  bill  required  the 
Bureau  to  establish  a  Joint  Task  Force  on  Alaska  Schools  and  Alaska  Native  Education.  Will 
the  results  of  the  report  be  available  in  time  for  consideration  as  part  of  the  FY  1996  budget 
formulation? 

Answer:  The  comments  from  the  consultation  of  the  Alaska  Joint  Task  Force  still  must  be 
summarized  and  the  data  analyzed.   The  report  is  expected  by  August  1,  1994. 

Question  69:  Is  inclusion  of  Alaska  Native  schools  in  the  BIA  system  still  being  considered? 
If  so,  what  is  the  latest  cost  estimate  for  this  proposal?  If  not,  do  you  expect  to  impose  an 
across-the-board  prohibition  on  new  schools? 

Answer:  While  the  Office  of  the  Solicitor  has  advised  that  the  Alaska  Native  schools  are 
eligible  to  become  part  of  the  Bureau's  system,  no  completed  applications  have  been  received. 
The  latest  cost  estimate  is  in  excess  of  $150,000,000.  The  General  Accounting  Office  is 
conducting  a  cost  study  independent  of  the  Joint  Task  Force  and  has  identified  198  schools  with 
a  significant  native  population. 
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Student  Transportation 

Question  70:  The  FY  1995  budget  request  includes  $24,898,000  for  student  transporUtion, 
which  represents  an  increase  of  $2,087,000  above  the  current  enacted  level.  According  to  the 
budget  justification,  the  increase  will  maintain  the  $1.50  rate  per  mile  for  school  transportation 
with  an  additional  increase  in  mileage  due  to  extracurricular  activities  and  transportation  to  and 
from  medical  facilities.  Does  the  provision  of  funds  for  extracurricular  activities  and 
transportation  to  and  from  medical  activities  require  any  changes  in  authorizing  legislation  or 
Bureau  regulations?  If  so,  what  changes  are  required  and  what  process  will  the  Bureau  follow 
to  implement  the  needed  changes? 

Answer:  The  Bureau  is  preparing  to  publish  the  transportation  formula  for  comment  in  the 
Federal  Register.  The  Bureau  has  consulted  on  the  formula,  however,  there  was  no  agreement 
on  the  amount  which  should  be  allowed  for  extracurricular  activities  and  transportation  to 
medical  facilities.  The  formula  does  not  require  a  change  in  legislation,  but  does  require  a 
change  in  regulation. 

Question  71:  How  much  of  the  additional  funding  will  be  used  for  extracurricular  activities  and 
what  will  be  the  basis  for  distributing  these  funds?  What  is  the  identified  need  for 
extracurricular  activities  and  transportation  to  and  from  medical  facilities?  Does  th>e  request 
fully  fund  the  need? 

Answer:  The  Bureau  does  not  anticipate  using  the  formula  until  the  1996-97  school  year,  after 
Fmal  regulations  are  published.  Comments  will  be  analyzed  and  a  final  determination  of  how 
to  calculate  the  additional  amount  needed  for  both  extracurricular  activities  and  medical  facilities. 

Question  72:  Do  all  extracurricular  activities  qualify  or  just  certain  activities?  Please  explain. 

Answer:  The  definition  of  extracurricular  activities  per  the  Task  Force  is:  "all  school  based 
activities  which  enrich  academic  programs  or  promote  school  sponsored  athletic  or  club 
activities" . 

Question  73:  What  is  the  current  policy  of  the  Bureau  regarding  transportation  to  and  from 
boarding  and  dorm  facilities?  How  many  trips  home  does  the  Bureau  allow  and  what  is  the 
Bureau  policy  regarding  schools  who  exceed  the  allowable  number  of  trips? 

Answer:  The  current  policy  allows  four  trips  a  year,  one  to  school,  home  for  Christmas  and 
return  and  the  return  to  the  student's  home  in  the  Spring.  If  the  local  school  board  determines 
there  are  sufficient  funds,  they  can  authorize  more  trips  to  and  from  the  students'  home. 

Education  Shortfalls 

Question  74:  For  the  1992-1993  school  year,  "$8.8  million  was  reprogrammed  from  the  Indian 
Child  Welfare  Act  program  to  provide  additional  funds  in  order  to  avoid  laying  off  personnel 
and  closing  schools  early.  What  analysis  of  the  shortfall  problems  has  the  Office  of  Indian 
Education  Programs  conducted?   What  were  the  conclusions  of  this  analysis? 

Answer:  OlEP  conducted  an  analysis  of  the  year-end  expenditures  at  all  schools,  including 
contract  and  grant  schools,  to  determine  any  problems  and  probable  causes.  Thirty-two  schools 
including  three  contractygrant  schools  had  problems  at  year-end.   The  problems  included: 

-  Encoding  errors,  errors  in  payroll  and  problems  with  reimbursement,  were  made  either 
at  the  Area  or  central  finance  office  in  Albuquerque,  and  schools  may  not  have  been 
aware  of  the  invalid  charges  to  their  accounts.   Where  allowable,  we  have  transferred 
charges  and  de-obligated  procurement  documents, 

-  Bureau  operated  schools  experienced  problems  with  matching  FERS  contributions, 
health  benefits  and  pay  increases  under  the  DOD  schedules, 

-  Grant  schools  were  not  paid  at  100%  of  the  Administrative  Cost  Grant  formula  level, 
and  the  schools  had  to  use  ISEP  funds  to  meet  payroll. 


824 


-  The  impact  of  GSA  costs  for  buses  and  fuel  increased  as  a  result  of  Operation  Desert 
Storm  and  those  costs  were  passed  on  to  other  users  of  vehicles  (GSA  FPMR  G-183 
issued  February,  1991  and  rescinded  June,  1991  G-184)  but  the  impact  was  long  lasting. 

-  Some  schools  did  not  react  quickly  enough  to  implement  cost  saving  measures  such  as 
reductions-in-force. 

Question  75:  What  steps  have  been  taken  to  ensure  that  shortfalls  do  not  occur  in  the  current 
1993-1994  school  year?  To  what  extent  have  these  efforts  been  successful?  Are  any  schools 
expected  to  close  early?   Have  any  staff  been  laid  off? 

Answer:  The  OIEP  conducts  monthly  reviews  of  the  programs  for  all  schools.  It  identified 
those  programs  in  which  schools  are  experiencing  a  rate  of  expenditures  faster  than  it  should  and 
alerts  the  schools  and  Agency/ Area  office  to  resolve  any  over-obligations.  On  site  fmancial 
reviews  were  completed  in  over  half  of  the  schools  at  mid-year  for  the  purpose  of  showing 
business  managers  how  to  correct  errors  in  the  financial  system.  Memoranda  which  alert  the 
schools  of  problems  are  followed  up  with  telephone  calls  with  solutions  for  solving  the  problems 
such  as  deleting  orders  or  changing  charges  to  the  correct  accounts.  On  site  visits  by  Education 
to  the  Division  of  Accounting  Management  in  Albuquerque  have  been  made  for  the  purpose  of 
resolving  some  of  the  problems.  In  August,  we  plan  to  send  a  team  of  Education  Business 
Managers  and  the  Finance  Specialist  to  Albuquerque  to  resolve  any  other  problems  encountered 
by  the  schools.  No  schools  closed  early,  twenty  schools  throughout  the  school  year  requested 
a  reduction-in-force  in  order  to  stay  within  their  budgets. 

Question  76:  What  would  you  describe  as  the  "lessons  learned"  from  the  experience  of  the 
1992-1993  and  1993-1994  school  years? 

Answer:  The  Bureau  will  be  more  diligent  in  reviewing  the  reports  from  the  school  and  will 
continue  to  demand  fmancial  accountability  of  schools  and  Line  Officers. 

Question  77:  What  was  the  extent  of  the  payroll  errors  that  were  discovered?  What  steps  are 
being  taken  to  rectify  this  problem? 

Answer:  It  is  not  a  question  of  how  many  payroll  errors  occurred  during  the  1992-1993  school 
year,  since,  as  errors  were  identified,  they  were  usually  corrected  at  the  school,  line  office  and 
area  level.  However,  107  education  locations  were  identified  with  payroll  errors  coded  to 
Education's  Area/Agency  Technical  Assistance  fund  that  were  not  corrected  by  September  30, 
1993.  The  Area/ Agency  Technical  Assistance  fund  is  the  default  account  for  education  salaries 
when  the  Bureau's  finance  system  detects  an  error  with  the  salary  code  string.  The  107 
locations  included  several  locations  that  had  corrected  salary  errors  in  an  amount  greater  than 
the  amount  recorded  in  the  Bureau's  finance  system.  The  payroll  errors  also  included  a  large 
number  of  small  errors  which  were  for  less  than  one  dollar. 

Enrollment 

Question  78:  For  the  current  1993-1994  school  year.  Congress  provided  an  additional  $21.3 
million  for  ISEP,  of  which  $18  million  was  used  for  ISEP  formula  funds  and  the  remaining  $3.3 
was  applied  to  administrative  cost,  based  in  part  on  the  estimate  that  enrollment  would  continue 
to  increase  at  5-7  percent  per  year.  When  the  count  was  conducted  in  September,  1993,  actual 
enrollment  had  increased  by  only  3  percent.  Why  was  actual  enrollment  significantly  less  than 
what  had  been  estimated?  What  are  current  projections  for  enrollment  for  the  school  years 
1994-1995  and  1995-1996  and  what  is  the  basis  for  growth  projections? 

Answer:  The  Bureau  does  not  have  data  that  explains  why  the  actual  enrollment  increase  was 
3.4  percent.  The  Bureau  did  not  intend  to  give  the  impression  that  it  expected  the  actual 
increase  to  be  5  to  7  percent  a  year,  but  rather  expected  the  enrollment  to  begin  to  stabilize. 
Currently,  the  projected  ADM  for  the  1994-1995  school  year  is  46,902  and  47,312  for  the  1995- 
1996  school  year,  an  increase  of  less  than  one  percent. 
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Question  79:  How  much  additional  funding  per  weighted  student  unit  did  the  additional  $18 
million  provide  based  on  the  actual  versus  the  projected  number  of  weighted  student  units? 
What  level  of  funding  per  weighted  student  unit  would  have  been  provided  in  the  1993-1994 
school  year,  assuming  appropriation  of  the  budget  request  and  based  on  the  number  of  weighted 
student  units? 

Answer:  The  following  table  compares  the  projected  and  actual  WSU  funding  levels  for  the  FY 
1993  budget  request  and  final  appropriations: 


Projected  WSUs 

Actual  WSUs 

Funding  per  WSU  based  on  Enacted  $ 

2.619 

2.649 

Additional  Funding  Based  on 
Supplemental  $I8M 

222 

225 

Total  WSU  Funding 

2,841 

2.874 

Transportation 

Question  80:  According  to  the  information  provided  by  the  Bureau,  "GSA  costs  for 
transportation  increased  as  a  result  of  Operation  Desert  Storm  and  those  costs  were  passed  on 
to  other  users  of  vehicles."  Since  this  is  the  first  time  the  Committee  has  been  aware  of  this 
problem,  was  it  unique  to  BIA  or  did  other  programs  within  the  Department  of  Interior 
experience  similar  cost  increases?  How  much  did  BIA  student  transportation  costs  increase  as 
a  result  of  Desert  Storm  and  how  did  this  impact  the  shortfalls  experienced  by  the  schools? 

Answer:  It  is  the  Bureau's  understanding  that  the  costs  for  Operation  Desert  Storm  from  GSA 
were  spread  to  all  Departments  and  Agencies  which  use  GSA  rental  vehicles  (GSA  FPMR  G-I83 
issued  February,  1991).  It  was  not  unique  to  the  Bureau.  The  cost  increases  varied  from  five 
percent  to  approximately  fifty  percent  for  rental  and  fuel  oil,  depending  on  the  region  in  which 
the  vehicle  was  leased.  Schools  had  the  flexibility  to  charge  costs  for  transportation  against 
ISEP  if  necessary. 

Shortfalls 

Question  81:  Another  problem  that  was  cited  in  the  information  provided  by  the  Bureau  is  that 
"some  schools  did  not  react  quickly  enough  to  implement  cost  saving  measures  such  as 
reductions-in-force."  Why  didn't  these  schools  react  more  quickly  to  the  situation?  Were 
schools  able  to  employ  such  measures  to  avoid  shortfalls  during  the  current  1993-1994  school 
year? 

Answer:  Some  schools  did  not  react  quickly  enough  to  implement  cost  saving  activities  such 
as  reductions  in  force  because:  (1)  the  education  contracts  for  personnel  were  already  in  place 
and  use  a  different  process,  including  negotiation  of  contacts;  (2)  the  Union  became  involved 
in  some  locations  with  the  funding  issues;  and  (3)  it  takes  a  few  months  to  implement  a 
reduction-in-force  with  the  personnel  process.  Some  schools  were  able  to  employ  such  measures 
to  avoid  a  shortfall  in  1993-1994. 


Question  82:  The  shortfall  experienced  at  the  various  schools  has  been  described  as  resulting 
from  an  increase  in  overall  enrollment  beyond  that  which  was  projected.  Was  increased 
enrollment  the  only  factor  that  created  funding  shortfalls  at  BIA-funded  schools  for  the  1992- 
1993  school  year? 

Answer:  No,  the  increased  enrollment  and  Weighted  Student  Units  (WSUs)  were  not  the  only 
factor.  Additionally,  the  high  cost  of  teacher  salaries  and  pay  raises  was  a  problem  because 
there  were  no  funds  for  teacher  pay  raises  in  past  years.  Another  factor  was  the  increase  in 
benefits,  including  but  not  limited  to  the  high  cost  of  health  benefits.  Finally,  the  cost  of 
supplies,  materials  and  equipment  have  steadily  increased.  These  reasons,  with  the  increased 
enrollment  led  to  the  shortfall  last  year. 
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Question  83:  How  many  schools  that  experienced  significant  shortfalls  for  the  1992-1993  school 
year  actually  experienced  a  decline  in  enrollment  rather  than  a  significant  increase?  How  many 
of  the  schools  that  received  $150,000  or  more  in  additional  funding  through  the  ICWA 
reprogramming  actually  had  declining  enrollments? 

Answer:  Of  the  82  schools  that  experienced  significant  shortfalls,  32  (39  percent)  had  a  decline 
in  enrollment  with  SO  schools  (61  percent)  experienced  an  increase.  Eight  schools  that  received 
$150,000  or  more  had  declining  enrollments. 

Question  84:  How  many  schools  experienced  a  drop  in  enrollment  for  the  1992-1993  and  1993- 
1994  school  years?  What  problems  confront  those  schools  experiencing  declining  enrollment? 
What  are  the  causes  of  declining  enrollment  at  those  schools? 

Answer:  In  1992-93,  58  schools  experienced  declining  enrollment.  In  1993-94,  67  schools 
experienced  declining  enrollment.  The  problems  these  schools  confront  deal  mostly  with 
additional  costs  associated  with  the  separation  of  personnel,  such  as  severance  or  lump  sum  leave 
payments.  Schools  may  experience  a  drop  in  enrollment  due  to  many  reasons:  transfers, 
dropouts,  relocations,  decrease  in  school  age  population,  and  students  transferring  to  be  with 
siblings  as  they  enroll  in  other  schools. 

Question  85:  To  what  extent  are  schools  experiencing  fluctuating  enrollments  rather  than  steady 
increases  or  steady  decreases? 

Answer:  Over  the  past  five  to  ten  years  56  schools  have  experienced  fluctuating  enrollments. 

Question  86:  Did  boarding  schools  or  dormitories  experience  greater  declines  in  enrollment 
than  day  schools? 

Answer:    No,  the  decrease  in  the  boarding  schools  and  peripheral  dormitories  was  minimal. 

Question  87:  In  approving  the  transfer  of  funding  from  the  Indian  Child  Welfare  Act  program 
to  cover  the  shortfalls,  the  Committee  directed  that  funding  be  provided  on  a  "as  needed  basis" 
to  schools.  As  a  result,  many  schools  received  no  additional  funding,  while  other  schools 
received  as  much  as  $476,100.  Has  the  Bureau  done  any  analysis  as  to  why  some  schools 
experienced  significant  shortfall  problems  while  others  with  similar  enrollment  patterns  did  not? 
If  so,  what  has  the  Bureau  found? 

Answer:  The  Bureau  did  conduct  an  analysis  of  the  shortfall  problems.  The  major  reasons 
were  encoding  errors,  payroll  errors,  the  slow  reaction  of  some  schools  to  the  possibility  of  a 
shortfall,  and  grant  schools  not  receiving  adequate  administrative  cost  funds.  The  Bureau  is 
demanding  accountability  of  all  schools  so  that  such  shortfalls  do  not  occur  in  the  future.  The 
proposal  to  distribute  ISEP  funds  based  on  the  previous  years  enrollment  should  help  schools 
manage  their  budgets  and  avoid  future  shortfalls. 

Question  88:  What  problems  were  encountered  by  the  schools  which  received  the  greatest 
amounts  of  additional  funding  from  the  ICWA  reprogramming?  What  caused  these  particular 
schools  to  have  significant  shortfalls?  For  example,  according  to  information  provided  to  the 
Committee,  the  school  that  received  the  greatest  amount  of  funding  through  the  reprogramming 
($476,083)  was  a  boarding  school  operated  by  a  grant,  with  a  decline  in  enrollment  of  1 . 1 
percent  and  an  overall  enrollment  of  559.  Another  boarding  school  operated  by  the  BIA  had  a 
decline  in  enrollment  of  1 .7  percent  and  an  overall  enrollment  of  594,  but  received  no  additional 
funding.   Why  did  one  school  get  additional  funding  and  the  other  did  not? 

Answer:  In  order  to  receive  funding  from  the  ICWA  reprogramming,  schools  had  to  apply  for 
the  funds  in  three  categories,  ISEP,  transportation,  food  and  laundry.  Each  application  was 
considered  on  its  merits  along  with  what  the  finance  system  showed  as  the  balance  in  that 
school.  The  reason  one  school  received  funding  and  another  did  not  might  have  been  because 
of  the  lack  of  an  application,  better  management  practices,  and/or  more  involvement  with  the 
school  board  in  the  management  of  the  school. 
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Question  89:  Should  such  an  analysis  be  conducted  by  the  Office  of  Indian  Education  Programs 
as  part  of  ongoing  program  review  and  management  or  should  such  an  analysis  be  conducted  by 
an  outside  group?   Why? 

Answer:  An  analysis  of  shortfall  problems  should  be  conducted  by  the  OIEP  as  part  of  their 
management  exercises.  Because  the  Bureau's  education  system  is  complex,  contractors  usually 
have  to  rely  on  OIEP  staff  to  help  collect,  analyze  and  interpret  the  data.  Contracts  are  usually 
more  costly  and  time  consuming.  The  suspended  ISEP  study  would  have  helped  identify  some 
major  problems  with  the  ISEP  formula  which  is  the  basis  for  distributing  funds. 

Declining  Enrollment  Fund 

Question  90:  The  BY  1995  budget  proposes  $600,000  for  schools  experiencing  a  decrease  in 
enrollment  of  more  than  10  percent.  How  was  the  $600,000  amount  determined?  Is  $600,000 
adequate  for  the  needs  of  the  schools  experiencing  declining  enrollments? 

Answer:  The  $600,000  is  based  on  the  historical  declining  enrollment  data  and  the  Bureau 
considers  the  amount  adequate  for  the  declining  enrollment  needs.  The  declining  enrollment 
funds  would  not  be  needed,  however,  if  ISEP  allocations  were  based  on  the  previous  school  year 
enrollments  as  proposed  in  the  FY  1995  budget  request. 

Question  91:   For  the  1993-1994  school  year,  how  was  the  $600,000  distributed? 

Answer:  The  declining  enrollment  was  distributed  to  nine  schools  that  experienced  a  decline 
in  enrollment  greater  than  10  percent.  The  nine  schools  were  funded  at  $1,451  per  declining 
WSU.  However,  two  of  the  nine  schools  received  $330,900  of  the  $600,000  because  of 
significant  drops  in  enrollment. 

Family  and  Childhood  Education 

Question  92:  During  the  same  time  period  that  some  schools  were  experiencing  serious 
shortfalls,  other  Indian  education  programs,  such  as  the  family  and  child  education  (FACE) 
program  were  being  expanded.  What  is  your  overall  strategy  for  formulating  the  budget  for  the 
various  Indian  education  programs,  given  the  very  real  budget  constraints  for  programs  funded 
through  the  Interior  bill,  including  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs? 

Answer:  The  overall  strategy  is  to  look  at  priorities  of  the  Goals  2000,  and  of  the  Indian  tribes, 
school  boards  and  the  newest  technology  and  research  indicators.  The  Bureau  made  some  very 
hard  choices,  given  the  budget  constraints,  to  slow  the  growth  of  some  programs,  such  as 
FACE.  Other  program  funding  sources  will  be  used  to  provide  services  especially  in  the  Drug 
and  Substance  Abuse  program.  The  Bureau  believes  it  is  acting  responsibly  when  it  determines 
which  programs  to  delay  or  reduce. 

Question  93:  How  much  would  it  cost  to  expand  FACE  programs  to  140  schools,  including 
program  costs  and  other  costs,  such  as  expanded  requirements  for  facilities,  additional  staff,  and 
transportation? 

Answer:  Approximately  $40.0  million  would  be  needed  to  expand  the  program  to  140  schools. 
Additional  funds  would  be  required  to  maintain  the  sites  once  established. 

Question  94:  Given  that  overall  funding  for  the  Interior  bill  is  not  likely  to  increase  and  may 
actually  decrease  over  the  next  few  years,  what  programs  within  the  Office  of  Indian  Education 
Programs  would  be  cut  in  order  to  fund  the  eventual  expansion  of  the  FACE  program? 

Answer:  Programs  such  as  Effective  Schools,  and  the  Solo  Parent  Program  are  two  which  may 
be  considered  for  reduction  in  order  to  fund  the  eventual  expansion  of  FACE.  Also,  eligibility 
for  Even  Start  and  the  focus  of  the  Chapter  I  program  in  the  area  of  early  childhood 
development  will  make  more  funds  available. 


828 


Question  95:  How  does  the  eligibility  for  the  FACE  program  compare  with  the  eligibility  for 
the  "Even  Start"  program?  Is  it  intended  that  the  FACE  program  would  replace  the  "Even 
Start"  program  for  the  tribes?  If  so,  why? 

Answer:  The  Even  Start  program  requires  that  parents  and  children  live  within  a  Chapter  I 
impacted  area.  Even  Start  programs  require  parents  not  have  a  high  school  diploma  whereas 
FACE  provides  educational  opportunities  for  parents  beyond  the  GED  level.  FACE  is  a  school 
based  program  and  Even  Start  is  not.  The  FACE  program  was  never  intended  to  replace  the 
Even  Start  program.  Bureau  schools  are  currently  not  eligible  for  Even  Start  grants  since  it  is 
available  onlv  to  tribes.  The  re-authorization  of  ESEA  could  change  the  eligibility  requirements. 
The  Bureau  is  encouraging  the  tribes  to  apply  for  Even  Start  and  integrate  that  program  with 
FACE.  This  would  allow  more  parents  to  and  children  to  participate.  FACE  is  more 
comprehensive  in  that  it  sees  a  continuum  of  age  groups  from  birth  through  age  five. 

School  Statistics  Reports 

Question  %:  The  Statement  of  the  Managers  accompanying  the  fiscal  year  1994  Conference 
Report  for  the  Interior  bill  required  the  Bureau  to  provide  the  Committee  with  information  on 
the  daily  attendance,  enrollment,  staffing,  and  student  transfers  for  BIA-funded  schools.  The 
Bureau  was  to  submit  the  initial  report  by  January  15,  1994.  The  Committee  has  yet  to  receive 
this  report,  which  is  now  over  three  months  late.  Why  has  this  report  not  been  submitted  and 
when  are  the  remaining  quarterly  reports  expected  to  be  submitted? 

Answer:  The  report  is  in  final  review  and  will  be  submitted  to  the  Committee  at  the  earliest 
possible  date. 

Question  97:  Why  is  it  so  difficult  to  get  these  statistics?  If  "connectivity"  between  the  schools 
and  the  area  and  central  office  is  a  problem,  what  specific  steps  are  you  taking  to  overcome  this 
problem? 

Answer:  The  system  is  not  fully  automated  and  there  are  schools  where  mail  delivery  is  weekly 
rather  than  daily.  Also,  there  has  been  a  large  turnover  in  staff  and  not  all  new  staff  have  been 
trained. 

Question  98:  Do  schools  keep  the  kind  of  information  that  was  requested?  How  much  time  per 
school  has  been  required  to  comply  with  this  request? 

Answer:  Some  schools  use  various  commercial  computerized  educational  record-keeping 
programs  for  attendance,  grade  reports,  and  test  data.  The  Bureau  does  not  have  a  standard 
reporting  system,  but  encourages  local  school  boards  to  collect  information  which  they  need  to 
make  intelligent,  responsible  decisions  about  their  programs.  The  amount  of  time  depends  on 
the  size  of  school  and  whether  or  not  the  information  is  automated.  The  Bureau  did  not  collect 
information  on  the  time  or  resources  used  to  provide  the  reports. 

Question  99:  How  have  grant  schools  responded  to  this  request  for  information?  From  what 
reporting  requirements  are  grants  schools  specifically  exempt?  Why? 

Answer:  Grant  schools  are  generally  very  cooperative  with  completing  the  Bureau's 
information  surveys  although  they  are  only  required  to  submit  a  final  report  at  the  end  of  the 
fiscal  year.  The  Bureau  has  not  exempted  the  grant/contract  schools  from  any  reporting 
requirements,  because  it  considers  those  schools  a  part  of  the  Bureau  system. 

Question  100:  According  to  your  FY  1992  annual  report,  the  capability  to  collect  enrollment 
and  attendance  information  was  complete  in  September  1992.  Is  that  true?  If  not,  why  does  the 
annual  report  claim  that  it  is? 
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Answer:  The  enrollment  information  in  the  FY  1992  annual  report  was  based  on  the  ISEP  count 
taken  in  September  1991.  On  the  annual  education  survey,  we  asked  for  average  daily 
attendance,  but  the  data  received  was  generally  incomplete,  left  blank  or  incorrectly  calculated. 
As  a  result,  no  ADA  or  ADM  data  was  presented  in  the  annual  report.  In  the  last  three  years, 
the  Bureau  has  been  unable  to  collect  valid  data  relative  to  the  schools'  ADA  and  ADM. 

Question  101:  The  report  also  states  that  schools  currently  collect  enrollment  and  attendance 
information.  If  this  is  true,  then  why  was  it  so  difficult  to  gather  the  information  from  the 
schools? 

Answer:  The  schools  do  not  collect  enrollment  data.  The  data  represents  only  the  ISEP  count 
taken  in  September  of  each  year.  Each  year  the  Bureau  is  required  to  submit  to  Congress  an 
annual  report  for  academic  and  residential  programs.  The  most  recent  report  the  Committee  has 
received  is  for  the  1992-1993  school  year. 

Annual  Standards  Compliance  Report 

Question  102:  Each  year  the  Bureau  is  required  to  submit  to  Congress  a  compliance  report  for 
academic  and  residential  standards.  The  most  recent  report  the  Committee  has  received  is  for 
the  1992-1993  school  year.  When  is  the  report  expected  to  be  complete  for  the  1993-1994 
school  year? 

Answer:  The  1993-94  Compliance  Report  is  being  routed  for  review  and  should  be  sent  to  the 
Committee  by  the  end  of  July. 

Question  103:  The  report  includes  information  on  the  number  of  schools  which  are  in 
compliance  or  noncompliance  with  certain  relevant  academic  and  residential  standards.  Schools 
which  are  found  to  be  in  non-compliance  with  standards  are  provided  an  opportunity  to  estimate 
the  amount  of  funding  that  would  be  required  to  bring  the  school  into  compliance.  The  funding 
required  is  then  tabulated  for  the  entire  Bureau.  What  is  the  current  process  for  addressing  these 
needs  as  identified  through  the  compliance  report?  Can  the  Bureau  provide  funds  to  individual 
schools  in  order  to  bring  the  schools  into  compliance?   If  not,  why  not? 

Answer:  Sixty  percent  of  Bureau  funded  schools  are  regionally  accredited  and  follow  regional 
standards.  Eighty  percent  of  the  schools  are  state  accredited  and  follow  state  standards.  Forty- 
five  percent  of  the  schools  are  both  regionally  and  state  accredited.  Only  seven  percent  are 
neither  state  nor  regionally  accredited  and  follow  only  Bureau  standards.  The  appropriate 
accrediting  agencies,  as  well  as  the  Bureau,  monitor  the  schools  and  foster  standards  compliance. 
The  appropriate  agency  has  granted  waivers  in  cases  where  schools  have  not  met  standards.  The 
Bureau  does  not  have  funds  to  meet  standards  compliance  needs  and  expects  the  ISEP  funds  to 
defray  these  costs. 

Question  104:  From  the  1992-1993  report,  it  appears  that  some  schools  which  are  in 
compliance  with  the  standards  have  poor  attendance  and  students'  performance  on  national  tests 
is  below  average.  At  the  same  time,  other  schools  are  not  in  compliance  with  standards  and 
would  require  additional  funding  to  be  in  compliance,  however,  based  on  the  evaluation  report, 
these  schools  operate  successful  programs,  have  excellent  attendance,  and  have  very  good  results 
on  standardized  tests.  Which  of  the  standards  relate  directly  to  student  performance?  How 
many  of  the  schools  are  in  compliance  with  standards  that  relate  directly  to  student  performance? 

Answer:  Regional  and  state  accreditation  agencies  argue  that  all  of  their  standards  relate  to 
student  performance  and  report  that  they  update  them  yearly  based  upon  research.  The 
information  stated  in  the  question  regarding  achievement  in  relation  to  standards  compliance  is 
based  upon  only  2 1  of  the  Bureau  schools,  those  on-site  monitored  in  that  year.  Thirty-eight 
percent  of  the  schools  met  all  required  academic  standards  in  FY  1994.  Bureau-funded  schools, 
in  FY  1994,  as  in  1991,  1992  and  1993,  were  most  often  not  in  compliance  with  requirements 
for  libraries  (42%),  student/teacher  ratio  requirement  (27%),  and  counseling  services  (26%). 
Each  of  these  is  related  to  student  performance. 
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Question  105:  How  has  compliance  with  these  standards  changed  during  the  last  three  school 
years  1991-1992,  1992-1993,  and  1993-1994?  How  have  student  retention  rates  changed  during 
the  past  three  school  years? 

Answer:  In  FY  1992,  10  percent  of  the  schools  were  in  compliance  with  all  applicable 
academic  standards.  In  FY  1993,  25  percent  of  the  schools  met  all  applicable  academic 
standards  and  in  FY  1994,  38%  of  the  schools  met  all  applicable  academic  standards.  Data  on 
retention  is  available  for  the  1991-92  school  year  only  and  was  93.1  percent. 

Question  106:  According  to  the  report  for  the  1992-1993  school  year,  approximately  $13.0 
million  was  required  to  bring  schools  into  compliance  for  academic  standards  and  $1.35  million 
was  required  to  bring  the  schools  into  compliance  for  residential  standards.  Did  any  of  the 
additional  funds  received  by  these  schools  from  the  ICWA  reprogramming  allow  the  schools  to 
be  in  compliance  with  standards? 

Answer:  Yes,  many  of  the  schools  would  have  had  to  release  staff  especially  in  the  dormitories 
had  it  not  been  for  the  ICWA  funds. 

Question  107:  Were  the  staff  from  the  residential  schools  required  to  attend  any  national 
meetings  during  the  1992-1993  school  year? 

Answer:  There  were  four  national  meetings  held  regarding  residential  schools  during  the  1992- 
1993  school  year.  Three  of  them  were  attended  by  representative  staff  from  each  of  the  six  off- 
reservation  boarding  schools  during  which  time  they  worked  on  a  plan  to  improve  such  schools. 
The  fourth  was  attended  by  boarding  school  personnel  from  all  boarding  schools. 

Question  108:  According  to  information  provided  in  support  of  the  reprogramming  request  for 
the  ISEP  study  being  conducted  by  the  Bureau,  16  schools  will  be  monitored  through 
teleconferencing  for  the  current  school  year.  It  is  the  Committee's  understanding  that  the 
evaluation  and  monitoring  is  quite  useful  to  the  schools  partly  due  to  the  face-to-face  contact  and 
the  interaction  of  the  monitoring  and  evaluation  team.  Is  this  correct?  If  the  face-to-face  contact 
with  the  monitoring  and  evaluation  team  is  so  useful,  why  would  the  Bureau  elect  to  conduct 
these  reviews  by  teleconferencing?  How  did  the  schools  to  be  evaluated  react  to  this  strategy? 


Answer:  The  16  schools  referenced  above  are  part  of  the  ISEP  Study,  which  was  suspended. 
The  Bureau's  Monitoring  and  Evaluation  must  make  on-site  visits  to  review  pertinent 
documents,  conduct  staff  interviews  and  monitor  the  programs. 

Question  109:  Does  the  Bureau  have  teleconferencing  capabilities  at  all  the  schools  or  is  this 
teleconferencing  conducted  through  the  use  of  conference  calls? 

Answer:  As  a  cost  saving  measure,  the  Bureau  is  using  telephone  conference  calls  where 
appropriate.    Most  schools  can  participate  in  telephone  conference  calls. 

Question  110:  If  the  monitoring  and  evaluation  activities  were  deemed  to  be  appropriate  for 
teleconferencing,  why  couldn't  the  information  needed  by  the  study  be  obtained  through 
teleconferencing? 

Answer:  The  study  intended  to  gain  some  information  through  the  use  of  telephone  conference 
calls  at  16  schools. 

Centra!  Office 

Question  111:  The  FY  1995  budget  request  includes  $83,249,000  for  Central  Office 
Operations,  an  increase  of  $713,000,  or  about  0.9  percent,  above  the  current  enacted  level. 
Included  in  the  overall  increase  is  a  reduction  of  $4,749,000  for  uncontrollable  and  one-time 
changes  and  an  increase  of  $5,462,000  for  program  changes.  What  are  the  elements  of  the 
uncontrollable  and  one-time  changes  and  the  basis  for  determining  the  amount  for  these  charges? 
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Answer:   The  net  reduction  of  $4,749,CXX)  is  detailed  in  a  following  table. 

Question  112:  How  much  of  the  program  increase  for  the  Central  Office  is  in  direct  response 
to  identified  material  weaknesses? 

Answer:  Of  the  total  program  changes  of  $5,462,000  for  Central  Office  Operations, 
$5,072,000,  or  93  percent,  is  directly  related  to  correcting  material  weaknesses  in  land  records, 
trust  funds  management,  financial  management,  contracting,  property  management,  and  records 
management. 

Question  113:  What  progress  has  been  made  by  the  Bureau  in  addressing  identified  material 
weaknesses  in  the  Central  Office? 

Answer:  A  copy  of  the  Department's  Corrective  Action  Tracking  System  (April  1994)  report 
is  provided. 

Question  114:  According  to  the  justification,  the  request  includes  an  increase  of  $1,000,000 
and  15  FTE's  for  financial  management.  Based  on  the  justification  provided  in  the  budget 
request,  the  additional  staff  will  address  reports  and  reconciliation  requirements,  provide 
accounting  for  the  irrigation  and  power  investment  funds,  and  maintain  and  monitor  critical 
systems  support  and  quality  assurance.   How  will  the  addition  of  these  FTE's  benefit  the  tribes? 

Answer:  There  is  little  direct  benefit  to  tribes;  however,  improving  financial  management  in 
the  BIA  would  improve  the  image  of  the  Bureau,  which  would  have  an  indirect  benefit  to  tribes. 
There  are  certain  functions  of  government  which  every  federal  agency  is  required  to  perform 
regardless  of  its  mission,  and  accounting  for  federal  funds  is  one  of  these. 

Question  115:  Who  is  currently  providing  accounting  services  for  the  irrigation  and  power 
program? 

Answer:  Until  last  August,  investment  accounting  was  handled  by  the  Office  of  Trust  Funds 
Management.  Since  August,  staff  from  the  Financial  Management  Improvement  Project  have 
been  performing  this  function. 

Question  116:  Are  the  requirements  for  reports  and  reconciliation  new  requirements?  If  not, 
were  these  functions  performed  previously  by  the  Bureau? 

Answer:  The  requirements  are  not  new,  but  neither  are  they  being  adequately  performed.  Due 
to  a  lack  of  knowledgeable  staff  in  this  area,  the  Financial  Management  Improvement  Project 
had  to  reconcile  over  $400  million  in  discrepant  general  ledger  balances.  Currently,  the  Bureau 
has  approximately  $60  million  in  unbilled  receivables  which  must  be  researched  and  billed  or 
written  off. 

Question  117:  Is  the  critical  systems  support  and  quality  assurance  a  new  responsibility  for 
Financial  Management,  or  is  this  an  enhancement  of  current  responsibilities? 

Answer:  Systems  support  and  quality  assurance  are  not  new  responsibilities.  The  Bureau  has 
yet  to  receive  the  amount  required  to  staff  the  division  based  on  the  organizational  structure 
approved  in  January  1991.  As  a  consequence,  testing  of  new  systems  releases  has  been 
deficient,  little  progress  has  been  made  on  developing  updated  policies  and  procedures,  and  there 
are  continuing  delays  in  correcting  the  material  weakness  in  debt  collection. 

Question  118:  What  portion  of  the  additional  funding  and  FTE's  are  in  direct  response  to 
identified  material  weaknesses? 

Answer:  All  of  the  funds  and  FTEs  are  associated  with  material  weaknesses.  Financial 
Management  in  the  BIA  continues  to  be  carried  on  OMB's  "high  risk"  list.  The  Analytical 
Perspectives  accompanying  the  President's  budget  state  that  "...  delays  in  recruiting  well- 
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qualified  staff  have  caused  planned  improvements  to  slip,  raising  doubts  about  BIA's  ability  to 
handle  system  support.  While  invoice  backlogs  have  been  reduced,  cash  reconciliation  processes 
for  loans  and  accounting  control  over  irrigation  and  power  billings  are  lagging." 


Central  Office  Operations" 
Uncontrollable  and  One-Time  Changes 


Purpose 

FTE  Cost  Savings 


Amount         Pfoyram(s) 


-140.000 
-80.000 


Administrative  Cost  Savings  100.000 
-30,000 


-33.000 
-817,000 


-500.000 
-500,000 

-31,000 

-100,000 

-225,000 


Federal  Pay  Costs  -t-406,000 

Federal  Retirement  Costs  +  169,000 
One  Less  Paid  Day  -129,000 

Internal  Transfers  +57,000 

+  125,000 
-2.805.000 


TOTAL 


-4.749,000 


Drug  Abuse  Coord. 
Housing 

Aid  to  Tribal  Govt. 
Drug  Abuse 


-16,000         Housing 


Resources  Management 
Trust  Responsibilities 


Joint  Task  Force 
Mgmt.  Improvements 

Financial  Management 

Construction  Mgmt. 

Education  Pgm.  Mgmt. 


All 

All 

All 

Housing 

Resources  Management 

General  Administration 


Basis  for  Determinations 

Management  review  of  various 
options. 

Reduce  level  of  contracting. 

Support    cost    reduction    associated    with 

reduced  staffing. 

Support  cost  reduction  associated  with 

reduced  staffing. 

Reductions  in  travel  and  supplies 

Reduction       for      one-time      equipment 

purchase      (-$750,000),      and      reduced 

travel  and  supplies. 

Termination  of  Task  Force 

Phase-out      of      Financial      Management 

Improvement  Project 

Reductions     in     travel,      supplies,      and 

equipment 

Reductions     in      travel,      supplies,      and 

equipment 

Reduce     travel     associated     with     ISEP 

reviews      of     all      schools;      return      to 

reviewing      one-third      of      school 

annually. 

Distributed  based  on  FTE. 

Distributed  based  on  FTE. 

Distributed  based  on  FTE. 


portion    of    the    housing 


Transfer    of   a 

training  funds. 

Transfer     of    endangered     species     funds 

from  non-recurring  programs. 

Transfer      of      funds      for      Equal 

Employment      Opportunity      and 

Personnel      to     Special      Programs      and 

Pooled  Overhead. 


Question  119:  The  Committee  is  aware  of  criticism  that  the  Bureau  has  not  downsized  the 
Central  Office  Operations  and  that  the  Central  Office  is  overstaffed  and  overfunded.  Further, 
the  Committee  understands  that  some  tribes  desire  to  contract  some  of  the  activities  of  the 
Central  Office.    How  do  you  respond  to  these  criticisms?   Are  they  justified? 

Answer:  Annually,  the  Bureau  is  responsible  for  administering  more  than  $4  billion  of 
appropriated  funds  and  trust  funds.  Central  Office  has  less  than  seven  percent  of  the  FTE  in  the 
Bureau  and  the  Central  Office  Operations  budget  of  $83.2  million  represents  two  percent  of  the 
total  financial  resources  entrusted  to  the  Bureau  each  year.  Managing  the  organization  is 
complicated  by  the  fact  that  rather  than  having  two  or  three  major  programs,  we  are  responsible 
for  more  than  50  separate  programs,  in  addition  to  providing  administrative  support  and 
executive  leadership.  While  tribes  would  like  access  to  Central  Office  funding,  we  are  not 
aware  of  any  proposal  by  any  tribe  to  contract  for  functions  or  responsibilities  performed  by 
Centra!  Office  staff. 
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Question  120:  When  will  examination  of  central  office  by  the  Reorganization  Task  Force  be 
complete? 

Answer:  The  Task  Force  is  expected  to  include  the  findings  and  recommendations  in  its  final 
report  to  the  Congress,  following  the  last  Task  Force  meeting  in  August  1994. 

Question  121:  To  what  extent  can  the  functions  of  the  Central  Office  be  contracted  out?  Would 
such  contracting  be  cost-effective  in  the  long  run?  Given  the  tight  budget  constraints  that  are 
faced  by  the  Committee,  would  it  ultimately  benefit  tribes  as  a  whole  if  such  contracting  resulted 
in  higher  costs  for  these  services  and  required  diversion  of  scarce  resources  away  from 
programmatic  activities? 

Answer:  There  are  certain  federal  functions  which  may  not  be  contracted  or  delegated  to  a 
private  party.  Among  these  are  allocation  and  obligation  of  Federal  funds,  development  of 
federal  regulations,  development  of  the  President's  budget,  administration  of  federal  personnel 
laws  for  federal  employees,  administration  of  federal  contracting  and  grant  laws,  determination 
of  the  Secretary's  views  and  recommendations  concerning  administrative  appeals  or  litigation 
and  representation  of  the  Secretary  in  administrative  appeals  and  litigation,  reporting  to  the 
Congress  and  the  President,  and  non-delegable  statutory  duties  of  the  Secretary  relating  to  trust 
resources. 

A  distinction  must  be  made  between  those  functions  which  can  be  contracted  and  those  which 
are  appropriate  for  contracting  under  the  Self-Determination  Act.  For  instance,  the  BIA  has 
contractor  support  on-site  at  the  Division  of  Accounting  Management,  the  Office  of  Trust  Funds 
Management,  and  the  National  Technical  Support  Center.  So,  there  are,  obviously  functions 
which  can  be  and  are  contracted.  These  functions  are  not  contracted  under  the  Self- 
Determination  authority,  however,  because  they  are  not  divisible  on  a  tribe-by-tribe  basis.  It 
is  simply  not  possible  to  divide  the  funds  for  computer  system  support  or  development  of 
financial  reports,  or  testing  financial  systems  to  100  tribes  and  expect  to  obtain  centralized 
computer  systems  support  or  central  financial  reports,  or  testing  of  BIA  financial  systems  from 
100  tribes. 

A  review  by  Central  Office  directors  is  underway  to  determine  which  central  office  functions, 
if  any,  are  subject  to  Self-Determination  contracting  or  Self-Governance  compacting.  The 
review  is  to  be  completed  by  May  31,  1994. 

If  tribes  were  eligible  to  contract  for  Central  Office  functions  there  would  be  no  cost  savings  as 
the  Secretary  is  required  to  place  under  contract  those  funds  used  for  the  direct  operation  of  the 
program  and  to  add  to  that  an  amount  for  contract  support. 

Construction 

Question  122:  For  the  Construction  account,  the  budget  reflects  a  decrease  of  roughly  $52.8 
million  from  the  current  level  of  $166,979,000,  associated  largely  with  reduced  funding  for 
education  and  irrigation  construction  projects.  For  education  construction  projects,  $43,027,000 
is  requested,  which  represents  a  reduction  of  approximately  $31.3  million  from  the  current 
appropriated  level,  and  includes  the  following  reductions:  approximately  $10.1  million  for 
facilities  improvement  and  repair;  approximately  $4.2  million  for  employee  housing;  and  $4.0 
million  for  advanced  planning  and  design.  The  request  includes  no  funding  for  new  school 
construction,  a  reduction  of  $13.0  million  from  the  current  level.  What  are  the  current 
unobligated  balances  for  education  construction? 

Answer:  The  unobligated  balances  for  the  education  construction  accounts  as  of  May  3,  1994 
are  as  follows: 
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New  School  Construction 

65.100 

Employee  Housing 

5,600 

Advance  Planning  and  Design 

9.000 

Facilities  Improvement  and  Repair 

84.000 

Total 

163.700 

It  is  anticipated  that  a  large  amount  of  these  unobligated  funds  will  be  obligated  by  September 
30,  1994,  as  a  result  of  the  awarding  of  Public  Law  93-638  construction  contracts  to  several 
tribes  for  the  construction  of  schools  at  Pinon  Dormitory,  Eastern  Cheyenne  River,  Tucker 
School,  and  Shoshone-Bannock.  In  addition,  the  spring  and  summer  months  are  typical  major 
construction  seasons  for  award  of  major  Facilities  Improvement  and  Repair  projects,  as  well  as 
housing  and  minor  repair  work  at  Agency  locations. 

Question  123:  Please  provide  for  the  record  the  status  of  each  new  school  construction  project, 
including  unobligated  balances,  the  date  construction  is  expected  to  begin  and  to  be  completed, 
and  the  projected  enrollment  for  the  facility  upon  completion. 

Answer:  The  information  on  the  status  of  all  16  New  School  Construction  Projects  is  provided 
on  a  following  table. 

As  part  of  the  planning  process,  when  the  initial  1 1  schools  on  the  priority  list  were  planned  in 
1992.  enrollment  projections  were  prepared  for  and  used  to  plan  the  school  capacity  based  on 
the  projected  enrollment  in  1999,  approximately  7  years  after  planning  to  account  for  increased 
growth  in  student  populations.  When  planning  is  completed  on  the  schools  ranked  <'12  -  16,  a 
similar  projection  will  be  used. 

Question  124:  What  is  the  process  for  projecting  enrollment  for  schools  once  the  schools  are 
operational? 

Answer:  Once  the  schools  are  operational,  the  student  count  is  used  to  project  enrollment  and 
the  historical  percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  is  applied  to  the  school. 

Question  125:  According  to  the  justification,  the  Chief  Leschi  school  is  the  next  school  on  the 
priority  list  and  is  expected  to  cost  approximately  $26. 0  million.  When  will  the  revised  cost 
estimate  be  available? 

Answer:  The  Puyallup  Tribe  intends  to  make  every  effort  to  design  the  school  complex  within 
the  estimate  of  $26  million.  The  next  revision  of  the  cost  estimates  would  be  at  the  40%  design 
level,  which  is  scheduled  to  be  completed  by  the  end  of  May  or  June  1994.  It  should  be  noted 
that  while  cost  estimates  will  be  revised  at  the  70%  and  100%  design  stage,  anticipated  to  be 
completed  by  December  1995,  final  costs  will  be  dependent  on  construction  bids  and  actual 
construction  costs. 

Question  126:  Please  explain  the  status  of  this  project.  What  is  the  basis  for  the  $26  million 
estimate?  How  does  the  cost  of  this  school  compare  with  other  schools  currently  under 
construction? 


Answer:  The  Puyallup  Tribe  will  design  and  construct  this  facility  under  a  Public  Law  93-638 
contract.  The  Tribe  has  established  an  aggressive  schedule  to  complete  all  aspects  of  the  project, 
has  worked  very  well  with  the  Facilities  Management  and  Construction  Center  (FMCC)  on  all 
construction  related  issues,  and  is  making  excellent  progress  on  this  project. 

The  initial  cost  estimates  are  based  on  standard  construction  cost  estimates  (  Means  Construction 
Cost  Estimates)  in  the  geographic  area  of  the  project;  necessary  project  construction  support 
costs  to  provide  for  site  and  utilities  work,  contingency,  and  equipment;  tribal  Administrative 
costs  in  Public  Law  93-638  contracts;  and  construction  inspection  and  management  fees. 
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While  the  cost  to  construct  the  school  may  seem  high,  this  is  the  largest  school  in  size  and 
student  capacity  the  Bureau  has  constructed.  This  is  a  three  school  complex  that  will  serve 
approximately  1,057  students  in  pre-school,  elementary,  middle,  and  high  school  grades.  Larger 
schools  usually  cost  less  to  build  than  smaller  schools  per  total  square  foot.  All  schools  need 
similar  core  structures  for  heating,  maintenance,  building  maintenance,  food  service,  and  other 
operations.  A  larger  student  population  provides  some  economies  of  scale,  as  classrooms  are 
less  expensive  to  build  than  other  required  infrastructure. 

Business  Enterprise  Development  Grants 

Question  127:  Funding  for  Business  Enterprise  Development  Grants  has  been  eliminated  for 
FY  1995,  a  decrease  of  $3,961,000  from  the  FY  1994  level.  According  to  the  budget 
justifications  (page  1 13),  "the  Bureau  will  place  greater  emphasis  on  loans  to  Indians  from  the 
private  sector,  supported  by  Government  guarantees  when  appropriate,  rather  than  on  grants." 
Has  the  Bureau  requested  additional  funding  for  the  guaranteed  loan  program  in  support  of  this 
request? 

Answer:  The  FY  1995  request  for  $9.7  million  for  the  Indian  Guaranteed  Lx)an  Program  is  the 
same  as  the  FY  1994  enacted  level. 

Question  128:  How  has  the  success  rate  for  the  activities  supported  by  these  grants  compared 
with  the  loan  programs  of  the  Bureau? 

Answer:  While  the  Bureau  does  not  have  information  from  all  recipients,  a  recent  study  of  the 
Indian  Business  Development  Grant  (IBDG)  program  in  the  Aberdeen  area  found  that  90  percent 
of  the  businesses  awarded  a  grant  over  the  past  10  years  were  still  in  operation.  These  results 
were  similar  to  the  guaranteed  loan  program,  but  much  better  than  the  direct  loan  program. 

Question  129:  Do  the  grants  offer  financing  for  businesses  which  would  not  otherwise  be  able 
to  obtain  financing  through  the  loan  programs? 

Answer:  Yes.  The  IBDG  program  provides  up  to  25  percent  of  the  equity  capital  so  that  Indian 
businesses  can  qualify  for  private  sector  financing. 

Indian  Gaming  Commission 

Question  130:  The  FY  1995  budget  request  includes  $1,500,000,  which  represents  an  increase 
of  $500,000  above  the  current  enacted  level  of  $1.0  million.  What  will  be  the  total  operating 
level  for  FY  1995  for  the  Commission? 

Answer:  The  Commission  expects  to  be  operating  at  a  level  of  $4,495,000  for  FY  1994.  This 
will  consist  of  the  following: 

-  Appropriated  funds  of  $1,500,000 

-  Current  fees  of  $1,500,000 

-  Fees  collected  in  prior  years  $1.445.000 

Total         $4,445,000 

Question  131:  Since  the  passage  of  the  Indian  Gaming  Regulatory  Act  in  1988,  the  number  of 
tribes  engaging  in  gaming  has  increased  dramatically.  During  the  Senate  Committee  on  Indian 
Affair's  hearing  on  gaming  the  other  day,  we  heard  testimony  from  you,  where  you  indicated 
there  are  additional  areas  where  the  Commission  could  be  helpful.  However,  given  your  current 
level  of  operating  resources,  this  would  be  very  difficult.  What  specific  additional 
responsibilities  would  be  taken  on  by  the  Commission? 

Answer:  The  specific  responsibilities  to  be  assigned  to  the  Commission  is  a  decision  for  the 
Congress;  here  are  some  possibilities: 
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-Background  investigations  of  class  III  contractors. 

-Background  investigations  of  suppliers  of  goods  and  services  to  the  Indian  gaming  industry. 

-Imposition  and  monitoring  of  standards  for  the  regulation  of  gaming  by  the  tribes  and  the 

states. 
-Direct  regulation  of  gaming  in  all  instances  where  the  states  or  the  tribes  are  unwilling  or 

incapable  of  doing  so. 

Question  132:  Have  you  had  any  discussion  regarding  increasing  the  amount  of  fees  that  can 
be  retained  by  the  Commission  with  the  authorizing  Committees,  should  any  changes  be  made 
to  IGRA? 

Answer:  We  have  not  had  any  formal  discussions  on  the  subject.  We  have  during  our  informal 
discussions  with  Senate  Committee  Members  and  staff  indicated  that  the  level  of  resources 
authorized  for  the  Commission  is  too  low  for  the  work  assigned,  and  possibly  to  be  assigned  to 
the  Commission. 

Question  133:   What  is  the  current  rate  of  assessment  for  fees  collected  by  the  Commission? 

Answer:  The  current  rate  of  assessment  for  fees  is  0.6%  per  year  on  class  II  assessable  gross 
revenues.    No  fees  are  assessed  on  class  III  revenues. 

Question  134:  How  much  would  the  fees  need  to  be  raised  to  cover  the  additional 
responsibilities  envisioned  for  the  Commission? 

Answer:  I'm  reluctant  to  answer  your  question  in  terms  of  the  rate  because  presently  only  class 

II  revenues  are  assessed.    These  revenues  are  probably  less  than  10%  of  all  class  II  and  class 

III  revenues.    Several  factors  need  to  be  considered: 

-  First,  how  much  is  needed  to  do  the  work  presently  assigned  to  the  Commission  under  the 
IGRA? 

-  Second,  how  much  additional  would  be  needed  if  the  Commission's  responsibilities  were 
expanded? 

-  Finally,  which  operations  should  be  assessed  what  portion  of  the  total  fees? 

For  our  current  responsibilities,  we  probably  need  funding  of  $7.5  to  $10  million  (an  increase 
of  $4.5  to  S7  million)  plus  reimbursement  for  costs  of  contractor  background  investigations  and 
fingerprint  checks  on  key  employees  and  primary  management  officials.  As  to  funding  for  the 
addition  responsibilities,  we  need  to  first  determine  what  additional  regulatory  work  is  required. 
Finally,  the  Congress  needs  to  determine  whether  all  gaming  should  bear  the  burden  equally  or 
whether  certain  forms  of  gaming  should  bear  more  or  less  than  the  others. 

New  Tribes  Funding 

Question  135:  According  to  the  budget  justification  (page  44),  funding  for  new  tribes  has  been 
transferred  from  Other  Recurring  Programs  to  Tribal  Priority  Allocations  beginning  in  FY  1995. 
The  budget  request  includes  $5,826,000  for  new  tribes  funding.  Please  provide  for  the  record 
the  specific  tribes  that  will  receive  funding  and  the  amount  of  funding  to  be  provided  each  tribe. 

Answer:    Distribution  of  New  Tribes  funding  in  FY  1995  is  as  follows: 


Tribe 

FY  1995  Request 

Aroostook  Band  of  Micmac  Indians 

450.000 

Catawba  Tribe 

1,400,000 

Oneida  Nation 

1,155.000 

Tillie  Hanvick  Tribes 

1.730,000 

Yurok  Tnbe 

1,091,000 

ToUl 

5.826.000 
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Social  Services 

Question  136:  According  to  the  budget  justifications  (page  51),  the  general  assistance  programs 
for  the  states  of  Washington  and  Oregon  are  funded  through  the  Social  Services  program  in 
Tribal  Priority  Allocations.  What  is  different  about  these  two  programs?  Why  are  they  funded 
through  Tribal  Priority  Allocations  rather  than  through  the  Social  Services  program  in  Other 
Recurring  Programs? 

Answer:  Social  Services  programs  under  Tribal  Priority  Allocations  (TPA)  provide  the 
administrative  funds  to  support  all  social  services  programs,  including  the  genersil  assistance 
programs.  The  budget  statement  refers  to  the  Kalispel  vs  Brown  court  case,  in  which  the  Bureau 
was  mandated  to  pay  general  assistance  to  eligible  individuals  in  the  States  of  Washington  and 
Oregon.  Funds  were  transferred  from  the  Welfare  Assistance  Grant  program  under  the  Other 
Recurring  Programs  activity  to  TPA  to  administer  the  program  in  two  states. 

Law  Enforcement 

Question  137:  The  FY  1995  budget  request  includes  $80,930,000  for  law  enforcement  activities 
as  part  of  Tribal  Priority  Allocations,  including  operational  funding  for  detention  centers.  How 
much  is  included  in  the  budget  for  full  year  operational  funding  for  the  Fort  Peck  and  Cheyenne 
River  facilities? 

Answer:  In  FY  1995,  Fort  Peck  will  receive  $700,000  and  Cheyenne  River  will  receive 
$899,000  for  o[)eration  of  detention  programs,  which  will  become  a  part  of  each  tribe's  base. 

Question  138:  How  much  funding  is  included  for  each  of  the  facilities  at  Oglala  Sioux,  Tuba 
City  and  Chinle? 

Answer:  The  FY  1995  request  includes  $1,775,000  for  the  facilities  at  Oglala  Sioux 
($450,000),  Tuba  City  ($650,000),  and  Chinle  ($675,000).  These  funds  will  be  used  to 
complete  the  transition  phase  and  begin  operations  at  the  new  juvenile  detention  centers. 

Question  139:  How  much  transitional  support  is  provided  for  each  of  the  Sac  and  Fox  and  Ute 
Mountain  Ute  facilities? 

Answer:  In  FY  1995,  $350,000  will  be  provided  to  the  Sac  and  Fox  and  $97,000  will  be 
provided  to  the  Ute  Mountain  Ute  for  the  transition  phase  of  the  Planning  of  New  Institutions 
(PONI)  program  to  assist  each  tribe  in  preparing  for  the  operations  of  their  new  detention 
centers. 

Special  Tribal  Courts 

Question  140:  Funding  for  special  tribal  courts  is  eliminated  in  the  FY  1995  budget  request, 
a  reduction  of  $1.47  million  from  the  current  enacted  level.  According  to  the  budget 
justifications  (page  111),  $500,000  will  be  transferred  to  the  Tribal  Priority  Allocations  activity, 
which  will  support  the  five  existing  intertribal  courts  of  appeal.  In  addition,  tribes  are 
encouraged  to  use  increases  in  TPA  to  assist  their  programs  for  this  purpose.  On  average,  how 
much,  per  tribe,  has  funding  through  Tribal  Priority  Allocations  increased  between  FY  1991  and 
FY  1995? 

Answer:  Tribal  Priority  Allocations  have  increased  approximately  $150  million  between  FY 
1991  and  the  FY  1995  President's  Budget.  Of  this  increase.  $2.6  million  has  been  prioritized 
by  160  tribes  for  tribal  court  programs,  or  an  average  increase  of  about  $16,200.  While  there 
are  545  federally  recognized  tribes,  not  all  have  court  systems. 

Question  141:  What  has  been  the  level  of  tribal  contributions  for  these  special  courts  in  the 
same  time  period? 
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Answer:  This  type  of  information  is  not  collected  by  the  Bureau.  Such  information  is  under 
the  purview  of  tribal  business  and  is  not  subject  to  federal  monitoring. 

Special  Law  Enforcement 

Question  142:  Matching  funds  for  the  purchase  of  tribal  law  enforcement  vehicles  are  proposed 
for  elimination  in  FY  1995,  resulting  in  a  $500,000  reduction  from  the  current  enacted  level  of 
$1,086,000.  The  tribes  are  encouraged  to  use  their  Tribal  Priority  Allocations  for  this  purpose. 
What  is  the  average  amount  of  matching  funds  per  tribe  that  have  been  provided  through  this 
program? 

Answer:  Currently,  all  Bureau  or  tribal  contract  law  enforcement  programs  receiving  Bureau 
funds  are  eligible  to  apply  for  matching  funds  of  $7,500. 

Welfare  Assistance  Grants 

Question  143:  The  FY  1995  request  for  Welfare  Assistance  Grants  is  $105,644,000.  which 
represents  a  reduction  of  $5.0  million  from  the  current  level.  The  reduction  is  the  result  of  the 
discontinuation  of  the  one-time  planning  grants  for  tribes  to  establish  long-term  plans  for 
reducing  the  need  for  general  assistance.  Of  the  $5.0  million  provided  in  FY  1994  for  these 
grants,  the  Bureau  has  proposed  reprogramming  $3.0  million  to  begin  implementation  of  the 
President's  Forest  Plan,  leaving  $2.0  million  for  the  one-time  planning  grants.  How  many 
tribes  have  applied  for  the  planning  grants?  Is  it  anticipated  that  all  tribes  applying  for  funding 
will  receive  grants?  Have  the  FY  1994  grants  been  awarded?  If  not,  when  are  they  expected 
to  be  awarded? 

Answer:  The  Bureau  has  not  announced  the  availability  of  these  funds.  Anticipated  shortfalls 
in  the  regular  welfare  assistance  program  may  prevent  welfare  reform  grants. 

Question  144:   When  will  the  results  from  the  grants  be  available? 

Answer:  If  funds  are  not  reprogrammed  to  help  meet  general  assistance  requirements,  grantees 
will  be  allowed  one  year  to  complete  their  welfare  reform  strategies. 

Self-Determination  Grants 

Question  145:  The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  proposes  elimination  of  funding  for  self- 
determination  grants.  In  FY  1994,  $4,275,000  was  provided  for  these  grants.  According  to  the 
budget  justification,  since  the  majority  of  the  tribes  who  have  an  opportunity  to  contract  are  now 
doing  so.  the  need  for  this  program  has  been  reduced.  How  many  tribes  are  now  contracting 
and  what  proportion  of  all  tribes  does  this  represent? 

Answer:  Approximately  400  of  the  547  federally  recognized  tribes,  or  73  percent,  are  now 
contracting  all  or  some  programs. 

Question  146:   What  proportion  of  small  tribes  are  now  contracting? 

Answer:  Approximately  70  percent,  or  300  small  tribes  contract  under  the  Indian  Self- 
Determination  and  Education  Assistance  Act  out  of  an  estimated  450  small  tribes. 

Question  147:  Does  requiring  that  these  funds  be  provided  out  of  the  tribal  priority  allocations 
in  any  way  penalize  those  tribes  who  are  not  currently  contracting,  especially  smaller  tribes? 

Answer:  Under  the  budget  proposal,  the  technical  assistance  grants  would  no  longer  be 
available  to  tribes  that  have  not  yet  entered  into  self-determination  program  contracts.  There 
is  no  "penalty"  since  funds  have  not  been  taken  from  any  current  recipient.  In  addition,  tribes 
that  initiate  program  contracts  would  receive  contract  support  payments  to  cover  management 
and  administration  functions. 
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Special  Programs  and  Pooled  Overhead 

Question  148:  According  to  your  justification  (page  194),  payments  for  workers'  compensation 
rose  from  approximately  $7.8  million  in  FY  1994  to  approximately  $9.5  million  in  FY  1995, 
which  represents  an  increase  of  $1 .7  million  or  about  20  percent.  The  amount  requested  for  FY 
1995  for  worker  compensation  payments  represents  the  bill  from  the  Department  of  Labor  for 
the  twelve  months  ending  June,  1993.  What  is  the  cause  of  the  significant  increase  in  workers' 
compensation  payments  as  compared  with  other  agencies  who  have  significant  claims,  such  as 
the  National  Park  Service  whose  payments  increased  by  approximately  11.3  percent  for  the  same 
time  period? 

Answer:  Although  the  Bureau  estimated  that  $7.8  million  would  be  needed  in  FY  1994,  the 
Department  of  Labor  requested  a  reimbursement  of  $8.8  million  for  actual  payments  made  over 
a  two-year  period  from  July  1,  1991  through  June  30,  1993.  This  included  payments  that  were 
not  covered  in  the  original  FY  1992  and  FY  1993  billings.  Unexpended  balances  available  in 
the  expired  FY  1992  and  1993  accounts  were  used  to  meet  the  additional  $1  million  in  expenses 
so  that  the  Bureau  would  not  have  to  request  a  reprogramming  of  funds  within  the  FY  1994 
appropriations. 

The  $9.5  million  requested  for  FY  1995  would  be  used  to  reimburse  the  Department  of  Labor 
for  actual  payments  made  during  the  billing  period  from  July  1,  1993  through  June  30,  1994. 
This  estimate  was  based  on  actual  cost  trends  from  the  Department  of  Labor. 

The  Bureau  has  not  completed  any  analysis  of  the  causes  of  the  work-related  injuries  or 
escalation  in  benefit  payments. 

Question  149:  How  much  of  the  increase  is  related  to  higher  medical  costs  and  how  much  of 
the  increase  is  related  to  a  higher  injury  or  death  rate? 

Answer:  The  economic  factors  that  affected  the  FY  1992  compensation  costs  were  the  Federal 
Pay  Raise  (3.5%)  and  inflation  in  medical  provider  costs  (7%),  according  to  the  Department  of 
Labor. 

Question  150:  Given  that  this  is  historical  information,  do  you  know  what  occurred  during  the 
twelve  months  ending  June,  1993  that  caused  an  increase  in  the  work-related  injury  and/or  death 
rates  for  Bureau  employees? 

Answer:  The  workers'  compensation  payments  have  increased  an  average  of  10  percent  per 
year.  The  Department  of  Labor's  analysis  indicates  that  most  of  the  increase  is  attributable  to 
inflationary  elements  and  does  not  reflect  any  substantial  trend  in  safety  and  occupational  health. 

Question  151:  Which  programs  employ  the"  largest  number  of  employees  who  are  receiving 
worker  compensation  payments? 

Answer:  The  Indian  Education  programs  have  the  largest  number  of  employees  receiving 
workers'  compensation  payments. 

Question  152:  Is  the  Bureau  taking  any  action  to  reduce  the  rate  of  work-related  injuries  or 
deaths  among  Bureau  employees? 

Answer:  In  FY  1994,  the  Bureau  initiated  a  rehabilitation/rehire  program  to  help  reduce  annual 
costs.  The  Bureau  has  employed  a  full-time  person  to  assist  line  managers  and  program 
directors  to  coordinate  the  return  of  injured  employees  back  to  work  through  rehabilitation  and 
rehire. 

Question  153:  Does  the  Bureau  have  any  information  that  would  indicate  whether  the  sharp 
increase  in  claims  is  a  one-time  fluctuation  or  whether  the  high  rate  of  increase  in  the  bill  for 
claims  will  continue  into  FY  1996? 
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Answer:  The  Bureau  has  not  analyzed  the  causes  of  the  cost  increases;  however,  the  long  term 
rehabilitation/rehire  program  implemented  by  the  Bureau  should  be  helpful  in  keeping  the  costs 
from  rising  sharply  in  the  future. 

Question  154:  Similarly,  unemployment  compensation  payments  for  the  BIA  rose  from 
approximately  $6.1  million  in  FY  1994  to  approximately  $7.8  million  in  FY  1995,  which  is  an 
increase  of  $1.7  million  or  about  27  percent.  These  payments  represent  the  costs  of 
unemployment  compensation  claims  made  to  the  Department  of  Labor  by  former  BIA 
employees.  Why  has  there  been  such  a  large  increase  in  the  number  of  BIA  employees  who  are 
filing  unemployment  compensation  claims? 

Answer:  Under  Public  Law  93-638,  as  amended,  tribes  and  tribal  organizations  are  authorized 
to  enter  into  contract,  grant,  and  compact  agreements  with  the  Bureau  to  operate  the  federal 
programs.  As  this  occurs,  the  Bureau's  employees  are  displaced  through  reductions-in-force 
procedures  and  become  eligible  for  unemployment  benefits.  In  recent  years,  other  federal  laws 
have  extended  the  benefit  period.  Many  of  the  Bureau's  seasoned  employees,  such  as  road 
construction  workers  and  firefighters,  are  also  eligible  for  unemployment  benefits  during 
portions  of  the  year. 

Question  155:  Are  contract  and  tribal  employees  eligible  for  unemployment  compensation 
payments  paid  by  the  BIA? 

Answer:  No,  contract  and  tribal  employees  are  not  eligible  for  unemployment  compensation 
payments  paid  by  the  BIA. 

Question  156:  Does  the  amount  requested  for  FY  1995  include  payments  to  employees  who 
will  be  affected  by  the  administrative  streamlining  and  FTE  reduction  proposals  contained  in  the 
budget  request? 

Answer:  No.  Because  of  delayed  billings,  the  Bureau's  FY  1995  appropriations  will  reimburse 
the  Department  of  Labor  for  actual  unemployment  benefit  payments  made  during  the  period  from 
July  1,  1993  through  June  30,  1994.  Any  unemployment  payments  associated  with  the  Bureau's 
reduction-in-force  during  FY  1995  would  appear  in  subsequent  billing  cycles. 

Tribally  Controlled  Community  Colleges 

Question  157:  According  to  the  budget  justification  (page  90),  Leech  Lake  tribal  college 
became  eligible  for  endowment  grants  in  June,  1993  and  is  included  in  the  funding  estimates  for 
FY  1994.  Further,  it  is  uncertain  whether  requirements  will  be  met  for  the  College  of 
Menominee  Nation  prior  to  October  1,  1994.  Was  funding  for  Leech  Lake  included  in  the  FY 
1994  budget  request?  If  not,  should  additional  funding  be  included  in  FY  1995  for  Leech  Lake? 
How  much? 

Answer:  No.  The  American  Higher  Education  Consortium  accepted  Leech  Lake  as  a  member, 
therefore,  the  other  Tribally  Controlled  Community  Colleges'  (TCCCs)  funding  was  slightly 
reduced  to  accommodate  the  new  school.  For  FY  1995,  Leech  Lake  was  included  in  the  TCCCs 
budget  request  for  level  funding. 

Question  158:  When  will  it  be  known  whether  the  College  of  Menominee  Nation  will  be 
eligible  for  funding  in  FY  1995?  Has  funding  been  included  in  the  request  for  the  College  of 
Menominee  Nation?  If  not,  how  much  additional  funding  would  be  needed  if  they  are  eligible 
for  funding  in  FY  1995? 

Answer:  No,  the  Bureau  did  not  include  the  Menominee  Nation  because  the  college  had  not 
made  progress  in  their  application  when  the  FY  1995  budget  estimates  were  prepared. 
However,  they  have  met  the  criteria  and  are  expected  to  be  included  as  a  TCCC  in  October  1994 
creating  a  slight  reduction  to  the  other  TCCCs. 
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Director's  Contingency  Fund 

Question  159:  The  total  amount  appropriated  for  the  ISEP  formula  funds  for  fiscal  year  1993, 
which  funds  the  current  1993-1994  school  year,  totals  $249,506,000.  Public  Law  100-297 
authorized  1  percent  of  these  funds  to  be  used  for  the  Director's  contingency  fund,  or  a  total 
of  approximately  $2.5  million  for  the  1993-1994  school  year.  What  are  the  authorized  uses  for 
the  Director's  contingency  fund?  Please  provide  for  the  record  an  accounting  of  the  amount  and 
use  of  funds  provided  for  the  Director's  contingency  fund  in  FY  1991  and  FY  1993. 

Answer:  The  $249,506,000  represents  the  FY  1994  appropriated  amount  for  ISEP  which  will 
not  be  distributed  to  the  schools  until  July  1,  1994.  The  FY  1993  amount  for  ISEP  was 
$215,121,789  of  which  $2,151,218  has  been  reserved  for  contingency  purposes.  To  date, 
$498,442  has  been  issued  to  individual  schools  for  contingency  needs,  and  $868,700  was  issued 
to  all  schools  to  increase  the  per  mile  rate  for  student  transportation  from  $1.44  to  $1.51  per 
mile.  The  distribution  of  contingency  funds  is  based  on  the  criteria  listed  below  after  the 
requesting  school  has  taken  all  possible  steps  to  meet  the  unanticipated  need:  (1)  an  unanticipated 
need  in  the  current  year,  that  if  not  funded,  will  negatively  impact  on  the  education  program  of 
the  recipient;  (2)  for  education  services  or  programs  at  a  school  site  to  provide  an  educational 
benefit  to  Indian  students;  (3)  for  funding  that  cannot  be  postponed,  the  recipient  has  made  all 
attempts  to  fund  the  need,  and  no  other  source  of  funding  exists;  and  (4)  because  of 
circumstances  beyond  the  control  of  the  recipient  and  not  the  result  of  mismanagement  or 
neglect. 

Question  160:  According  to  information  included  in  your  budget  justification  (page  83), 
expenses  from  the  contingency  fund  totalled  $1,672,169  for  school  year  1992-1993.  Please 
explain  the  following  expenditures:  $51,631  for  a  Phoenix  Indian  School  study;  $1,750  for 
funeral  expenses  for  a  Sherman  Indian  School  student;  $16,050  for  administrative  cost  grant 
funds  withheld  from  a  school;  and  $15,275  for  a  NCBIAE  settlement. 

Answer:  When  the  Phoenix  Indian  School  was  closed,  the  legislation  directed  that  the  Bureau 
follow  the  students  who  were  displaced  for  three  years.  The  Arizona  InterTribal  Council 
contracted  to  perform  the  study  and  track  the  students  to  determine  the  impact  of  closing  the 
Phoenix  School.  The  Council  experienced  difficulty  in  tracking  the  students  and  finding  their 
records.  Also  the  Council  went  further  than  the  legislation  intended  to  assist  the  students  who 
were  displaced,  at  an  additional  cost.    No  separate  funds  were  appropriated  for  the  study. 

Questionable  expenditures  of  $26,955  were  identified  by  the  Shiprock  Dormitory  in  a  Single 
Audit  93-A-466.  This  amount  was  withheld  from  the  Shiprock  Dormitory's  Administrative  Cost 
grant  distribution.  The  Administrative  Cost  Grant  funds  were  then  distributed  by  formula  to 
other  schools.  The  Field  Solicitor  later  advised  the  Bureau  that  a  part  of  the  $26,955  should  be 
released  to  the  contractor  until  their  appeal  had  been  exhausted.  Because  the  Administrative 
Cost  Grant  funds  had  been  distributed,  the  $16,050  issued  to  the  Shiprock  Dormitory  under 
recommendation  of  the  Field  Solicitor  was  taken  from  the  Contingency  Funds. 

The  NCBIAE  settlement  resulted  from  an  arbitration  hearing  on  contract  non-renewal  at  the 
Hunters  Point  Boarding  School.  Prior  to  the  hearing,  the  Union  offered  to  settle  for  $15,000 
and  the  Bureau  and  Hunters  Point  School  agreed  to  settle  without  a  hearing.  All  agreed  to  pay 
the  settlement  rather  than  three  years  back  pay  and  reinstatement.  Since  Hunters  Point  did  not 
have  the  funds,  the  settlement  costs  were  covered  by  the  Contingency  Fund. 

A  student  died  while  attending  Sherman  Indian  School  in  Riverside,  California.  It  is  Bureau 
policy  to  pay  funeral  expenses  as  well  as  shipment  of  the  deceased  back  to  the  home.  Sherman 
did  not  have  the  funds  needed  to  complete  the  funeral  arrangements.  The  funds  issued  to 
Sherman  for  the  cost  of  the  funeral  were  taken  from  the  Contingency  fund,  as  there  is  no  burial 
fund  available. 
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National  School  Board  Training 

Question  161:  Public  Law  100-297  also  authorizes  0.2  percent  of  total  ISEP  formula 
appropriations  for  the  national  school  board  training  program.  What  activities  are  authorized 
under  this  program?   Who  conducts  national  school  board  training? 

Answer:  The  activities  include  training  in  budget,  personnel,  school  programs  and  curriculum 
as  well  as  upcoming  legislation.  The  training  is  conducted  by  the  National  Indian  School  Board 
Association,  (NISBA)  and  the  Navajo  Area  School  Board  Association  (NASBA). 

See  attached  program  materials. 

Question  162:  Please  provide  for  the  record  the  national  school  board  training  provided  through 
the  0.2  percent  set-aside  for  fiscal  year  1991  through  1994.  The  information  to  be  provided 
should  include  the  agenda  for  the  meetings,  where  the  training  was  held  (or  will  be  held),  and 
the  dates  covered  by  the  training.  The  information  should  include  those  in  attendance,  and  the 
job  titles  for  both  federal  and  non-federal  attendees. 

Answer:  The  attached  program  materials  are  provided  and  represent  the  information  which  the 
Bureau  receives  as  a  result  of  the  contract  with  NISBA.  Job  titles  for  federal  and  non-federal 
attendees  is  not  available  for  any  of  the  training  sessions. 

Question  163:  According  to  the  FY  1992  Annual  School  Report,  the  area-wide  training  for  the 
Navajo  reservation  was  conducted  in  Denver,  Colorado.  What  was  the  basis  for  holding  this 
training  in  Denver  rather  than  in  a  location  either  on  or  adjacent  to  the  Navajo  Reservation,  such 
as  Window  Rock  or  Phoenix,  Arizona  or  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico? 

Answer:  The  National  Indian  School  Board  Association  held  its  conference  in  Denver  in  March 
1992.  The  Navajo  Area  School  Board  Association  held  its  conference  at  Shonto  Boarding 
School  in  Shonto,  AZ  in  June  1992.  This  conference  also  provided  Agency-wide  training  for 
schools  within  the  five  Agencies  on  Navajo. 

Principals  Training 

Question  164:  According  to  the  July,  1993  Tribal  Consultation  Booklet  (page  46),  a  measurable 
objective  of  principals  training  is  to  "increase  the  number  of  Bureau-funded  schools  that  provide 
"cutting  edge"  programs  for  their  students".  What  specific  programs  are  considered  by  the 
Office  of  Indian  Education  Programs  to  be  "cutting  edge"? 

Answer:    Advanced  state  of  the  art  programs  that  are  on  the  "cutting  edge"  include: 

-  Family  and  Child  Education  (FACE)  which  provides  early  childhood  education  involving 
parental  training  and  developmental  readiness  for  American  Indian  children. 

-  Innovative  Math  and  Science  Programs  which  provide  hands-on  relevant,  concrete 
manipulatives  as  instructional  strategies  for  the  instruction  of  abstract  concepts  related  to 
math  and  science. 

-  Promotion  and  preservation  through  curriculum  the  American  Indian  languages,  culture 
and  history. 

-  Development  and  implementation  of  "Authentic  Assessments"  and  other  various  methods 
of  assessing  student  performance  outcomes. 

-  Implementation  in  all  schools  a  framework  based  on  the  research  of  effective  schools 
correlates. 

Question  165:  How  do  the  outcomes  from  "cutting  edge"  programs  compare  with  "non-cutting 
edge"  programs?  Should  funds  be  shifted  from  the  "non-cutting  edge"  programs  in  order  to  fund 
the  "cutting  edge"  programs? 
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Answer:  The  OIEP  defines  "non-cutting  edge"  programs  as  essential  and  basic  education. 
"Cutting  edge"  programs  are  developed  to  enhance  and  build  upon  the  basic  education  programs. 
Both  are  necessary  to  the  educational  development  of  American  Indian  children  and  funds  should 
not  be  shifted  from  "non-cutting  edge"  programs. 

Question  166:  How  many  Bureau-funded  schools  currently  participate  in  these  programs? 
How  much  additional  funding  would  be  required  for  FY  1995  in  order  to  significantly  increase 
the  number  of  Bureau-funded  schools  that  provide  these  "cutting  edge"  programs? 

Answer:  The  FACE  program  presently  serves  2 1  school  sites;  the  Effective  Schools  program 
serves  96  schools  and  50  schools  participate  in  the  Math  and  Science  Workshops. 
Approximately  $1.0  million  would  be  needed  to  continue  the  increase  in  FACE;  however,  the 
Bureau  is  slowing  this  program  down  due  to  the  lack  of  facilities  or  needed  renovation  of 
facilities.  The  Eisenhower  grant  provides  math  and  science  funds,  and  Staff  Development  and 
Training  is  funded  at  $867,000  in  FY  1994  to  accommodate  the  additional  schools.  About  the 
same  amount  would  be  needed  to  continue  the  steady  growth  in  schools  which  meet  the  effective 
schools  correlates. 

National  Meetings  Travel 

Question  167:  The  Bureau  provided  the  Committee  with  information  on  travel  exf)enses  related 
to  meetings  in  response  to  the  Statement  of  the  Managers  accompanying  the  FY  1994  Conference 
Report  for  the  Interior  bill.   Which  of  these  meetings  are  mandated  by  law? 

Answer:  The  meetings  of  the  Joint  Tribal/DOI/BIA  Task  Force  on  Reorganization  of  the 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  were  mandated  by  bill  language  included  in  appropriations  acts,  and 
the  quarterly  consultation  meetings  on  education  issues  are  also  required  by  law. 

Question  168:  Which  meetings  are  considered  training  meetings  and  how  much  of  the  related 
travel  expenses  are  provided  by  funding  appropriated  for  training?  How  much  funding  is 
provided  for  other  training  of  school  personnel? 

Answer:  In  the  second  of  the  two  reports  provided  to  the  Committee,  a  report  was  included 
showing  obligations  and  expenditures,  Bureauwide,  for  travel  associated  with  meetings  and 
conferences.  None  of  those  reported  costs  were  coded  to  training  attendance.  As  of  April  30, 
1994,  total  travel  obligations  for  training  attendance  for  all  appropriations  was  $1.8  million.  The 
detail  is  provided  in  a  following  table. 

Question  169:  How  many  non-federal  attendees  travel  expanses  are  provided  through 
appropriated  funds  and  what  is  the  basis  for  the  attendance  of  these  individuals  at  the  meetings? 

Answer:  It  is  not  possible  to  provide  a  complete  answer,  since  tribal  contractors  may  use  funds 
under  contract  for  appropriate  travel  expenses;  and  the  Bureau  has  no  records  of  travel  paid  from 
contracted  or  granted  funds.  Between  October  1,  1993  and  April  30,  1994,  the  Bureau  directly 
funded  the  travel  of  1,170  trips  for  non-Federal  travelers  at  a  cost  of  $448,777.  Since  the 
Bureau  is  expected,  and  often  required,  to  consult  on  the  development  of  regulations, 
reorganization  proposals,  and  other  issues,  it  is  impossible  to  fulfill  these  responsibilities  without 
participation  from  tribes.  In  addition,  it  is  in  the  best  interest  of  program  delivery  if  tribal 
contractors  participate  in  some  of  the  same  program  meetings  as  do  federal  employees. 

Question  170:  What  evaluations  are  made  to  determine  the  effectiveness  of  national  training 
meetings? 

Answer:  The  Bureau  does  not  require  formal  evaluations  be  made  of  the  national  training 
meetings  that  it  sponsors.  However,  surveys  are  often  conducted  for  participants  to  evaluate  the 
training  received  so  that  program  managers  can  plan  future  improvements. 

Question  171:  How  much  of  the  total  funding  for  training  of  school-based  personnel  is  used 
for  national  training  versus  regional  or  local  training? 
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Answer:  The  Bureau  does  not  have  the  data  to  answer  this  question.  Usually  training  is  done 
on  a  case  by  case  basis  where  new  programs  are  implemented.  For  example,  schools  typically 
do  in-service  training  at  the  beginning  of  the  school  year  but  there  is  no  national  agenda  for  in- 
service  training. 

Question  172:  Why  is  education  training  conducted  during  the  school  year  instead  of  during 
the  summer  months? 

Answer:  Education  training  is  conducted  throughout  the  year,  including  the  summer  months. 
Over  1 ,000  teachers  have  been  trained  during  the  summer  in  language  arts,  math  and  science. 

Question  173:  Please  provide  a  list  of  all  the  training  sponsored  and/or  funded  through  the 
Office  of  Indian  Education  Programs. 

Answer:  The  training  sponsored  by  OIEP  is  listed  below: 

Drug  and  Alcohol  Substance  Abuse 

Math  and  Science  Workshops 

Effective  School  Leadership  Training 

Best  Team  Training 

Early  Childhood  (FACE)  Training 

Chapter  1  Training 

Special  Education  Training 

National  Indian  School  Board  Association  Training 

TQM  Training 

Question  174:  Since  Chapter  I  funding  is  provided  through  the  Department  of  Education,  why 
is  the  Chapter  I  national  conference  funded  through  BIA?  What  is  the  purpose  of  the  conference 
and  who  attends  the  conference?   How  is  the  effectiveness  of  the  conference  measured? 

Answer:  The  OIEP  sponsors  a  national  Chapter  1  conference  for  Bureau-funded  schools  only. 
The  purpose  of  the  conference  is  to  provide  training  on  the  program  requirements  under  Chapter 
I  law  and  regulations,  and  to  provide  information  on  the  latest  research  of  effective  practices  in 
improving  the  academic  performance  of  Chapter  I  eligible  students.  Two  hundred  seventy-five 
people  from  Bureau  funded  schools  attended  the  recent  Spring  Conference.  The  outcomes  are 
measured  by  conference  evaluations  and  by  the  improved  performance  of  Chapter  1  students. 

Question  175:  What  is  the  amount  that  was  spent  on  Chapter  1  national  conferences  for  FY 
1993  and  FY  1994  and  how  much  is  budgeted  for  FY  1995? 

Answer:  Costs  for  the  conference  attendance  are  borne  by  the  local  schools  and  charged  to  their 
Chapter  I  project.  The  cost  for  the  Spring  Conference,  including  travel  and  per  diem  was 
approximately  $275,000. 

Question  176:  What  are  the  national,  regional,  or  area  meetings,  conferences,  seminars,  or 
training  that  principals  are  required  or  encouraged  to  attend  during  the  course  of  the  year?  What 
is  the  source  of  funding  for  travel  to  these  meetings?  Can  ISEP  funds  be  used  for  travel?  If  so, 
are  they? 

Answer:  Principals  are  encouraged  to  attend  the  Principal's  Academy,  Chapter  1  Training 
Sessions,  the  NISBA  workshops,  and  Effective  Schools  Training.  They  are  also  encouraged  to 
find  training  workshops  which  will  enhance  their  educational  leadership  skills.  ISEP  funds  can 
be  used  for  travel  costs  if  approved  by  the  local  school  board. 
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TRAVEL  OBLIGATIONS  FOR  TRAINING 
October  1.  1993  -  April  30,  1994 

(DolUrt  in  Thouunds) 


AREA  OR  OFFICE 

#OFTHlPS 

OBLIGATIONS 

Aberdeen  Area 

616 

$175 

Anadirko  Area 

I5J 

53 

Billingt  Area 

49 

13 

Juneau  Area 

«0 

51 

Minneapolii  Area 

158 

49 

Muskogee  Area 

183 

67 

Phoenix  Area 

764 

275 

SacramcMo  Area 

119 

62 

Albuquerque  Area 

408 

138 

Navajo  Area 

646 

224 

Portland  Area 

539 

.74 

Eaaiem  Area 

39 

23 

OfTice  of  the  Commiaiioner 

42 

30 

Office  of  Mgml-  &  Administration 

117 

89 

Office  of  Data  Systems 

48 

29 

Office  of  Tribal  Services 

9 

5 

Office  of  Trust  Responsibilities 

60 

41 

Office  of  Trust  Funds  Msnagemenl 

5 

3 

Office  of  Facilities  Management 

57 

43 

Office  of  Economic  Developttient 

11 

5 

Education 

978 

284 

TOTALS 

5.083 

$1,833 

QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  TED  STEVENS 

Question  1:  Ms.  Deer,  I  appreciate  knowing  of  your  interest  in  the  economic  development 
needs  of  Alaska,  and  of  Pine  Ridge  in  South  Dakota.  As  you  are  aware,  Alaska  has  often  used 
economic  development  funds  for  such  diverse  purposes  as  fish  hatcheries  and  health  clinics.  One 
of  our  greatest  problems  is  the  very  high  rate  of  structural  unemployment  in  the  state, 
particularly  in  our  rural  Native  communities.  What  types  of  initiatives  are  planned  at  the  BIA 
to  work  on  these  issues  of  long-term  unemployment  where  it  may  be  feasible  to  use  traditional 
strategies? 

Answer:  The  Assistant  Secretary  -  Indian  Affairs  and  the  Bureau's  Office  of  Economic 
Development  have  been  planning  an  Economic  Development  Summit  Meeting  for  the  Pine  Ridge 
Indian  Reservation  and  for  Alaska  Native,  for  several  months.  These  meetings  will  address 
unemployment  and  economic  development  issues  in  general.  They  are  scheduled  for  late  fall 
of  1994.   This  is  a  tribally  driven  initiative. 

Question  2:  It  has  recently  come  to  my  attention  that  a  Buy  Indian  contact  for  medical 
transcription  services  at  the  Alaska  Native  Medical  Center  in  Anchorage  is  ready  to  be  re-bid. 
We  hope  that  a  Native  entity  might  be  able  to  join  with  our  new  Job  Corps  Center  in  developing 
a  training  program  for  Alaska  Natives  to  learn  medical  transcription  skills,  but  they  will  need 
some  seed  money  for  that  purpose.  Could  your  initiative  related  to  economic  development  funds 
support  such  an  activity? 
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Answer:  Medical  training  for  Indians  and  Alaska  Natives  is  primarily  the  responsibility  of  the 
Indian  Health  Service.  The  Bureau  does  not  have  funding  for  medical  skills  training.  If  a 
business  with  a  profit  motive  were  designed  to  provide  medical  transcriptions  for  a  fee,  the 
Bureau  could  assist  that  business  with  loans  or  possibly  a  grant. 

Question  3:  I  know  that  your  agency  is  concerned  about  the  lack  of  sewer  and  water  facilities 
in  rural  Alaska.  I  would  like  you  to  review  this  report,  which  I  requested,  from  the  Office  of 
Technology  Assessment,  and  make  some  recommendations  about  how  the  Bureau  could  be 
helpful  in  this  endeavor.  The  report  is  being  released  today,  and  it  has  some  worthwhile 
recommendations  for  Congress  and  the  Administration: 

•  Establish  a  Research,  Development,  and  Demonstration  Program  for  Innovative  Sanitation 
Technologies; 

•  Develop  Short-term,  interim  measures  to  improve  the  design  and  construction  of  sewage  haul 
systems; 

•  Provide  adequate  technological  assistance  to  prevent  deterioration  of  existing  systems;  and 

•  Increase  funding  for  an  IHS  sanitation  technology  demonstration  working  group. 


Answer:  The  Bureau  supports  thelecommendations  contained  in  the  report  prepared  by  the 
Office  of  Technology  Assessment.  Although  the  Indian  Health  Service  has  the  authority  under 
P.L.  86-121  to  provide  funding  for  sewer  and  water  facilities,  the  Bureau  is  available,  upon 
request,  to  provide  technical  assistance  and  review  of  the  plans  and  environmental  documents 
required  to  implement  the  recommendations  in  the  report. 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  DON  NICKLES 
Operation  of  Indian  Programs  Account 

Question  1:  The  operations  of  Indian  Programs  (OIP)  account  reflects  an  increase  of 
approximately  $10  million.  The  OIP  request  proposes  $18.7  million  in  program  increases  to  be 
offset  by  $10.7  million  of  mandatory  cost  adjustments  and  of  personnel  and  administrative 
savings.  The  major  program  increases  are  in  education,  Indian  self-determination,  natural 
resources,  and  the  BIA  management  improvements.  What  process  did  the  BIA  follow  to 
determine  the  priority  programs  increases? 

Answer:  The  FY  1995  budget  request  reflects  the  program  priorities  for  funding  increases 
identified  at  the  National  Budget  Meeting  in  May  1993.  Attendees  included  the  Bureau's  central 
office  and  area  office  directors  and  three  tribal  representatives  from  each  of  the  12  areas. 
Funding  increases  for  Tribal  Priority  Allocations,  Contract  Support,  and  School  Operations  were 
among  the  highest  priorities. 

Question  2:  What  process  was  followed  to  determine  where  the  cost  adjustments  and  savings 
were  proposed? 

Answer:  The  Bureau  was  allocated  separate  targets  for  staffing  reductions,  FTE  cost  savings, 
and  administrative  cost  savings  as  its  share  of  the  Department's  total  streamlinings.  The 
Department's  guidance  precluded  across-the-board  reductions  and  required  all  bureaus  to  make 
specific  decisions  as  to  where  reductions  would  be  taken. 

The  Bureau  initially  identified  staffing  reductions  and  administrative  cost  savings  associated  with 
programs  that  were  proposed  for  elimination  or  reduced  funding  levels,  such  as  Substance  Abuse 
Counselors,  Early  Childhood  Development,  ANSCA,  Drug  Abuse  Coordination,  and  marijuana 
eradication.  Additional  FTE  reductions  were  associated  with  the  transfer  of  Bureau  school  to 
tribal  operations  under  Public  Lmw  93-638  contracts  and  grants.     The  Personnel  and  EEO 
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Consolidation  adjustments  were  made  to  the  central,  area,  and  agency  organizations.  Finally, 
the  resources  reduced  through  the  downsizing  of  area,  agency  and  field  offices  were  reflected 
in  the  Area  Office  Operations  and  Tribal  Priority  Allocations  line  items.  Because  the  staffing 
and  administrative  cost  reductions  had  separate  target  amounts,  the  bureaus  had  flexibility  in 
assigning  the  cost  savings  between  the  two  categories. 

Organization  Streamlining 

Question  3:  Assistant  Secretary  Deer,  your  statement  summarizes  the  streamlining  efforts  that 
the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  is  proposing  to  undertake  beginning  in  FY  1995.  It  is  noted  that 
while  the  Central  Office  Operations  component  of  the  Operations  of  Indian  Programs  (OIP) 
account  is  5.6  percent  of  the  OIP  total,  the  headquarters  office  is  expected  to  absorb  20  percent 
of  the  cost  reductions.  Area  Offices  are  3.6  percent  of  the  OIP  total  and  will  absorb  18  percent 
of  the  cost  savings.  Tribal  priorities  which  are  29.8  percent  of  the  OIP  budget  are  assigned  12.6 
percent  of  the  cost  savings.  Why  were  Central  and  Area  Offices  selected  for  larger  reductions? 


Answer:  The  Bureau  did  not  predetermine  reductions  for  the  central,  area,  or  agency  offices. 
Streamlining  opportunities  were  identified  by  the  Bureau's  headquarters  and  area  office 
directors. 

Question  4:  With  the  reduction  proposals,  are  the  Central  and  Area  Offices  going  to  be  able 
to  administer  the  on-going  programs  to  current  standards?   Explain. 

Answer:  Yes;  however,  the  Bureau  will  have  to  reorganize  around  core  functions  that  are 
necessary  to  maintain  essential  functions  and  services  required  by  law  and  regulation.  Non- 
essential functions,  such  as  providing  information  to  the  general  public,  may  have  to  be 
significantly  reduced  to  accommodate  the  decreased  resources. 

Question  5:  What  involvement  did  tribal  participation  play  in  the  reduction  decisions?  What 
involvement  did  the  BIA  Reorganization  Task  Force  play  in  the  Administration's  proposals? 

Answer:  Tribal  governments  were  not  consulted  in  advance  on  any  specific  streamlining 
proposal.  At  a  Joint  Task  Force  on  BIA  Reorganization  meeting  in  November  1993,  tribal 
representatives  reaffirmed  their  recommendation  that  the  tribes  in  each  area  have  the  flexibility 
to  the  roles,  responsibilities,  and  organization  of  the  area  and  agency  offices  that  serve  them. 
The  schedule  for  final  FY  1995  budget  decisions  could  not  accommodate  such  extensive 
consultations. 

Question  6:  The  Budget  Share  and  1- 1  £'  Sflfl  AUffllnistratfVfTost  Reduction  Share  chart  which 
was  included  with  your  testimony  package  shows  a  7.2  percent  cost  reduction  for  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  personnel  and  EEO  consolidation.  What  is  the  status  of  the  personnel  offices 
consolidation  proposal?  How  many  BIA  FTE's  would  be  reduced  if  this  proposal  were 
approved? 

Answer:  On  April  4,  1994,  a  Departmental  Workgroup  issued  "The  Personnel  Streamlining 
Report"  which  provided  the  following  key  elements  to  any  downsizing  or  streamlining  of  the 
Personnel  Management  function  within  the  Department  of  the  Interior: 

-  The  creation  of  a  consolidated  DOI  policy  office. 

-  The  establishment  of  a  centralized  personnel  action  processing  center. 

-  The  use  of  shared  servicing  arrangements,  where  appropriate,  to  provide  personnel 
advisory  and  related  operational  services. 

-  The  ratio  of  1  personnelist  for  every  100  employees. 

The  Department  has  established  three  implementation  teams.  One  team  will  assess  the  status  of 
automated  systems  and  identify  those  actions  needed  to  link  the  personnel  data  system  between 
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managers,  personnelists  and  the  Denver  Administrative  Center;  another  team  with  four  regional 
subgroups,  will  be  dedicated  to  adopting  the  clustering  concept  for  personnel  advisory  services; 
and  a  third  team  will  address  those  functions  that  are  related  centralized  policy  development  and 
delegation  to  managers.  It  is  anticipated  that  these  implementation  teams  will  complete  their 
activities  by  July  14,  1994. 

The  Bureau  anticipates  a  reduction  in  personnelists  from  214  to  148  FTEs. 

Question  7:  I  understand  that  the  Administration  has  taken  another  look  at  the  proposal  and  it 
is  being  revised.  If  the  original  proposal  is  under  revision,  is  the  BIA  still  responsible  for  their 
assigned  personnel  organization  reductions?  Is  this  true  with  other  Interior  Department  bureaus 
as  well?   How  will  BIA  be  affected  by  the  new  personnel  organizations  revision? 

Answer:  The  Departmental  workgroup  reviewed  126  comments  received  from  individuals  and 
organizations  responding  to  the  initial  DOl  streamlining  proposal.  The  Bureau  will  be 
responsible  for  our  assigned  personnel  organization  reductions  and  this  will  be  true  for  other 
bureaus  as  well. 

The  Bureau  will  lose  personnel  positions  at  the  ten  Servicing  Personnel  Offices  that  process 
personnel  actions  and  will  lose  personnel  policy  positions  at  the  Central  Office  level.  In 
addition,  the  reduction  in  FTE  will  necessitate  some  form  of  reorganization,  probably 
regionalization  of  the  personnel  function. 

Question  8:  What  has  been  the  involvement  of  the  Reorganization  Task  Force  in  the  personnel 
and  EEO  consolidation  efforts?  Are  the  Administration's  efforts  contrary  to  the  responsibilities 
of  the  Reorganization  Task  Force's  responsibilities? 

Answer:  The  Department's  Office  of  the  Secretary  developed  the  proposed  consolidation  of 
the  bureau  personnel  and  EEO  staffing  and  functions.  The  Joint  DOI/BIA/Tribal  Task  Force 
on  BIA  Reorganization  was  not  involved  in  this  Department-wide  initiative,  which  was  in 
response  to  recommendations  in  the  Administration's  National  Performance  Review  report. 

Question  9:  The  BIA  Staffing  Trends:  1981-1995  chart  indicates  that  BIA  has  gone  from 
16.868  FTEs  in  1981  to  a  proposed  11,570  for  FY  1995.  This  is  a  reductions  of  5,298  FTEs 
(-31  percent).  What  are  the  reasons  for  this  decline?  How  has  the  FY  1981  FTE  level  been 
affected  by  Indian  Self-Determination? 

Answer:  The  primary  reason  for  the  declining  trend  is  the  transfer  of  program  operations  to 
tribes  and  tribal  organizations  under  Public  Law  93-638  authority.  When  tribes  assume  program 
operations,  the  funds  are  transferred  and  the  Bureau's  workforce  is  reduced. 

While  tribes  entered  into  Public  Law  93-638  agreements  before  FY  1981,  the  Bureau  did  not 
convert  to  the  government- wide  FTE  standard  until  that  fiscal  year.  Therefore,  no  comparable 
FTE  statistics  are  available. 

Question  10:  The  FY  1994  FTE  level  is  11,925  FTEs  and  the  FY  1995  proposed  level  is 
11,570  FTEs,  which  is  a  355  FTE  reduction  (-3  percent).  There  are  reductions  proposed 
throughout  the  Department.    How  does  the  BIA  propose  to  implement  the  reductions? 

Answer:  The  Bureau  anticipates  that  94  FTEs  will  be  reduced  through  the  transfer  of  school 
operations  from  the  Bureau  to  tribes  under  Public  Law  93-638  contract  and  grant  authority. 
Other  reductions  will  be  implemented  consistent  with  downsizing  plans  through  the  buyout 
program  for  voluntary  separations  and,  as  necessary,  reductions-in-force  procedures. 

Question  11:  What  involvement  have  the  tribes  had  in  the  Administration's  FTE  and 
reorganization  proposals?  What  involvement  will  the  tribes  have  in  the  future  reorganization 
proposals? 
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Answer:  Tribal  representatives  on  the  Joint  Task  Force  have  opposed  reorganization  plans  that 
would  result  in  an  overall  reduction  of  the  Bureau's  staffing  levels.  They  have  recommended 
that  the  Bureau  be  exempt  from  the  President's  Executive  Orders  to  streamline  the  Federal 
workforce. 

Indian  Tribes  Meeting  at  the  White  House  -  April  29 

Question  12:  What  is  the  agenda  for  the  White  House  meeting  for  the  tribes  on  April  29, 1994? 
What  is  hoped  to  be  accomplished? 

Answer:  Over  300  Tribal  leaders  met  with  the  President  of  the  United  States  on  April  29,  1994, 
at  the  White  House.  During  this  historic  occasion,  the  President  signed  two  Executive  Orders; 
"Government  to  Government  relations  with  Native  American  Tribal  Governments"  and  "Policy 
concerning  distribution  of  Eagle  Feathers  for  Native  American  Religious  Purposes."  The 
purpose  of  the  meeting  was  to  institute  policy  for  American  Indians  so  that  all  Government 
Agencies  would  be  aware  of  their  role  in  working  with  the  American  Indian  populace,  rather 
than  having  all  inquiries  sent  to  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs. 

Indian  Education 

Question  13:  The  School  Operations  account  of  the  Indian  Education  program  is  requested  at 
$410.2  million  which  is  an  increase  of  $15.8  million  (+4  percent)  above  the  FY  1994  enacted 
level  of  $394.4  million.  The  largest  increases  in  School  Operations  are  $12.4  million  for  the 
Indian  School  Equalization  Program  formula  and  $4.7  million  for  Administrative  Cost  Grants. 
What  school  enrollment  is  expected  in  School  Year  (SY)  1993-94?  What  is  the  estimated  FY 
1994-95  enrollment?  How  did  the  SY  1992-93  estimated  enrollment  compare  to  the  actual 
enrollment?   What  have  been  the  historical  increases? 

Answer:  The  enrollment  in  the  1993-1994  school  year  is  45,185  students.  The  estimated 
enrollment  in  the  1994-1995  school  year  is  46,902.  Until  the  1992-1993  school  year,  the 
historical  increase  in  enrollment  averaged  one  percent  annually. 

Question  14:  Explain  why  a  4  percent  funding  increase  was  assumed  for  the  FY  1995  School 
Operations  budget  request?  Would  these  additional  funds  t)e  used  for  expansion  of  programs? 
Explain.   Would  any  of  this  increase  be  used  to  hire  additional  personnel? 

Answer:  Overall,  the  FY  1995  request  for  School  Operations  is  four  percent  higher  than  the 
FY  1994  enacted  level.  There  are  increases  in  three  subprograms:  ISEP  Formula,  Student 
Transportation,  and  Administrative  Cost  Grants.  For  the  ISEP  Formula,  the  $9.1  million 
increase  reflects  an  additional  410  students  in  two  new  schools  and  a  general  increase  in  the 
WSU  allocations.  The  $2  million  increase  for  Student  Transportation  reflects  additional  mileage 
for  the  new  students  and  extracurricular  activities^.  The  $4  million  increase  for  Administrative 
Cost  Grants  is  related  to  the  additional  program  funds  that  will  be  awarded  to  schools  that  are 
operated  by  tribes  under  contracts  and  grants. 

Local  school  boards  determine  the  hiring  of  additional  teachers  and  support  personnel,  subject 
to  local  educational  program  needs,  priorities  and  available  funding. 

Question  15:  What  is  the  average  teacher/student  ration  for  BIA  schools?  What  is  the  average 
teacher/student  ration  for  non-BIA  schools? 

Answer:  For  the  145  Bureau-funded  schools  with  students  in  Grades  K  through  8,  who  reported 
data,  the  overall  teacher/student  ratio  is  1:17  (one  teacher  for  every  seventeen  students).  This 
is  slightly  higher  than  the  National  Average  of  1:16.5  for  public  and  private  elementary  and 
secondary  schools  reported  by  the  National  Center  for  Education  Statistics  (NCES).  For  the  45 
Bureau-funded  schools  with  students  in  Grades  9  through  12,  the  overall  teacher/student  ratio 
was  1:13,  which  is  slightly  lower  than  the  1:14.2  teacher/student  ratio  reported  by  NCES  for 
public  schools. 


850 


Question  16:  What  is  the  average  teacher  aid/student  ratio  for  BIA  schools?  What  is  the 
average  teacher  aid/student  ratio  for  non-BIA  schools? 

Answer:  For  the  145  Bureau-funded  schools  with  students  in  Grades  K  through  8,  the  average 
teacher  aide/student  ratio  is  1:107  (one  teacher  aide  for  every  107  students).  For  Grades  9 
through  12,  the  ratio  is  1:214.    Public  schools  do  not  report  teacher  aide  data. 

Question  17:  Are  efforts  underway  or  anticipated  which  would  look  at  the  Indian  School 
Equalization  Program  formula?   If  so,  what  are  they? 

Answer:  Yes,  the  Bureau  has  initiated  a  comprehensive  study  of  the  ISEP  formula.  While  this 
study  has  been  suspended,  valuable  information  was  gained  from  the  preliminary  work  which 
could  be  used  in  the  ISEP  formula  study  required  in  the  ERSA  reauthorization. 

Administrative  Cost  Grants 


Question  18:  The  Administrative  Cost  Grants  program  is  proposed  for  a  $4.7  million  increase 
bringing  the  total  program  to  $36.8  million.  In  school  year  1994-95,  91  schools  are  expected 
to  be  operated  either  by  contract  or  grant  (page  BIA-88).  These  schools  are  eligible  to  receive 
funds  from  the  Administrative  Cost  Grants  program.  Please  explain  the  Administrative  Cost 
Grants  program.    How  is  this  different  than  contract  support? 

Answer:  The  Administrative  Cost  Grant  program  is  authorized  by  Public  Law  100-297  for 
payment  of  administrative  and  indirect  costs  incurred  by  tribes  and  tribal  organizations  that 
operate  schools  under  grants  and  contracts.  The  purpose  is  similar  to  the  contract  support 
payments  made  to  tribes  and  tribal  organizations  that  operate  federal  non-education  programs 
under  Public  Law  93-638  contracts,  grants  and  compacts.  The  major  difference  is  that 
Administrative  Cost  Grant  awards  are  determined  by  a  formula  and  contract  support  awards  are 
based  on  negotiated  rates. 

Question  19:   Why  is  it  necessary  to  increase  the  Administrative  Cost  Grant  program? 

Answer:  As  the  program  dollars  such  as  ISEP,  transportation  and  Department  of  Education 
funds  increase  for  a  tribe  or  tribal  organization,  the  Administrative  Cost  Grant  programs  needs 
increases  because  the  Administrative  Cost  Grant  rate  is  applied  to  a  larger  base.  Also  each  year 
the  number  of  schools  eligible  for  Administrative  Cost  Grant  funds  has  increased,  resulting  in 
a  need  for  additional  funds.  Schools  also  add  new  programs  such  as  facilities  operations  and 
management  to  their  grants  which  increases  their  program  base. 

The  Administrative  Cost  Grant  rate  is  determined  by  factoring  all  Bureau  program  dollars  under 
contract  by  the  tribe  or  tribal  organization  into  the  Administrative  Cost  Grant  Formula.  As  the 
amount  of  program  dollars  increase,  the  Administrative  Cost  pay-out  rate  decreases.  Some 
tribes  are  establishing  tribal  organizations  to  operate  their  schools  under  the  provisions  of  P.  L. 
100-297.  When  the  tribes  establish  a  tribal  organization  to  operate  their  schools,  only  the 
program  funds  that  the  tribal  organization  contract  from  the  Bureau  are  included  in  the 
Administrative  Cost  Grant  Formula.  When  this  happens,  the  programs  funds  that  the  tribe 
receives  by  contract  from  the  Bureau  are  not  included  in  the  Administrative  Cost  Grant  Formula 
resulting  in  a  low  program  base  and  a  high  rate.  When  the  high  rates  are  applied  to  the  school 
operation  funds,  additional  Administrative  Cost  Grant  funds  are  needed.  The  above  two  factors 
have  made  it  difficult  for  the  Bureau  to  project  the  Administrative  Cost  Grant  needs,  which  has 
resulted  in  the  Bureau  having  to  prorate  the  Administrative  Cost  Grant  funds  issued  each  year. 

Question  20:  How  do  the  additional  schools,  which  are  to  be  added  to  this  program  in  school 
year  1994-95  affect  the  school  operations  program?  Are  the  funding  demands  for  the  school 
operations  program  less? 

Answer:  As  new  schools  are  added,  the  Administrative  Cost  Grant  rate  is  applied  to  the 
increases,  resulting  in  a  greater  need  for  Administrative  Cost  Grant  funds.  The  funding  demands 
will  increase  as  new  schools  are  added  by  the  Bureau. 


851 


Community  Development  Grants 

Question  21:  The  Community  Development  Grants  program  provides  a  source  of  funding  to 
tribes  for  a  variety  of  economic  and  community  development  purposes.  The  Business  Enterprise 
Development  program  received  $12.9  million  in  FY  1992.  In  FY  1995,  funding  is  not  requested 
for  the  Business  Enterprise  Development  Grant  program.  Although  this  has  seemingly  been  a 
successful  and  popular  program  with  many  tribes,  the  Administration  is  proposing  to  discontinue 
these  grants.  One  of  the  objectives  of  the  Business  Enterprise  Development  Grant  has  been  to 
reduce  tribal  dependance  on  the  Federal  Government  over  the  long  term  through  economic 
development  projects  which  contribute  to  a  stable  private  sector  reservation  economy.  What  is 
the  reasoning  for  discontinuing  this  program?  What  level  of  funding  was  requested  of  the 
Department?   Of  0MB? 

Answer:  The  Bureau's  FY  1995  budget  request  to  the  Department  included  $3.9  million  to 
continue  the  Indian  Business  Development  Grant  (IBDG)  program.  Because  of  budgetary 
limitations  and  other  priorities,  the  Department  terminated  the  IBDG  program.  This  decision 
was  consistent  with  the  Administration's  policy  to  rely  on  private  sector  financing  and  tax 
incentives  rather  than  direct  federal  grants  for  economic  development. 

Question  22:  How  many  applications  has  BIA  received  (by  year)  since  the  program  was 
initiated  in  FY  1992?   How  many  grants  have  been  awarded  each  year? 

Answer:  The  Bureau's  Area  Offices  received  227  grant  applications  in  FY  1994  and  awarded 
153  grants. 

Question  23:  The  budget  justification  states  that  economic  development  will  be  indirectly 
supported  through  requested  increases  in  education  ($15.8  million).  Please  explain  how  an 
education  funding  increase  would  offset  a  business  enterprise  development  grant. 

Answer:  The  Bureau  has  increased  the  Education  program  funding  with  the  overall  goal  of 
educating  youth  capable  of  contributing  to  the  workforce  and  reducing  unemployment  on  the 
reservations. 

Question  24:  The  Community  and  Reservation  Economic  Development  Grants  program  is 
requested  at  the  FY  1994  funding  level  of  $6.0  million.  This  program  is  an  excellent 
opportunity  in  assisting  Indian  tribes  in  promoting  economic  activities  and  in  providing  jobs. 
The  budget  justification  indicates  that  this  program  has  been  very  successful.  Is  this  true?  If 
so,  why  is  level  funding  requested?   What  level  of  funding  was  requested  of  the  Department? 

Answer:  The  Community  and  Reservation  Economic  Development  Grant  program  was  initiated 
in  FY  1992  as  a  five-year  demonstration  project.  The  funding  level  has  remained  stable  each 
year  since  the  initial  grant  recipients  receive  annual  awards  over  the  five-year  period.  The 
grants  are  monitored  for  annual  progress  and  will  be  evaluated  at  the  end  of  the  demonstration 
period. 

Question  25:  How  many  applications  has  BIA  received  (by  year)  since  the  program  was 
initiated  in  FY  1991?   How  many  grants  have  been  awarded  each  year? 

Answer:  The  Bureau  received  148  applications  in  FY  1992,  the  first  year  the  program  was 
initiated.  Grants  were  awarded  to  34  tribes.  These  tribes  will  continue  to  receive  funding  for 
five  years  which  is  the  length  of  the  demonstration  program. 


Contract  Support 

Question  26:  In  recent  years,  the  Bureau  has  had  significant  contract  support  funding  problems. 
Please  give  us  an  update  on  the  status  of  the  contract  supfwrt  situation. 

Answer:  The  shortfall  for  FY  1994  is  $16.6  million,  as  of  June  1,  1994.   The  Bureau  will  pay 
1(X)  percent  of  identified  prior  year  shortfall,   then  distribute  the  residual   for  FY    1994 
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requirements  on  a  pro  rata  basis  and  meet  approximately  82  percent  of  tribes  indirect  cost  rates 
for  FY  1994. 

Question  27:  If  funding  were  provided  at  the  requested  level,  do  you  anticipate  a  shortage  of 
funds  in  FY  1995? 

Answer:  Provided  that  language  requiring  the  payment  of  prior  year  shortfalls  is  not  included 
in  the  FY  1995  Appropriations  Act,  the  Bureau  should  have  sufficient  funds  to  meet  contract 
support  requirements.  The  House  has  proposed  FY  1995  appropriations  language  that  would 
allow  tribes  to  meet  100  percent  of  their  indirect  cost  from  within  their  total  Tribal  Priority 
Allocations  base,  should  there  be  a  shortfall  in  contract  support.  In  addition,  the  House 
language  proposes  adding  $7,500,000  to  address  the  contract  support  requirements  of  new  and 
expanded  contracts  to  be  distributed  on  a  first-come  first-serve  basis.  This  would  lessen  the 
drain  on  the  existing  fund  and  should  allow  for  full  funding  of  contract  support. 

Question  28:  Is  funding  in  the  FY  1995  request  for  new  contracts  and  compacts?  If  so,  how 
much? 

Answer:  The  Bureau's  FY  1995  request  for  contract  support  includes  funding  for  all  potential 
contractors.  The  Bureau  estimated  the  FY  1995  request  on  historical  information  and  current 
trends  for  contract  support.  With  cooperation  of  the  tribes  and  tribal  organizations,  the  Bureau 
expects  to  have  more  complete  and  accurate  contract  support  projections  beginning  with  the  FY 
1996  budget.  The  Bureau  issued  a  Budget  Development  and  Formulation  Handbook  for  the 
Tribal  Budget  System  process  that  requests  FY  1996  estimates  of  contract  support  funding 
requirements  for  ongoing  and  new  self-determination  contracts. 

National  Indian  Gaming  Commission 

Question  29:  The  National  Indian  Gaming  Commission's  FY  1995  budget  request  is  $1.5 
million,  which  is  an  increase  of  $500,000  above  the  FY  1994  enacted  level.  The  operating  costs 
of  the  Commission  are  financed  in  part  through  annual  assessments  of  gaming  operations 
regulated  by  the  Commission.  Annual  assessments  and  appropriations  are  each  limited  to  $1.5 
million  for  a  total  annual  operation  budget  of  $3.0  million.  If  this  budget  request  is  approved, 
would  you  have  an  adequate  amount  of  funds  to  meet  the  Commission's  responsibilities? 
Explain. 

Answer:  If  this  budget  request  is  approved,  we  would  still  not  have  an  adequate  amount  of 
funds  to  meet  the  Commission's  responsibilities.  We  need  funding  of  between  $7.5  and  $10.0 
million  annually  to  meet  our  current  responsibilities. 

Our  backlog  is  building  daily.  We  do  not  have  enough  resources  to  keep  up  with  the  many 
responsibilities  the  Commission  has  been  given  for  the  following  reasons: 

-  The  number  and  complexity  of  gaming  operations  has  been  increasing  steadily. 

-  Many  class  III  operations  include  class  II  games,  activating  the  Commission's  involvement 
and  triggering  the  need  for,  among  other  things,  background  investigations  of  contractor 
entities  and  individuals. 

-  Many  management  contracts  involve  provisions  calling  for  the  construction  of  new  or  the 
expansion  of  existing  facilities,  triggering  the  requirements  imposed  by  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act,  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act,  and  the  Endangered  Species 
Act. 

-  Many  of  the  other  regulators  of  Indian  gaming,  both  tribes  and  states,  have  been  reluctant,  or 
at  least  slow,  to  get  started  undertaking  their  responsibilities  under  the  Act,  placing  a  greater 
burden  on  the  Commission. 

-  Many  of  the  tribes,  the  management  contractors,  and  the  gaming  operations  have  not 
voluntarily  complied  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  creating  an  immediate  backlog  of  serious 
compliance  problems  requiring  action  by  the  Commission. 

-  Many  other  government  agencies  initially  at  least  have  been  reluctant  to  share  important 
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information  with  the  Commission  in  part  because  the  Commission  lacks  status  as  a  law 
enforcement  agency. 

Question  30:  What  is  the  total  of  your  carry-over  fees?  Do  you  anticipate  a  carry-over  balance 
at  the  end  of  FY  1994?  Will  these  funds  help  meet  your  responsibilities? 

Answer:  The  total  of  our  carryover  fees  at  the  beginning  of  FY  1994  was  approximately 
$3,375,000.  We  expect  to  have  carryover  fees  of  $1,875,000  at  the  end  of  FY  1994  and 
$430,000  at  the  end  of  FY  1995. 

Absolutely.  We  are  counting  on  these  funds  to  enable  us  to  maintain  a  minimum  level  of 
operations. 

QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  MARK  HATFIELD 

Question  1:  Over  two  months  ago  I  sent  you  a  letter  requesting  a  full  review  and  report 
regarding  the  rationale  for  a  budget  proposal  to  nearly  eliminate  the  Siletz  Agency  in  Oregon 
with  a  $210,000  budget  cut.  A  copy  of  this  letter  is  attached.  Several  members  of  the  Oregon 
delegation  in  the  House  of  Representatives  sent  you  a  similar  letter.  I  have  received  no  response 
to  my  letter  at  this  time.  According  to  representatives  of  the  BIA  in  Oregon,  the  reduction  in 
the  Siletz  Agency  budget  would  cause  a  loss  of  10  of  the  12  current  positions.  This  is  an  83 
percent  reduction  in  the  local  agency  that  is  providing  services  to  tribal  members.  You  have 
testified  that  the  central  office  is  taking  a  20  percent  reduction,  not  nearly  as  large  as  this  agency 
reduction.  Does  it  make  sense  to  portray  budget  cuts  as  being  from  the  top  down  when  a  local 
agency  like  the  Siletz  will  no  longer  have  the  resources  to  provide  services? 

Answer:  For  FY  1994,  the  Siletz  Agency  has  an  operating  budget  of  $699,300,  of  which 
$404,600  is  for  Executive  Direction  and  Administrative  Services  expenses,  and  12  employees 
(11  full-time  equivalents).  The  Bureau's  FY  1995  budget  request  proposes  a  reduction  of  5  full- 
time  equivalents,  with  a  savings  of  $210,000  in  personnel  and  administrative  expenses.  The 
$2 10,000  represents  only  70  percent  of  the  full  cost  savings;  the  balance  of  the  $90,000  remains 
available  for  the  tribes  to  meet  any  additional  administrative  expenses.  The  Portland  Area  Office 
has  proposed  that  the  five  tribes  be  served  by  a  field  office  (a  field  representative  and  clerk) 
supported  by  four  program  specialists  at  the  area  office.  This  streamlining  is  possible  since  the 
Siletz  Tribe  has  entered  into  a  self-governance  agreement  and  the  Grand  Ronde  Tribe  is 
negotiating  a  self-determination  accord  to  receive  services  directly  from  the  Area  office. 

Question  2:  Many  agencies  are  not  proposed  to  suffer  any  cuts.  If  cuts  must  be  made,  would 
it  not  make  more  sense  to  spread  them  out  over  several  agencies? 

Answer:  Over  the  past  2  -  3  years,  the  House  and  Senate  Committees  on  Appropriations  have 
directed  the  Bureau  to  downsize  and  reorganize  agencies  where  the  federal  responsibilities  could 
be  streamlined  as  tribes  expanded  their  contracts  and  self-governance  compacts  under  Public  Law 
93-638  authority.  The  Bureau  proposed  staffing  and  administrative  cost  reductions  consistent 
with  this  guidance.  If  these  reductions  were  spread  among  all  agencies.  Bureau-operated 
services  to  tribes  that  do  not  contract  for  programs  could  be  adversely  impacted. 

Question  3:  How  will  two  people  in  the  Siletz  Agency  possibly  be  able  to  provide  the  same 
services  that  12  did  before,  when  several  of  the  restored  tribes  covering  all  of  Western  Oregon 
still  rely  on  these  services? 

Answer:  The  local  field  office  will  be  supported  by  the  specialized  program  staff  in  the 
Portland  Area  Office. 

Question  4:  Will  you  perform  a  review  and  report  outlining  the  rationale  and  jus'Tication  for 
this  proposal  to  cut  the  Siletz  Agency  as  I  requested  in  my  letter  to  you  of  February  24,  1994? 
When  can  I  expect  such  a  report  to  be  completed? 
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Answer:  In  action  taken  on  FY  1995  Interior  Appropriations,  both  the  House  and  senate 
Appropriations  Committee  directed  that  the  proposed  $2.13  million  in  FTE  and  administrative 
cost  reductions  be  distributed  to  all  Area  Offices  on  a  pro-rata  basis.  The  House  Committee 
further  reduced  Area  Office  Operations  by  $1  million.  These  reductions,  which  will  be 
distributed  as  directed  if  the  final  appropriations  include  them,  will  adversely  impact 
administrative  support  services  to  agencies  and  Tribes,  and  could  compound  existing  material 
weaknesses  in  contracting,  accounting,  financial  management,  property  and  facilities 
management,  as  well  as  the  possibility  of  creating  new  material  weaknesses. 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  SLADE  GORTON 

Question  1:  The  Administration's  FY  1995  BIA  budget  proposes  no  funds  for  new  school 
construction,  despite  the  fact  that  several  projects  in  the  design  phase  will  be  ready  for 
construction  that  calendar  year.  As  you  know,  the  next  school  on  the  priority  list  is  the  Chief 
Leschi  School  in  Washington  state,  a  K-12  school  serving  the  Puyallup  Indian  Tribe  in  Tacoma. 
How  can  the  BIA  justify  halting  any  new  school  construction  funds,  when  the  inevitable 
consequence  of  that  action  will  drive  up  the  ultimate  cost  of  this,  and  other,  projects? 

Answer:  Additional  funds  for  new  school  construction  were  not  requested  in  FY  1995  primarily 
due  to  budget  constraints  as  well  as  the  significant  backlog  of  existing  work  already  funded  by 
Congress  that  needs  to  be  accomplished  in  the  Facilities  construction  program.  As  of  October 
1994,  approximately  $127  million  of  prior  year  appropriations  funding  was  unobligated  and  an 
additional  $96  million  was  appropriated  in  FY  1994  for  construction  and  repair  of  schools, 
detention  facilities,  and  other  bureau  facilities.  This  backlog  of  work,  together  with  the  lower 
level  of  funds  requested  in  FY  1995  is  more  than  existing  staff  can  accommodate  during  the  next 
two  years.  Every  effort  will  continue  to  be  made  to  reduce  the  unobligated  balance  of  funds  and 
construct  or  repair  facilities  in  a  timely  manner. 

Repair  and  construction  of  schools  and  all  bureau  facilities  is  a  very  high  priority  for  the  Bureau 
and  the  Office  of  Construction  Management.  While  delays  in  requesting  construction  funding 
may  result  in  additional  costs  for  future  projects,  difficult  choices  had  to  be  made  on  funding 
priorities  within  the  budgetary  allocations. 

Question  2:  I  have  a  copy  of  the  Puyallup  Tribe's  letter  of  April  26,  1994,  to  you,  Mr. 
Mueller.    Do  you  take  issue  with  any  of  the  five  specific  statements  contained  in  this  letter? 

Answer:  The  Puyallup  Tribe  has  done  an  excellent  job  to  date  on  this  project.  They  have  kept 
both  the  Facilities  Management  and  Construction  Center  and  the  Office  of  Construction 
Management  well  informed  about  the  status  of  their  project.  The  Office  of  Construction 
Management  has  received  the  April  26,  1994  letter  from  the  Tribe  and  does  not  take  issue  with 
any  of  the  statements  contained  in  the  letter.  The  Facilities  Management  and  Construction 
Center  will  continue  to  work  with  the  Tribe  and  review  the  status  of  the  site  issues  as  design 
progresses. 

Question  3:  Would  the  BIA  be  willing  to  help  expedite  the  construction  of  this  project  by 
cutting  the  bureaucratic  red  tape  and  letting  the  Tribe  handle  the  project  through  a  grant?  Given 
the  generally  slow  pace  of  construction  out  of  your  Albuquerque  Office,  do  you  think  it  would 
be  make  sense  to  allow  Tribes  tho  opportunity  to  play  a  greater  role  in  this  work? 

Answer:  The  Puyallup  Tribe  is  proceeding  under  a  Public  Law  93-638  contract  to  design  and 
construct  the  school.  The  Bureau  has  been  and  will  continue  to  work  with  any  Tribe  on 
construction  projects.  In  the  past  year,  the  Bureau  and  the  Office  of  Construction  Management 
have  been  working  to  establish  procedures  to  provide  Tribes  the  opportunity  to  construct 
facilities  under  a  grant  as  authorized  by  Public  Law  101-301.  The  procedures  are  in  final  review 
by  the  Department  and  approval  should  be  provided  in  time  to  begin  this  process  in  FY  1995. 
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Question  4:  Am  I  correct  in  assuming  that  the  current  priority  list,  on  which  the  Chief  Leschi 
School  project  is  the  next  school  to  receive  funding,  will  remain  unchanged,  even  if  no 
construction  funds  are  provided  this  year? 

Answer:  The  schools  on  the  current  new  school  priority  list  will  remain  on  the  list,  in  the 
current  order,  until  such  time  as  they  are  constructed. 

Question  5:  Are  you  aware  that  the  prior  Tribal  site  for  the  school  was  found  to  be  unsafe  (the 
old  Cushman  Hospital  Building),  and  the  current  temporary  location,  leased  from  the  Catholic 
Archdiocese,  must  be  vacated  in  1996? 

Answer:  The  Bureau  is  aware  of  the  unsafe  conditions  of  the  old  Puyallup  school  site,  and  the 
extent  of  the  lease  time-frames  on  the  current  leased  school  facility. 

Question  6:  As  you  know,  problems  at  the  Wapato  Irrigation  Project  (V/IP)  are  of  great 
concern  to  the  Yakima  Indian  Nation,  the  Yakima  Reservation  Irrigation  District,  and  others. 
Chairman  Wilfred  Yallup  spoke  to  this  issue  when  he  testified  before  the  House  Interior 
Subcommittee  in  March,  and  I  have  been  working  with  various  groups  to  find  long-term 
solutions  to  the  problem  at  WIP  for  some  time  now.  On  the  issue  of  cost-shifting  at  WIP,  it 
seems,  according  to  some  documentation  I  have  seen,  that  some  at  the  Bureau  may  feel  that  idle 
trust  lands  are  subsidizing  those  lands  which  pay  O&M.  I  understand  that  rates  are  set 
according  to  what  work  needs  to  be  done,  and  O&M  is  then  assessed  on  all  lands  within  the 
Project.  However,  budget  worksheets  factor  in  the  anticipated  O&M  that  is  uncollectible,  and 
so  work  is  reduced  to  offset  this  uncollectible  O&M.  Those  who  do  pay  $1  in  O&M  charges 
are  not  receiving  $1  in  O&M  services,  but  are  receiving  less  because  of  uncollectible  O&M. 
In  effect,  those  who  do  pay  O&M  are  paying  more  for  a  given  level  of  services  because  of  idle 
lands.  Is  this  accurate?  Is  it  appropriate?  What  is  the  Bureau's  responsibility,  as  a  trustee 
holding  lands  in  trust  for  both  the  Yakima  Tribe  and  individual  Indians,  towards  the  project,  and 
those  Indians  and  non-Indians  who  do  pay  O&M  -  is  it  to  give  $1  in  services  for  every  $1  paid 
in  assessments? 

Answer:  Landowners  who  pay  the  operation  and  maintenance  assessments  are  not  paying  more 
for  services  received.  The  funds  that  are  collected  are  expended  to  deliver  water  only  to  those 
lands  being  farmed.  It  would  not  be  appropriate  for  water  users  to  pay  higher  rates  because  of 
the  uncollectible  fees.  The  Bureau's  responsibility  is  to  provide  $1  in  services  for  every  $1  paid 
and  to  operate  the  Wapato  Irrigation  Project  (WIP)  within  the  funds  available. 

Question  7:  Has  WIP  been  reclassified  as  a  category  2  project?  Does  this  mean  it  is  now 
eligible  to  receive  appropriations  to  cover  the  idle  trust  lands'  O&M  delinquencies?  Where  in 
the  Bureau's  priority  list  is  Wapato  ranked,  and  how  likely  is  it  that  WIP  will  receive  any  money 
based  upon  the  Bureau's  FY  95  budget  request? 

Answer:  The  Wapato  Irrigation  Project  (WIP)  has  not  been  reclassified  as  a  Category  2  project. 
Legislation  establishing  this  project  required  that  all  appropriated  funds  used  for  the  project  be 
reimbursed  to  the  United  States.  Payments  to  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  for  WIP  water  storage 
costs  are  in  the  first  category  of  projects  to  be  considered  for  FY  1995  funding.  After  funds  are 
distributed  for  project  priorities  such  as  those  directed  by  legislation,  court  order  or  contractual 
agreement,  and  Category  III  projects,  it  is  unlikely  that  WIP  will  receive  FY  1995  funding 
beyond  the  $600,000  required  for  water  storage  costs. 

Question  8:  I  was  told  that  currently  there  is  a  study  being  conducted  of  the  irrigation 
classification  system.    What  is  the  status  of  that  study,  and  what  is  its  scope? 

Answer:  The  reclassification  study  was  delayed  pending  resolution  of  issues  with  the 
Department  of  Justice.  The  irrigation  project  classification  is  driven,  in  part,  by  the  economic 
viability  of  the  projects.  This  involves  the  capability  of  the  projects  to  provide  economic  returns 
that  cover  reasonable  costs  and  profits  to  the  operators.  These  economic  considerations  are  of 
substantial  importance  in  ongoing  litigation  currently  involving  the  United  States.  The  Bureau 


856 


will  meet  with  the  Intertribal  Agricultural  Council  this  summer  to  continue  developing  the 
classification  system. 

Question  9:  1  heard  that  Tribal  Land  Enterprises  paid  approximately  $400,000  in  prior  year 
O&M  deficits  to  WIP.    If  true,  what  was  done  with  that  money? 

Answer:  In  1993,  the  Yakima  Tribal  Land  Enterprises  made  a  partial  payment  of  their 
delinquent  debt  owed  to  the  United  States.  The  amount  paid  was  $426,754  of  the  total  debt  of 
$858,681.  These  funds  were  used  to  cover  the  normal  operation  and  maintenance  costs  of  the 
WIP  during  late  1993  and  early  1994. 

Question  10:  As  for  leasing,  I  understand  that  as  liens  on  lands  accrue,  it  is  the  responsibility 
of  the  owner(s)  to  pay  those  liens  before  the  land  is  leased  for  farming.  Obviously,  if  the  land 
has  been  idle  for  some  time,  this  is  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  do  and  the  lands  tens  to 
remain  idle.  Could  you  explain  in  a  little  more  detail  how  this  works?  Is  there  some  way  to 
set  aside  (but  not  forgive)  those  liens  in  order  to  get  the  land  back  into  production?  Is  the 
Bureau  looking  at  alternative  leasing  methods  at  WIP,  and  other  irrigation  projects? 

Answer:  The  following  regulations  and  law  provide  the  guidance  used  by  the  Bureau  in 
administering  the  Irrigation  Operation  and  Maintenance  Program: 

A)  25  CFR  171.17 

(a)  Irrigation  water  will  not  be  delivered  until  the  annual  operation  and  maintenance 
assessments  are  paid  in  accordance  with  the  established  annual  rate  schedule  as  set 
forth  in  the  public  notice  issued  by  the  Area  Director.  Under  the  following  special 
circumstances,  this  rule  may  be  waived  and  water  delivered  to: 

(b)  Trust  and  restricted  lands  farmed  by  the  Indian  Owner  when  the  Superintendent  has 
certified  that  the  operator  is  financially  unable  to  pay  the  assessment  and  he  has  made 
arrangements  to  pay  such  assessments  from  the  proceeds  received  from  the  sale  of  crops 
or  from  any  other  source  of  income.  In  such  cases  the  unpaid  charges  will  stand  as  a 
first  lien  against  the  land  until  paid  but  without  penalty  or  account  of  delinquency. 

(c)  Water  will  not  be  delivered  to  Indian  trust  land  under  a  lease  that  has  been 
negotiated  by  an  Indian  owner  until  the  owner  has  paid  the  annual  assessed  operation 
and  maintenance  charges  or  has  made  satisfactory  arrangements  for  their  payment  with 
the  Superintendent  who  has  notified  the  Officer-in-Charge. 

B)  25  use  385 

For  lands  irrigable  under  any  irrigation  system  or  reclamation  project  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  may  fix  maintenance  charges  which  shall  be  paid  as  he  may  direct,  such 
payments  to  be  available  for  use  in  maintaining  the  project  or  system  for  which 
collected:  Provided  further,  that  all  moneys  expended  under  this  provision  shall  be 
reimbursable  where  the  Indians  have  adequate  finds  to  repay  the  Government,  such 
reimbursements  to  be  made  under  such  rules  and  regulations  as  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  may  prescribe:  Provided  further,  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized 
and  directed  to  apportion  the  cost  of  any  irrigation  project  constructed  for  Indians  and 
made  reimbursable  out  of  tribal  finds  of  said  Indians  in  accordance  with  the  benefits 
received  by  each  individual  Indian  so  far  as  practicable  from  said  irrigation  project, 
said  cost  to  be  apportioned  against  such  individual  Indian  under  such  rules, 
regulations,  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  may  prescribe. 

The  Bureau  is  not  aware  of  any  law  or  regulation  that  would  allow  the  setting  aside  of  liens  in 
order  to  get  the  land  back  into  production.  Such  action  would  penalize  those  water  users  that 
pay  their  O&M  and  would  provide  incentive  for  those  who  do  pay  to  become  delinquent.  This 
would  further  jeopardize  the  fiscal  integrity  of  the  project.  The  WIP  policy  allows  a  new  lessee 
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to  obtain  water  without  the  landowner  paying  all  of  the  delinquent  O&M  assessments.  The  past 
debt  remains  as  a  lien  and  the  land  is  made  productive,  creating  additional  income  for  the  project 
and  the  owner. 

Question  11:  1  have  been  told  the  appropriations  were  used  before  1984,  or  1982  -  Tm  not 
sure  -  to  pay  for  the  O&M  costs  of  trust  lands  that  the  owners  could  not  pay.  Is  this  true?  Did 
the  Bureau  request  this  money  from  Congress  every  year?  What  was  the  rationale  behind  why 
these  payments  were  made  -  i.e.,  did  these  payments  stem  from  some  obligation  on  the  Bureau's 
part  or  because  the  Bureau  just  wanted  to  make  these  payments?  What  account  did  this  money 
come  from?   Why,  and  when,  did  this  money  stop? 

Answer:  In  the  1980's  sufficient  appropriated  funds  were  available  within  the  Irrigation 
Operation  and  Maintenance  Program  to  pay  the  O&M  assessments  on  idle  lands  where 
landowners  could  not  afford  to  pay.  A  lien  was  also  placed  on  these  lands.  Funds  appropriated 
to  the  Irrigation  Operation  and  Maintenance  Program  are  distributed  on  a  priority  basis.  The 
first  priority  are  those  projects  where  payments  are  required  by  statute,  court  decision,  or 
contract.  The  second  priority  are  Category  III  projects  or  subsistence  garden  tracts  that  do  not 
represent  economical  units  but  provide  the  Indian  landowners  with  a  means  of  supplementing 
their  livelihood.  The  third  priority  are  Category  II  projects  or  systems  where  Indian  landowners 
are  financially  unable  to  pay  the  total  O&M  assessment  and  rates  are  established  according  to 
their  ability  to  pay.  Under  this  category,  the  unpaid  assessment  becomes  a  lien  against  the  land. 
The  fourth  priority  are  Category  I  projects  which  should  be  self-supporting  as  determined  in 
specific  legislation.  This  category  includes  the  WIP.  Any  appropriated  funds  distributed  to 
Category  I  projects  are  used  to  pay  the  uncollectible  assessments  of  Indian-owned  lands.  These 
payments  become  debts  to  the  U.S.  Government. 

Each  fiscal  year,  the  Bureau  submits  a  budget  request  for  the  Irrigation  Operation  and 
Maintenance  Program.  It  has  been  Bureau  policy  to  pay  the  O&M  assessments  for  Indian 
landowners  who  are  financially  unable  to  pay,  subject  to  the  availability  of  funds  appropriated 
to  the  Irrigation  Operation  and  Maintenance  Program.  The  Bureau  does  not  maintain  records 
for  all  prior  years  and  cannot  determine  when  the  last  distribution  was  made  to  the  WIP  for  the 
uncollectible  O&M  fees  of  Indian  landowners.  However,  from  FY  1985  to  FY  1993  the  annual 
appropriations  for  the  Irrigation  Operation  and  Maintenance  Program  have  been  approximately 
$8  million.  In  recent  years,  funds  have  not  been  available  within  the  $8  million  to  fund  the 
uncollectible  O&M  assessments  at  WIP. 

Question  12:  Could  you  please  explain  how  the  Leavitt  Act  and  O&M  debt  forgiveness  work, 
which  Committees  (if  any)  have  jurisdiction  over  these  requests,  and  the  rationale  behind 
forgiveness?  When  prior  year  debts  are  canceled,  is  this  a  scorable  item  in  your  budget?  Are 
the  debts  just  erased  from  the  books,  or  does  that  money  actually  fiow  to  the  project?  If  the 
money  does  flow  to  the  project,  is  it  reimbursable  or  non-reimbursable  and  what  was  it  used  for? 
What  is  the  status  of  any  debt  cancellation  requests  for  Wapato  or  other  irrigation  projects? 

Answer:  The  Leavitt  Act  does  not  provide  "forgiveness"  but  provides  deferment  until  Indian 
title  to  the  land  is  extinguished.  The  Leavitt  Act  has  been  used  in  the  past  to  relieve  liens, 
including  O&M  charges  on  trust  lands.  This  was  done  in  1962  and  1971.  As  the  trustee,  the 
Agency  Superintendent  makes  a  request  through  the  Bureau  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
the  Congress  for  relief  under  the  Act.  Unless  appropriated  funds  are  available  to  offset  the 
O&M  collections,  the  Bureau  would  not  request  debt  cancellation  under  the  Leavitt  Act.  The 
Bureau  is  currently  reviewing  the  debt  status  of  all  irrigation  projects  to  determine  if  a  request 
for  debt  cancellation  for  qualifying  projects  should  be  submitted  by  the  Secretary  to  Congress 
for  approval. 

Question  13:  What  methods  does  the  Bureau  use  to  collect  O&M  debt  from  trust  lands?  How 
does  this  differ  from  the  methods  used  for  fee  lands?  Is  the  Bureau  using  all  available  methods 
to  collect  debts  from  all  the  lands  in  the  project? 
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Answer:  As  of  1994,  the  WIP  bills  the  tribe  for  the  O&M  assessments  of  unleased  tribal  trust 
lands.  O&M  assessments  of  leased  individual  and  tribal  trust  lands  are  billed  to  the  lessees  as 
a  condition  of  the  lease.  Bills  for  O&M  assessments  of  fee  lands  are  sent  to  the  landowner. 
Prior  to  the  1994  water  year,  O&M  assessments  of  unleased  individual  trust  lands  were  not 
billed  by  WIP.  The  procedure  that  was  used  by  the  WIP  is  identified  in  the  Bureau's  55  BIAM, 
Supplement  4,  1.1  F  (I)  (0  (dated  November  14,  1970)  Indian  Land  not  in  Use,  as  follows: 

Where  assessable  Indian  lands  are  nor  in  use  (idle),  and  the  assessments  thereon  are 
impossible  of  collection  during  the  current  irrigation  season,  the  assessment  shall  be 
entered  in  the  water  users'  ledger,  a  bill  shall  be  prepared  and  kept  on  file,  and  a 
listing  of  all  such  lands  and  assessments  shall  he  forwarded  to  the  officer  in  charge  of 
the  resen-aiion.  Tins  listing  shall  he  kept  on  file  in  support  of  the  annual  request  for 
appropriations  for  costs  attributable  to  such  lands. 

The  Portland  Area  Office  and  the  Regional  Solicitor's  Office  are  working  together  to  take 
appropriate  legal  actions  to  collect  delinquent  debts  owed  the  government  for  the  WIP. 

Question  14:  What  is  the  current  amount  of  O&M  debt  for  WIP?  Can  I  get  a  breakdown 
between  tribal  trust,  individual  trust  and  fee  lands? 

Answer:  The  total  delinquency  for  WIP  trust  lands  (tribal  and  individual)  is  $4,730,000  and 
fee  land  O&M  delinquency  is  $486,000  (not  including  penalties,  interest,  and  administrative 
fees).   These  amounts  do  not  include  the  1994  water  year  billing. 

The  National  Irrigation  Billing  System  (NIBS)  makes  no  distinction  between  tribal  and  individual 
trust  lands.  O&M  charges  for  tribal  trust  lands  are  billed  to  the  tribe.  It  should  be  noted  that 
in  August  1993.  the  fee  land  delinquencies  totaled  $720,{X)0  and  have  been  substantially  reduced 
through  the  collection  effort  initiated  by  the  Portland  Area  Office  and  the  Regional  Solicitor's 
Office. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  RECESS 

Senator  Reid.  I  thank  you  very  much.  The  subcommittee  will 
stand  in  recess  until  10  a.m.,  Wednesday,  May  11,  when  we  will 
receive  testimony  from  the  National  Park  Service. 

[Whereupon,  at  4:35  p.m.,  Thursday,  April  28,  the  subcommittee 
was  recessed,  to  reconvene  at  10  a.m.,  Wednesday,  May  11.] 
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WEDNESDAY,  MAY  11,  1994 

U.S.  Senate, 
Subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations, 

Washington,  DC. 

The  subcommittee  met  at  10:15  a.m.,  in  room  S-128,  the  Capitol, 
Hon.  Robert  Byrd  (chairman)  presiding. 

Present:  Senators  Byrd,  Murray,  Nickles,  Stevens,  Cochran,  Do- 
menici,  and  Burns. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Assistant  Secretary,  Fish  and  Wildlife  and  Parks 

statement  of  hon.  george  t.  frampton,  jr.,  assistant  sec- 
RETARY, 

National  Park  Service 

statement  of  HON.  ROGER  G.  KENNEDY,  DIRECTOR 

accompanied  BY: 

JOHN  J.  REYNOLDS,  DEPUTY  DIRECTOR 
C.  BRUCE  SHEAFFER,  COMPTROLLER 

MICHAEL  V.  FINLEY,  ACTING  ASSOCIATE  DIRECTOR,  OPERATIONS 
JERRY  L.  ROGERS,  ASSOCIATE  DIRECTOR,  CULTURAL  RESOURCES 
DENIS  P.  GALVIN,  ASSOCIATE  DIRECTOR,  PLANNING  &  DEVELOP- 
MENT 
DENNY    FENN,    ACTING    ASSOCIATE    DIRECTOR,    NATURAL    RE- 
SOURCES 
BARBARA  J.  GRIFFIN,  MID-ATLANTIC  REGION,  PHILADELPHIA 
ROBERT  G.  STANTON,  NATIONAL  CAPITAL  REGION,  WASHINGTON, 

DC 
DAVID  G.  WRIGHT,  MANAGER,  HARPER'S  FERRY  CENTER 
CHARLES  P.  CLAPPER,  MANAGER,  DENVER  SERVICE  CENTER 

BUDGET  REQUEST 

Chairman  Byrd.  The  subcommittee  will  come  to  order. 

This  is  the  time  scheduled  to  review  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget 
request  for  the  National  Park  Service. 

Testifying  today  on  behalf  of  the  Department  are  Mr.  George 
Frampton,  Assistant  Secretary  for  Fish  and  Wildlife  and  Parks, 
and  Mr.  Roger  Kennedy,  Director  of  the  National  Park  Service. 

The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  for  the  National  Park  Serv- 
ice for  funds  subject  to  annual  appropriation  is  $1,434,933,000,  a 
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decrease  of  $2,328,000,  when  compared  to  the  fiscal  year  1994  en- 
acted level.  Consistent  with  congressional  scorekeeping  rules,  this 
does  not  include  the  effect  of  proposed  legislation. 

Within  the  total,  operational  funding  for  the  National  Park  Sys- 
tem is  proposed  to  increase  by  $64.5  million,  or  6.1  percent  above 
the  fiscal  year  1994  enacted  level. 

This  operational  increase  is  funded  largely  by  offsetting  de- 
creases in  construction  and  land  acquisition:  $52.6  million  or  26 
percent  in  construction,  and  $12.6  million  or  13.2  percent  in  land 
acquisition. 

The  committee  will  face  the  challenge  of  allocating  the  discre- 
tionary spending  levels  provided  for  in  the  budget  resolution  among 
the  13  appropriations  subcommittees. 

We  will  have  to  cut  below  the  amounts  included  in  the  Presi- 
dent's budget  by  some  $3.6  billion  in  outlays  which  will  require 
even  greater  cuts  in  budget  authority. 

The  reductions  below  the  President's  request  are  due  in  part  to 
differences  in  scoring  between  CBO  and  0MB,  as  well  as  direction 
contained  in  the  budget  resolution  that  discretionary  spending  be 
reduced  by  $13  billion  over  the  next  5  years,  with  approximately 
$500  million  of  outlay  savings  to  occur  in  fiscal  year  1995. 

On  top  of  this,  the  subcommittee  will  be  faced  with  an  annual 
challenge  of  weighing  the  priorities  outlined  in  the  President's 
budget  versus  the  many  competing  demands  brought  to  our  atten- 
tion by  various  program  constituents,  as  well  as  Members  of  the 
House  and  Senate. 

I  am  sure  we  all  know  the  pressure  for  construction  and  land  ac- 
quisition funding  in  the  Interior  bill  just  seems  to  grow  and  not 
abate. 

So  with  that  preface  in  mind,  let  me  say,  gentlemen,  that  your 
prepared  statements  will  be  included  in  the  record  in  their  en- 
tirety, and  I  encourage  you  to  provide  a  brief  summary  and  over- 
view so  that  we  may  proceed  with  questioning. 

After  I  turn  to  Senator  Nickles  to  see  if  he  has  anjrthing  he 
would  like  to  say  at  the  beginning,  then  I  would  suggest  that  you 
introduce  any  associates  accompanying  you  here  today.  It  will  help 
the  official  recorder  in  transcribing  today's  testimony. 

Senator  Nickles,  do  you  have  an  opening  statement? 

OPENING  REMARKS  OF  SENATOR  NICKLES 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Mr.  Chairman,  no.  I  will  be  very  brief  I  appre- 
ciate Mr.  Frampton  and  Mr.  Kennedy  joining  us,  as  well  as  their 
associates. 

You  have  a  big  challenge  with  enormous  responsibility  and  not 
enough  funds  to  meet  it,  plus  a  lot  of  demands  from  this  body,  and 
possibly  the  administration,  to  add  lands  to  the  parks.  I  have  stat- 
ed my  concern  before  this  subcommittee  many  times:  I  do  not  think 
we  are  adequately  taking  care  of  the  properties  that  we  have  now, 
and  some  of  these  acquisition  requests  will  further  dilute  that  care. 

I  am  also  concerned  about  some  of  the  money  that  has  been 
transferred  to  the  District  of  Columbia  for  police,  I  think  it  is  an 
amount  up  to  $5  million,  and  I  believe  Senator  Byrd  and  I  con- 
tacted you  expressing  our  opposition  or  reluctance  to  seeing  that  go 
forward. 
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I  have  mentioned  in  the  past  my  concerns  about  the  Presidio;  the 
potential  drain  of  funds,  proper  utilization  of  the  Park  Service  re- 
sources for  maintenance,  et  cetera.  I  make  those  few  general  com- 
ments to  say  that  we  want  to  work  with  you  to  improve  the  Park 
Service  on  a  national  scale,  and  to  do  the  best  job  we  can  with  the 
resources  that  we  have. 

I  am  looking  at  some  enormously  expensive  projects  coming  down 
the  line  that  I  am  afraid  will  divert  necessary  funds  from  the  over- 
all budget  for  providing  services  for  all  the  people.  So  we  are  going 
to  have  to  prioritize  and  will  ask  you  for  more  direction  when  we 
get  to  it.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Byrd.  All  right,  Mr  Kennedy,  you  may  proceed. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  I  believe  sir,  that  Mr.  Frampton  will  be  doing  the 
opening  statement. 

Chairman  Byrd.  All  right. 

SUMMARY  STATEMENT  OF  HON.  GEORGE  FRAMPTON,  JR. 

Mr.  Frampton.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  could  take  just  1  minute  to 
highlight  some  major  aspects  of  the  budget  request  that  are  prior- 
ities for  the  Secretary,  as  well  as  Director  Kennedy  of  the  Park 
Service,  and  then  the  Director  will  introduce  those  who  have  ac- 
companied us  today. 

Wliile,  as  you  noted  Mr.  Chairman,  the  overall  budget  request  is 
relatively  unchanged  from  the  amount  enacted  in  fiscal  year  1994, 
in  fact  there  is  a  major  increase  requested,  about  $64  million,  for 
operation  of  the  National  Park  System.  About  one-half  of  that,  $32 
million,  is  sought  for  funds  to  go  directly  to  the  parks,  60  focused 
parks  in  particular.  But  all  the  parks  will  get  some  increases, 
which  is  basically  the  minimal  amounts  we  think  are  necessary  to 
protect  the  investment  that  is  there,  and  reflect  the  Secretary's 
commitment  to  resource  protection. 

Most  of  the  balance  of  that,  about  $30.4  million,  is  a  reflection 
of  the  Secretary's  and  the  Director's  priority  to  invest  in  the  people 
who  take  care  of  our  parks  and  our  park  system.  That  is  really  a 
very  urgent  and  significant  need. 

Of  that  $30  million,  about  $18  million  is  for  the  Ranger  Futures 
Program.  It  is  salaries,  it  is  benefits,  it  is  professionalization,  basi- 
cally of  that  core.  Some  $6  million  is  to  follow  through  with  the 
Secretary's  commitment,  the  administration's  commitment,  to  try 
to  provide  more  appropriate  benefits  for  temporary  employees. 
Most  of  the  balance  is  for  professionalizing  other  aspects  of  the 
Park  Service  employee  base  resource  management  and  cultural 
management. 

So  those  are  two  very  important  priorities  for  the  Secretary. 

The  third  area  in  which  an  increase  is  requested,  is  $15.6  million 
for  south  Florida  for  the  Everglades  ecosystem.  South  Florida  is 
one  of  the  three  regional  ecosystem  focus  areas  in  the  entire  De- 
partment budget. 

The  other  two  are  the  Pacific  Northwest  and  NAFTA. 

All  of  these  ecosystem  projects  basically  represent  an  investment 
in  partnerships — partnerships  with  other  Federal  agencies  in  the 
case  of  the  Northwest;  and  Florida,  where  we  have  now  four  or  five 
Federal  departments  working  together  in  ways  that  they  never 
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have  before;  and  investments  in  partnerships  with  State  and  local 
government. 

That  is  true  in  the  Northwest. 

It  is  especially  true  in  south  Florida,  where  I  think,  we  have  a 
group  of  6  Federal  departments,  10  Federal  agencies  in  a  partner- 
ship with  the  State  of  Florida.  And  really,  a  partnership  with  the 
Florida  delegation  on  a  very  bipartisan  basis,  which  is  unique. 
There  are  very  ambitious  restoration  goals  there.  That  is  also  a 
very  important  priority  as  a  whole. 

PREPARED  STATEMENT 

So  those  are  the  three  areas  probably  that  represent  the  major 
requests  for  increases  in  the  Park  Service  budget. 
Thank  you  Mr.  Chairman. 
Chairman  Byrd.  Thank  you. 
[The  statement  follows:] 

Statement  of  George  T.  Frampton,  Jr. 

Mr.  Chairman,  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  it  is  indeed  a  pleasure  to  ap- 
pear before  this  Subcommittee  for  the  first  time.  I  welcome  the  opportunity  to  dis- 
cuss with  you  the  National  Park  Service  budget  request  for  fiscal  year  1995.  I  would 
like  to  provide  my  own  overview  of  this  budget  request,  highlighting  just  a  few  spe- 
cific areas,  and  then  will  ask  Director  Kennedy  to  make  a  more  detailed  presen- 
tation. 

This  Administration  has  renewed  the  commitment  to  the  National  Park  Service 
and  the  resources  entrusted  to  its  care,  a  commitment  first  found  in  the  enabling 
legislation  which  created  this  magnificent  agency  in  1916.  Despite  the  increasingly 
difficult  budgetary  situation  which  faces  us  today,  I  am  proud  to  come  before  you 
today  to  support  a  budget  which  proposes  real  gains  in  park  operations  and,  equally 
important,  makes  significant  progress  in  supporting  the  men  and  women  who  work 
tirelessly  to  protect  park  resources  and  who  provide  exemplary  visitor  services  to 
the  millions  of  visitors  who  visit  our  national  parks. 

The  National  Park  Service  is  submitting  a  budget  request  which  is,  on  the  sur- 
face, relatively  unchanged  from  the  total  amount  enacted  in  fiscal  year  1994.  This 
appearance  is  misleading,  however.  A  major  increase  in  operational  funding  is  pro- 
posed to  support  and  protect  America's  investment  in  the  national  parks.  Almost 
every  park  in  the  System  will  see  some  sort  of  increase.  Special  attention  is  being 
paid  to  over  60  units,  where  analysis  has  indicated  the  most  urgent  shortfalls  and 
greatest  needs  exist.  From  large  parks  with  already  sizable  budgets  such  as  Zion 
in  Utah,  where  funds  would  be  used  to  complete  basic  resource  inventories  and  to 
perform  deferred  maintenance  tasks,  to  smaller  areas  such  as  General  Grant  Na- 
tional Memorial  in  New  York,  where  an  increase  of  $450,000  to  combat  a  growing 
vandalism  problem  would  be  added  to  a  park  base  of  only  $126,000,  these  funds 
would  be  put  to  excellent  use.  These  proposals  build  upon  the  park  operational  in- 
creases provided  in  1994. 

This  budget  also  continues  a  major  priority  for  Secretary  Babbitt — investing  in 
the  people  who  care  for  our  parks,  hignlighted  by  the  $30  million  request  for  the 
Careers  Initiative.  Within  this  overall  amount  is  $18  million  to  address  recruitment, 
pay,  career  management,  training  and  other  workforce  equity  issues  as  they  affect 
the  permanent  rangers  within  the  NPS.  An  additional  $6  million  is  proposed  to  cor- 
rect past  inequities  in  our  employment  program  and  enable  the  Service  to  provide 
benefits,  as  appropriate,  for  up  to  2,600  longterm  temporary  employees.  Other  com- 
ponents of  this  worthwhile  initiative  include  the  continuation  of  the  programs  to  in- 
crease the  number  of  resource  stewardship  and  concessions  professionals,  and  fund- 
ing for  an  office  to  coordinate  and  implement  the  recommendations  which  resulted 
from  the  1991  Vail  Sjmiposium. 

Consistent  with  the  Administration's  pledge  to  establish  ecosystem  management 
policies  across  the  Government,  the  National  Park  Service  is  part  of  a  multi-agency 
effort  directed  towards  restoration  of  the  South  Florida  ecosystem.  The  Everglades 
is  now  less  than  half  its  original  size  and  Florida  Bay  is  experiencing  severe  de- 
clines in  water  quality  and  fishery  resources.  Of  the  $57  million  requested  by  the 
Department  for  this  initiative,  $36  million  is  included  within  the  budget  request  for 
the  National  Park  Service.  In  addition  to  several  key  land  acquisition  proposals,  as 
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well  as  construction  funding  to  support  the  water  delivery  project  for  the  Everglades 
basin,  the  Park  Service  request  includes  additional  operational  funds  to  address  the 
issues  of  water  quality  and  quantity,  inventory  and  monitoring  of  park  resources, 
and  exotic  species  protection  at  Everglades  and  Bisca3aie  National  Parks  and  Big 
Cypress  National  Preserve. 

In  closing,  I  would  like  to  say  a  few  words  about  the  streamlining  proposals  now 
being  developed  by  the  Park  Service  for  consideration  by  the  Secretary.  As  you 
know,  this  Administration  is  committed  to  reducing  the  size  of  the  Federal  bureauc- 
racy, and  has  targeted  overall  FTE  cuts  by  1999,  a  portion  of  which  have  been  allo- 
cated to  the  Department  of  the  Interior.  The  Department  is  also  committed  to  imple- 
ment the  principles  of  the  National  Performance  Review,  which  include  consolida- 
tion of  administrative  functions  and  locating  delivery  of  services  nearer  to  the  cus- 
tomer. Finally,  Secretary  Babbitt  is  determined  that  we  examine  the  way  in  which 
the  National  Park  Service  is  organized  in  order  to  make  it  a  more  efficient  organiza- 
tion, with  functions  and  people  located  as  close  to  the  "ground"  (i.e.,  the  parks)  as 
is  appropriate  for  effective  operations,  and  to  position  the  Service  for  the  regionally- 
based,  ecosystem  management  challenges  of  the  1990's  and  beyond. 

All  of  these  strategic  considerations  are  being  factored  into  a  process  we  have 
called  "streamlining"  the  National  Park  Service.  Initial  targets  have  been  set  to  try 
to  reduce  the  Washington  Office  and  Regional  Office  levels  by  25  percent,  and  Serv- 
ice Centers  by  15-25  percent,  over  the  next  three  years.  But  this  will  be  accom- 
plished by  a  careful  analysis  of  the  appropriate  location  of  various  functions,  so  that 
relocation  of  functions  to  regional  or  "ecosystem"  offices,  or  to  new  teams  created 
at  park  locations  that  would  provide  services  to  clusters  or  groups  of  parks,  will  be 
considered  whenever  possible.  The  entire  Directorate  has  been  involved  in  this  reex- 
amination and  formulation  of  proposals.  Work  teams  ha-,  e  been  formed  to  perform 
the  requisite  analyses,  and  an  advisory  group  is  being  assembled  to  review  the  work 
of  the  teams.  Ultimately,  no  final  decisions  will  be  made  until  options  and  rec- 
ommendations have  been  presented  to  the  Director  and  to  me,  and  by  us  to  the  Sec- 
retary. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  ROGER  G.  KENNEDY 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  have  an  opening  state- 
ment. 

I  want  to  save  as  much  time  as  I  can  to  try  to  answer  whatever 
questions  you  all  may  have. 

INTRODUCTION  OF  ASSOCIATES 

My  primary  associates  that  are  here  are  Bruce  Sheaffer,  who  is 
essentially  our  Chief  Financial  Officer,  the  budget  person;  Charlie 
Clapper,  who  runs  the  Denver  Service  Center 

Chairman  Byrd.  As  you  do  that,  let  each  individual  raise  his 
hand  so  that  the  recorder  can  know  who  they  are. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Charlie  Clapper.  Mr.  Clapper  runs  the  Denver 
Service  Center. 

Denny  Fenn  runs  our  natural  resources  operation,  essentially,  bi- 
ological sciences,  primarily. 

Mike  Finley,  on  my  right,  is  in  here  helping  us  out  from  Yosem- 
ite;  he  runs  the  operation  side  at  the  moment. 

B.J.  Griffin,  who  is  behind  me,  and  runs  the  Mid-Atlantic  Region. 

Jerry  Rogers,  back  there,  runs  the  cultural  side  of  the  place  as 
distinguished  from  the  biological  side  of  the  place. 

Bob  Stanton,  to  my  right,  runs  the  National  Capital  area. 

Dave  Wright  is  here  from  Harpers  Ferry. 

John  Reynolds,  on  my  right,  is  my  deputy,  and  keeps  us  sane. 

And  Kitty  Roberts  runs  our  legislative  operations.  Right  back 
there. 
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PREPARED  STATEMENT 

We  will  attempt  to  respond  to  your  inquiries. 
[The  statement  follows:] 

Statement  of  Roger  G.  Kennedy 

Mr.  Chairman,  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  it  is  indeed  a  pleasure  to  again 
appear  before  you,  this  time,  to  discuss  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  of  the 
>fational  Park  Service. 

During  the  first  year  of  my  tenure  as  Director  of  the  National  Park  Service,  I 
have  had  the  opportunity  to  visit  many  parks,  talk  to  countless  employees,  and  gain 
valued  insight  into  the  mandate  and  mission  of  the  National  Park  System.  I  am  able 
to  say  unequivocally  that,  as  Americans,  we  can  be  proud  of  the  legacy  of  our  na- 
tionail  parks,  and  prouder  yet  of  the  men  and  women  who  make  protecting  and  pre- 
serving parks  their  life's  work.  This  budget  request  seeks  to  continue  this  successful 
dynamic.  It  is  an  investment  in,  and  a  commitment  to,  the  overall  improvement  of 
parks. 

OVERVIEW 

Our  budget  request  for  fiscal  year  1995  is  $1,489  billion,  a  level  that  is  largely 
unchanged  from  the  fiscal  year  1994  enacted.  Although  the  funding  levels  are  vir- 
tually the  same,  the  emphasis  of  the  Service  is  being  focused  to  address  initiatives 
put  forward  by  the  NationsJ  Performance  Review,  and  is,  in  addition,  our  second 
opportunity  to  fully  address  the  goals  and  objectives  of  Vail,  while  also  heeding  the 
President's  call  for  overall  fiscal  restraint  within  the  Federal  Government.  This 
budget  will  enable  the  National  Park  Service  to  pursue  the  organizational  improve- 
ments and  reforms  set  forth  in  the  Vail  Agenda  to  strengthen  and  improve  the  oper- 
ational efficiency  of  our  national  parks  and  enable  enhancements  in  both  the  level 
and  degree  of  our  internal  and  external  relationships.  These  strategies  will  prepare 
the  National  Park  Service  to  offer  the  high  level  of  national  and  global  service  that 
I  believe  is  critical  for  continued  effective  management  of  our  national  parks  into 
the  21st  century. 

The  fiscal  year  1995  President's  Budget  for  the  National  Park  Service  focuses  on 
park  operations,  including  a  net  increase  request  of  $65  million  to  ensure  that 
America's  investment  in  the  national  parks  is  protected,  and  that  parks  are  main- 
tained and  preserved  for  the  continued  use  and  enjoyment  by  the  public.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, we  would  distribute  $32  million  of  the  funding  increase  to  individual  park 
units  to  address  priority  interpretation,  resource,  visitor  protection  and  maintenance 
needs.  Within  this  totaJ  is  $12  million,  which  will  provide  a  base  funding  increase 
of  approximately  2  percent  for  all  currently  operational  NPS  units.  In  addition,  $20 
million  of  the  request  will  be  distributed  to  approximately  60  parks  to  build  on  fund- 
ing provided  in  fiscal  year  1994  to  aid  parks  that  are  experiencing  longstanding 
operational  deficiencies.  I  am  confident  that  at  this  funding  level,  which  provides 
increased  support  for  operations,  personnel,  telecommunications  and  partnership 
initiatives,  we  will  be  able  to  improve  the  overall  operation  of  our  national  parks. 

In  addition,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  order  to  provide  increased  support  for  parks 
through  enhanced  human  resource  competencies,  the  Service  also  advances  a  ca- 
reers initiative  which  is  fundamental  to  our  overall  strategy  of  strengthening  parks. 
A  commitment  of  $30.4  million  to  a  number  of  program  areas  represents  an  invest- 
ment in  our  personnel,  the  one  issue  on  which  I  am  convinced  we  dare  not  com- 
promise. The  many  environmental  challenges  facing  the  national  parks,  and  the 
complexity  of  resource  and  other  issues,  signal  the  need  for  a  careers  initiative  at 
this  time.  Included  is  funding  of  $18  million  to  address  workforce  issues  and  pay 
equity  that  affect  over  3,000  permanent  park  rangers,  and  $6  million  to  provide  ben- 
efits, as  appropriate,  for  up  to  2,600  longterm  temporary  employees. 

The  Service  would,  in  addition,  provide  funding  to  continue  the  improvement  of 
standards  and  oversight  of  contract  administration  within  the  concessions  manage- 
ment program  and  continue  to  professionalize  the  resource  stewardship  program 
begun  in  fiscal  year  1994  as  called  for  by  Vail,  and  as  recommended  in  the  1992 
National  Academy  of  Sciences  report,  "Science  and  the  National  Parks." 
Professionalization  will  improve  our  knowledge  base  concerning  natural  and  cultural 
resources  in  parks  and  expand  the  use  of  scientific  knowledge  and  technical  exper- 
tise in  decision-making  throughout  the  System. 

A  significant  and  highly  challenging  aspect  to  expanding  our  level  of  national  and 
global  service,  and  of  offering  broader  protections  for  parks  involves  the  creation  of 
new  alliances,  coalitions  and  partnerships  with  others  outside  the  National  Park 
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Service.  Recognizing  that  threats  to  park  resources  often  come  from  outside  the 
Service  where  our  influence  and  authority  currently  is  Umited,  the  NPS  will  begin 
to  expand  our  cooperations  with  communities  and  localities  to  remedy  this  situation. 
This  year,  the  concept  of  partnerships,  built  on  the  reputation  and  resources  of  the 
National  Park  System,  will  be  expanded  to  include  greater  focus  on  environmental 
protection  through  ecosystem  management.  The  budget  request  includes  additional 
funding  in  support  of  the  South  Florida  Ecosystem  Restoration  initiative,  a  crucial 
effort  to  ensure  more  comprehensive  protections  for  the  Everglades  basin.  A  similar 
effort,  though  on  a  smaller  scale,  which  is  meant  to  expand  our  reach  into  environ- 
mental protections  within  urban  areas,  is  the  Metropolitan  Conservation  Assistance 
initiative.  This  partnership  venture  will  allow  for  the  pooling  of  resources  and  other 
assistance  in  support  of  urban  greenways  and  river  restoration  and  recoverv 
projects.  These  efforts  are  consistent  with  the  Administration's  pledge  to  establisn 
ecosystem  management  policies  across  the  government  and,  in  my  judgment,  are 
supportive  of  the  Service  s  need  to  more  broadly  focus  its  service  and  management 
policies. 

The  budget  also  proposes  initiation  of  new  cultural  heritage  partnerships  with 
United  Negro  College  Fund  member  schools  to  preserve  historic  buildings  on  the 
campuses  of  America's  leading  Historically  Black  Colleges  and  Universities 
(HBCUs).  This  initiative  will  assist  in  safeguarding  and  preserving  the  heritage  and 
legacy  of  these  institutions  and  will  join  with  other  partnership  arrangements  of  the 
NPS  with  Native  American  tribes.  Native  Hawaiians,  and  State  governments 
through  various  cultural  heritage  grant  programs.  Funding  support  for  HBCUs  com- 
plies with  Executive  Order  12677  of  April  1989  which  "mandates  the  taking  of  posi- 
tive measures,  by  federal  agencies,  to  increase  the  participation  of  HBCUs,  their  fac- 
ulty and  students,  in  federally  sponsored  programs,"  and  with  Executive  Order 
12876  dated  November  1,  1993  which  purpose  is  to  "advance  the  development  of 
human  potential,  to  strengthen  the  capacity  of  historically  Black  colleges  and  uni- 
versities to  provide  quality  education,  and  to  increase  opportunities  to  participate 
in  and  benefit  from  Federal  programs." 

The  Department  is  finalizing  a  recreation  fee  proposal  to  submit  to  the  Congress. 
As  reflected  in  the  fiscal  year  1995  President's  Budget,  the  proposal  would  authorize 
the  sharing  of  50  percent  of  additional  fee  receipts,  collected  pursuant  to  this  ex- 
panded authority,  with  parks  beginning  in  fiscal  year  1996.  As  we  move  through  the 
legislative  process,  we  would  appreciate  your  support  in  making  sure  these  receipts 
are  available  beginning  in  fiscal  year  1996. 

HIGHLIGHTS  BY  APPROPRIATION 

The  highlights  of  the  budget  of  the  National  Park  Service,  by  appropriation  are: 

OPERATION  OF  THE  NATIONAL  PARK  SYSTEM 

The  Service  proposes  $1,127  billion  for  the  Operation  of  the  National  Park  System 
appropriation,  which  represents  a  net  increase  of  $65.49  million  from  the  fiscal  year 
1994  enacted  level  of  $1,061  billion.  Within  the  two  activities  that  make  up  the 
ONPS  appropriation,  Park  Management  and  External  Administrative  Costs,  the 
NPS  proposes  programmatic  increases  totalling  $80.27  million.  This  increase  is  off- 
set by  a  net  reduction  in  uncontrollable  expenses  of  $14.77  million  including  stream- 
lining efficiencies  and  FTE  reductions  consistent  with  the  Administrations  goal  to 
reduce  Federal  employment  and  make  government  more  efficient. 

Of  the  total,  an  increase  of  $32  million  would  go  towards  direct  park  operations 
and  enable  the  NPS  to  extend  the  availability  of  park  facilities  beyond  routine  hours 
and  seasons  to  accommodate  growing  visitor  demand,  enhance  maintenance  oper- 
ations to  provide  greater  protection  of  park  facilities  and  resources,  supply  adequate 
staff  and  other  support  for  newly  established  or  expanded  areas  and  facilities  for 
which  operational  funds  have  yet  to  be  provided,  and  ensure  compliance  with 
mounting  State  and  Federal  regulatory  requirements. 

Newly  established  units  such  as  Manzanar  National  Historic  Site  and  the  pro- 
posed Mojave  National  Park  would  receive  startup  funding  under  this  proposal,  as 
would  units  with  expanded  boundaries  or  increased  management  responsibilities 
such  as  the  Jefferson  National  Expansion  Memorial  and  Death  Valley  National 
Monument.  Additional  operational  funding  would  also  be  provided  to  Glen  Canyon 
National  Recreation  Area  to  enable  and  ensure  regulatory  compliance  of  waste  dis- 
posal and  utility  systems.  The  remaining  $12  million  would  allow  a  base  funding 
increase  of  approximately  2  percent  to  all  currently  authorized  NPS  units  to  adjust 
for  the  cost  of  inflation. 

The  Service  also  proposes  $30.4  million  for  employee  careers  which  is  consistent 
with  the  direction  and  strategy  set  out  in  the  Vail  Agenda  that  identified  improved 


866 

professional  competencies  as  a  critical  need  within  the  Service.  Within  the  total  is 
$18.0  million  to  upgrade  the  park  ranger  occupational  series  and  features  com- 
parable pay,  improved  career  ladders,  training,  and  other  support  for  park  rangers; 
$6  million  is  requested  to  provide  benefits  for  longterm  temporary  employees  and 
to  address  past  inequities  in  our  employment  program;  $4.1  million  would  continue 
the  effort  begun  in  fiscal  year  1994  to  professionalize  the  natural  and  cultural  re- 
source management  programs;  and  $2.1  million  for  concessions  management  im- 
provements and  enhancements. 

Other  increases  include  funding  of  $3.73  million  for  remediation  projects  at  Ever- 
glades and  Biscayne  National  Parks  and  Big  Cypress  National  Preserve  related  to 
restoration  of  the  South  Florida  ecosystem;  $2.5  million  to  begin  the  fourth  step  in 
a  10-year  program  to  acquire  basic  park  inventory  data;  $3.4  million  for  GIS  park 
support  centers  to  ensure  that  inventory  data  being  developed  is  useful  and  usable; 
$1.0  million  for  the  Regional  equipment  placement  program;  $1,389  million  to  up- 
grade management  capabilities  within  the  Service  and  to  address  material  weak- 
nesses identified  in  Departmentwide  reviews  in  procurement,  financial  manage- 
ment, electronic  communications  and  FTS  monitoring;  $350,000  for  an  archeological 
study  at  the  Phoenix  Indian  School;  $400,000  to  provide  staff  support,  planning  and 
other  requirements  needed  to  begin  conversion  from  land  mobile  radio  communica- 
tions to  narrow-band  technolo^  as  required  by  Public  Law  103-66;  and,  $250,000 
for  the  Department's  Museum  Property  program  to  address  a  material  weakness  in 
the  accountability  and  control  over  museum  property. 

NATIONAL  RECREATION  AND  PRESERVATION 

The  National  Recreation  and  Preservation  appropriation  is  proposed  in  fiscal  year 
1995  at  $40,479  million.  This  represents  a  net  reduction  of  $2,106  million  from  the 
fiscal  vear  1994  level  of  $42,585  million. 

Witnin  the  Natural  Programs  activity,  an  increase  of  $0.5  million  is  included  for 
a  new  Metropolitan  Conservation  Assistance  initiative  to  create  partnerships  with 
urban  centers  and  provide  Federal  assistance  and  support  to  local  openspace  im- 
provement and  river  restoration  projects.  The  Service  anticipates  that  at  least  4 
cities  and  their  surrounding  metropolitan  communities  would  benefit  from  this  ef- 
fort. The  Service  also  proposes  an  increase  of  $100,000  for  the  Historic  American 
Buildings  Survey/Historic  American  Engineering  Record  (HABS/HAER),  a  National 
Register  Program,  that  will  enable  the  NPS  to  meet  and  respond  to  the  measured 
drawing  documentation  needs  of  parks,  as  well  as  the  documentation  needs  of  other 
significant  cultural  resources  beyond  park  boundaries.  Within  the  Grants  Adminis- 
tration subactivity,  an  increase  of  $100,000  would  be  used  to  fund  the  increased 
level  of  administration  and  oversight  needed  as  the  program  progresses  into  its  sec- 
ond year.  The  funding  would  allow  for  specific  administrative  responsibilities  as 
they  relate  to  provisions  of  the  Native  American  Graves  Protection  and  Repatriation 
Act.  The  request,  additionally,  continues  funding  at  the  fiscal  year  1994  enacted 
level  for  most  Statutory  or  Contractual  Aid  activities. 

HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  FUND 

An  increase  of  $2.0  million  above  the  fiscal  year  1994  level  of  $40  million  is  pro- 
posed for  the  Historic  Preservation  Fund.  The  principal  goal  of  this  initiative  is  to 
advance  the  relationship  of  the  NPS  with  Historically  Black  Colleges  and  Univer- 
sities and  to  begin  interaction  and  cooperation  on  a  professional  and  academic  level 
with  this  community.  The  success  of  this  initiative  will  be  measured  by  the  progress 
made  in  restoring  these  properties,  and  by  the  cooperation  and  relationships  that 
develop  between  the  NPS  and  the  United  Negro  College  Fund  (UNCF)  partner  insti- 
tutions. The  UNCF  is  committed  to  providing  half  the  total  funding  for  this  effort. 
The  NPS  believes  this  to  be  a  valuable  partnership  opportunity  that  will  have  last- 
ing impact  on  cultural  preservation  in  the  United  States.  The  $42  million  fiscal  year 
1995  program  would  continue  grants  funding  at  the  fiscal  year  1994  level  of  $7  mil- 
lion to  the  National  Trust  for  Historic  Preservation,  and  $33  million  for  Grant-in- 
Aid  to  States  and  Indian  Tribes. 

CONSTRUCTION 

The  Construction  appropriation  would  be  reduced  in  fiscal  year  1995  to  a  level 
of  $149.09  million,  a  net  decrease  of  $52.6  million,  or  26  percent  from  the  fiscal  year 
1994  enacted  level  of  $201.7  million.  This  reduction  reflects  the  view  that  in  times 
of  fiscal  constraint  it  is  necessary  to  maintain  operations  at  optimal  levels.  Included 
in  the  $23.1  million  planning  program  is  funding  of  $3.5  million  to  continue  work 
begun  in  fiscal  year  1994  to  conduct  baseline  studies  and  develop  an  environmental 
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impact  statement  to  assess  the  proposed  restoration  of  the  Elwha  River  in  and  near 
Olympic  National  Park.  The  Service  would  also  provide  up  to  $1  million  to  continue 
the  planning  studies  of  transportation  alternatives  at  5  high  visitor  use  sites  within 
the  NPS  (Denali,  Yellowstone,  Yosemite,  Grand  Canyon  and  Zion  National  Parks). 
This  funding  would  allow  the  NPS  to  select  and  implement  a  test  alternative  at  one 
or  more  parks  to  gauge  the  practicality  and  long  range  benefit  of  this  service  to  visi- 
tors and  to  the  NPS. 

The  NPS  line-item  construction  program  provides  for  the  construction,  rehabilita- 
tion, and  replacement  of  those  facilities  needed  for  visitor  services  and  to  accomplish 
the  management  objectives  approved  for  each  park.  The  fiscal  year  1995  program 
is  composed  of  17  currently  unmet  high  priority  health,  safety,  and  resources  protec- 
tion needs  and  other  projects  of  an  important  nature.  Significant  line-item  construc- 
tion projects  to  be  undertaken  in  fiscal  year  1995  include: 

-I- $4.5  million  at  Everglades  National  Park  to  continue  the  water  delivery  im- 
provement effort  being  undertaken  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  restore  the  natural 
and  hydrological  concutions  of  the  Everglades  basin.  This  effort  will  ultimately  re- 
store the  quality  of  the  Everglades  ecosystem  and  endangered  species  habitat; 

+  $5.5  million  to  complete  the  Federal  share  for  the  construction  of  the  Franklin 
D.  Roosevelt  Memorial;  and, 

-(-$18.0  million  for  employee  housing  projects  at  Grand  Canyon  National  Park, 
and  three  parks  in  Alaska.  The  Grand  Canyon  program  estimated  at  $11  million 
is  the  third  of  a  multi-phase  effort  to  alleviate  a  shortage  of  suitable  housing  for 
permanent  and  seasonal  staff.  The  Alaska  housing  package  which  totals  $7.0  mfllion 
involves  housing  construction  at  Glacier  Bay  National  Park  and  Preserve,  Katmai 
National  Park  and  Preserve,  and  Wrangell-St.  Elias  National  Park  and  Preserve. 

URBAN  PARK  AND  RECREATION  FUND 

The  NPS  proposes  funding  of  $5.0  million  in  fiscal  year  1995  for  Urban  Park  and 
Recreation  Recovery  Fund  (UPARR)  grants.  This  request  would  continue  the  pro- 
gram at  the  level  appropriated  in  fiscal  year  1994.  Prior  to  fiscal  year  1994,  funding 
was  last  requested  by  the  Service  for  this  activity  in  fiscal  year  1980. 

LAND  ACQUISITION  AND  STATE  ASSISTANCE 

The  NPS  Land  Acquisition  and  State  Assistance  appropriation  in  fiscal  year  1995 
would  be  funded  at  $82,696  million,  reflecting  a  decrease  of  $12.55  million  from  the 
fiscal  year  1994  program  level,  although  the  overall  Departmental  request  for  all 
land  managing  bureaus  is  essentially  level  with  last  year's  enacted  program.  The 
NPS  proposes  to  fund  the  Federal  Land  Acquisition  program  at  $54,696  million  in 
fiscal  vear  1995,  which  includes  $9  million  for  acquisition  administration.  Within 
the  allowance  for  land  acquisition  is  $4.8  million  to  be  made  available  for  a  land 
purchase  by  the  State  of  Florida  to  allow  for  comprehensive  protection  of  the  Ever- 
glades through  a  cooperative  purchase  of  agricultural  lands  east  of  the  park.  The 
NPS  would  also  provide  an  additional  $5  million  to  Everglades  National  Park,  and 
$3  million  to  Big  C3T)ress  National  Preserve  to  continue  the  Federal  land  protection 
programs  at  these  park  units. 

iWong  the  14  priority  projects  identified  for  funding  by  the  Service  in  fiscal  year 
1995  are:  Big  Thicket  National  Preserve,  where  $2  million  will  be  used  to  cover  the 
cost  of  a  land  exchange  with  commercial-timber  companies  who  own  property  within 
the  preserve;  the  Appalachian  National  Scenic  Trail,  where  $6  million  will  be  used 
to  acquire  portions  oi  the  remaining  8,569  acres  within  the  NPS  acquisition  program 
to  ensure  continuous  right-of-way  along  the  trail  corridor;  Saguaro  National  Monu- 
ment, where  $6  million  would  help  address  a  shortfall  in  available  funding  needed 
to  complete  acquisition  of  the  Rocking  K  Ranch  property;  and,  Santa  Monica  Moun- 
tains National  Recreation  Area,  where  $5  million  would  be  used  to  continue  acquisi- 
tion of  the  missing  links  along  the  Backbone  Trail  to  connect  Federal  and  State- 
owned  components  of  the  recreation  area. 

Funding  for  State  grants  under  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  is  pro- 
posed at  $28.0  million  which  would  continue  the  program  at  the  fiscal  year  1994 
enacted  level.  Of  the  total  request,  $24.7  is  for  actual  grant  awards  and  $3.3  million 
is  for  oversight,  compliance  review,  and  other  administrative  functions. 

JOHN  F.  KENNEDY  FOR  THE  PERFORMING  ARTS 

Pending  legislation  would  transfer  responsibility  for  the  operation  and  manage- 
ment of  John  F.  Kennedy  Center  for  the  Performing  Arts  to  the  Kennedy  Center 
Board  of  Trustees  in  fiscal  year  1995  through  an  appropriation  to  the  Smithsonian 
Institution. 
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ILLINOIS  AND  MICHIGAN  CANAL  COMMISSION 

The  Illinois  and  Michigan  Canal  Commission  in  fiscal  year  1995  would  be  funded 
at  $250,000  within  the  National  Recreation  and  Preservation  appropriation  as  a 
Statutory  Aid  activity. 

FEE  COLLECTION  SUPPORT 

Pursuant  to  the  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1993,  the  NPS  would  re- 
tain up  to  $21  million  (15  percent)  of  fiscal  year  1995  fee  receipts  to  cover  the  cost 
of  fee  collection.  The  request  represents  an  increase  of  $6.9  million  for  the  NPS 
Recreation  Fee  appropriation,  and  is  based,  in  part,  on  proposed  legislation  which 
would  increase  fee  revenues  in  fisced  year  1995. 

Mr.  Chsurman,  that  concludes  my  prepared  remarks.  My  associates  and  I  will  be 
pleased  to  answer  any  questions  you  or  other  members  of  the  Subcommittee  may 
have. 

U.S.  PARK  POLICE  ASSISTANCE  TO  WASHINGTON,  DC 

Chairman  Byrd.  Senator  Nickles  made  reference  to  the  transfer 
of  $5  million  in  unobligated  construction  funds  to  the  U.S.  Park  Po- 
lice to  provide  49  police  officers  and  equipment  to  combat  crime  in 
the  District  of  Columbia. 

LETTER  TO  SECRETARY  BABBITT 

Senator  Nickles  and  I  wrote  to  Secretary  Babbitt  about  this  mat- 
ter on  March  15,  and  I  shall  insert  a  copy  of  that  letter  in  the 
record. 

Other  than  a  one  paragraph  letter  which  I  will  insert  in  the 
record,  informing  the  committee  that  our  letter  was  received,  we 
have  not  heard  further  from  the  Department  on  this  issue. 

[The  letters  follow:] 

Letter  From  Senators  Byrd  and  Nickles 

March  15,  1994. 
Hon.  Bruce  Babbitt, 
Secretary,  U.S.  Department  of  Interior, 
Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Secretary:  We  are  most  concerned  about  the  decision  by  the  Depart- 
ment and  the  National  Park  Service  to  use  emergency  law  and  order  transfer  au- 
thority to  provide  49  U.S.  Park  Police  officers  and  equipment  to  combat  crime  in 
the  District  of  Columbia.  When  applied  appropriately,  this  authority  provides  the 
National  Park  Service  with  the  necessary  tools  to  respond  quickly  to  true  law  en- 
forcement emergencies. 

It  is  difficult  to  understand  how  a  direct  relationship  to  specific  park  needs  exists 
in  this  instance.  The  authority  reads: 

"*  *  *  any  funds  available  to  the  National  Park  Service  may  be  used,  with  the 
approval  of  the  Secretary,  to  maintain  law  and  order  in  emergency  and  other  un- 
foreseen law  enforcement  situations  and  conduct  emergency  search  and  rescue  oper- 
ations in  the  National  Park  System." 

Also,  even  though  other  U.S.  Park  Police  will  be  placed  on  extended  overtime  to 
cover  for  the  49  redeployed  police  officers,  it  is  difficult  to  imagine  that  the  quality 
of  police  protection  to  National  Park  System  areas  in  and  around  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia will  be  at  the  same  level. 

The  magnitude  of  the  transfer  is  also  of  concern.  This  one  use  of  the  authority 
far  exceeds  the  total  amount  transferred  in  fiscal  year  1993,  including  extensive  and 
expensive  emergency  search  and  rescue  operations. 

The  order  approving  the  transfer  of  $5,000,000  to  supplement  District  of  Columbia 
police  operations  states  that  the  request  for  services  was  made  on  November  1, 
1993.  If  this  is  such  an  urgent  priority,  it  should  have  been  submitted  as  a  supple- 
mental request.  The  Congress  quickly  considered  the  other  requests  of  the  Depart- 
ment in  the  recent  emergency  supplemental.  The  Department  has  also  failed  to  pro- 
vide any  indication  as  to  how  these  funds  will  be  repaid. 
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Because  of  this  situation,  the  Committee  will  review  closely  this  authority  during 
consideration  of  the  fiscal  year  1995  appropriation  bill  to  determine  whether  it 
should  be  continued,  modified  or  repealed. 
Sincerely, 

Robert  C.  Byrd, 
Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Interior  and  Related  Agencies. 

Don  Nickles, 
Ranking  Minority  Member,  Subcommittee  on  Interior  and  Related  Agencies. 


Letter  From  Anne  Badgley 

March  24,  1994. 

Hon.  Robert  C.  Byrd, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Interior  and  Related  Agencies,  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions, U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  DC 
Dear  Senator  Byrd:  Secretary  Babbitt  has  received  your  letter  of  March  15, 
1994,  regarding  the  decision  by  the  Department  and  the  National  Park  Service  to 
provide  49  U.S.  Park  Police  officers  and  equipment  to  combat  crime  in  the  District 
of  Columbia. 

Please  be  assured  that  the  Department  will  review  and  respond  to  this  matter  as 
quickly  as  possible. 
Sincerely, 

Anne  Badgley, 
Deputy  Director  for  Congressional  and  Legislative  Affairs. 

EMERGENCY  LAW  AND  ORDER  AUTHORITY 

Chairman  Byrd.  The  authority  cited  in  the  decision  to  commence 
this  transfer  is  provided  for  in:  "Emergency  and  other  unforeseen 
law  enforcement  situations  and  emergency  search  and  rescue  oper- 
ations in  the  national  park  system". 

Are  the  officers  funded  with  these  transfer  dollars  being  deployed 
solely  in  the  National  Park  System? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Mr.  Chairman,  perhaps  I  can  respond  to  that  by 
explaining  the  genesis  of  this.  We  are  aware  of  your  concern. 

The  origin  of  this  new  reprogramming  request  was  a  request  di- 
rectly, personally  from  the  President  to  the  Secretary  seeking  sorne 
assistance  in  coordinating  the  activities  of  the  Park  Police  here  in 
Washington  with  the  Metropolitan  Police  to  see  whether  there 
could  be  a  way  to  integrate  those  operations  and  focus  on  high 
crime  areas  that  also  had  park  units  in  them. 

As  you  know  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Park  Police  do  have  full  concur- 
rent law  enforcement  authority  in  the  District  of  Columbia.  The 
Secretary  tasked  us  to  look  for  ways  in  which  the  Park  Police 
could,  not  divert,  but  work  together  better  with  the  Metropolitan 
Police. 

The  way  that  we  sought  to  do  this  was  basically  to  try  to  redirect 
some  overtime  of  these  officers  to  the  5th  district  where  there  are 
30  park  units. 

To  answer  your  question  specifically,  the  Park  Police  are  not  op- 
erating only  inside  those  units,  and  do  not  normally  do  so  in  their 
ordinary  patrols  around  Washington,  and  in  their  attention  to  the 
law  enforcement  problems  of  the  Park  Service  units,  but  they  are 
spending  more  time  coordinating  with  the  Metropolitan  Police  in 
the  5th  district. 

This  requires  other  officers  to  do  overtime  to  fill  in  behind  them 
where  as  they  might  otherwise  be  spending  overtime  someplace 
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else  in  the  District.  It  is  not  a  transfer  of  funds  to  the  District  in 
any  way. 

I  would  like  to  let  Bruce  Sheaffer  respond  on  the  financial  as- 
pects of  this  just  to  say  that  we  did  seek  Solicitor's  opinions  about 
whether  there  was  authority  to  compensate  for  this  overtime,  this 
coordination,  under  the  provisions  that  you  cite,  which  among  other 
things,  refer  to  unforeseen  law  enforcement  situations. 

The  dollar  figure  that  is  put  on  this,  $5  million,  we  think  is  prob- 
ably greater  than  the  overtime  costs,  and  we  are  looking  at  what 
that  is.  We  hope  it  will  be  much  lower.  My  understanding  is  that 
we  still  intend  to  seek  a  supplemental.  But  we  realize  that  we  are 
a  little  bit  late  in  doing  that. 

Let  Bruce  supplement  my  answer. 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  I  am  not  sure  that  I  can,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  think 
that  summarized  it  very  well. 

Chairman  Byrd.  You  are  a  little  late  in  responding  to  our  joint 
letter,  too. 

Mr.  Frampton.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  realize  that  we  are. 

REPROGRAMMING  REQUEST 

Chairman  Byrd.  Your  letter  of  February  18  addressed  to  me  did 
not  seek  to  reprogram;  did  not  request  the  approval  of  the  commit- 
tee; but  notified  us  that  you  were  doing  it. 

I  will  read  the  first  paragraph: 

The  purpose  of  this  letter  is  to  notify  the  Subcommittee  of  emergency  actions  by 
the  U.S.  Park  PoHce  to  provide  assistance  to  the  District  of  Columbia  in  combatting 
drug-related  violent  crime. 

I  will  insert  the  entire  letter  in  the  record. 
[The  letter  follows:] 

Letter  From  George  T.  Frampton,  Jr.,  and  Bonnie  R.  Cohen 

February  18,  1994. 

Hon.  Robert  C.  Byrd, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Interior  and  Related  Agencies,  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions, U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  The  purpose  of  this  letter  is  to  notify  the  Subcommittee  of 
emergency  actions  by  the  U.S.  Park  Police  to  provide  assistance  to  the  District  of 
Columbia  in  combating  drug-related  violent  crime. 

As  you  know,  the  law  enforcement  resources  of  the  District  have  been  taxed  to 
the  limit  by  a  continued  wave  of  drug-related  violent  crime.  At  the  end  of  last  Octo- 
ber, the  President  called  for  a  review  of  options  for  concrete,  additional  Federal  ac- 
tions to  assist  the  District.  As  a  result  of  this  directive,  the  Office  of  National  Drug 
control  Policy  and  the  U.S.  Attorney  for  the  District  requested  the  Park  Police  to 
provide  assistance  to  the  Metropolitan  Police  Department  (MPD)  as  an  interim 
measure.  Assistance  by  the  Park  Police  and  other  Federal  agencies  at  this  time  is 
intended  to  allow  the  District  government  to  combat  the  violent  crime  problem  now 
while  it  recruits  and  trains  new  officers  for  the  MPD. 

The  Park  Police  have  a  long  history  of  working  closely  with  the  MPD,  as  well  as 
other  police  agencies  in  the  National  Capital  Region,  on  crime  prevention  and  law 
enforcement.  After  a  careful  review  of  his  personnel  resources  and  legal  authorities, 
the  Chief  of  the  Park  Police  has  agreed  to  commit  49  officers  to  an  expanded  pro- 
gram of  cooperation  with  the  MPD  that  will  last  through  the  end  of  September.  The 
Park  Service  and  the  Department  have  approved  this  commitment. 

Effective  January  24,  1994,  four  officers  were  assigned  to  a  Joint  Fugitive  Task 
Force  to  enforce  outstanding  arrest  warrants.  Some  12,000  warrants  are  currently 
outstanding  in  the  District;  many  seek  the  arrest  of  violent  repeat  offenders.  Partici- 
pation in  the  Joint  Fugitive  Task  Force  is  similar  to  past  participation  by  the  Park 
Police  in  other  joint  task  forces  with  the  District  and  with  Federal  law  enforcement 
agencies. 
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Effective  in  mid-February,  45  officers  are  being  deployed  to  expanded  patrol  ac- 
tivities in  the  Fifth  Police  District,  which  has  one  of  the  highest  homicide  rates  in 
the  City.  This  area  includes  over  30  National  Park  Service  areas  and  reservations. 
The  Metropolitan  Police  will  retain  sector  responsibility  for  the  Fifth  District.  The 
Park  Police  will  provide  increased  coverage  to  Park  Service  and  other  Federal  lands 
within  the  Fifth  District,  as  well  as  other  high  visibility  patrols,  selective  enforce- 
ment, response  to  emergency  situations  and  support  for  MPD  officers. 

This  expanded  patrol  initiative  will  address  crime  that  impacts  on  Park  Service 
areas.  In  fiscal  year  1993,  2,183  drug  incidents  were  reported  in  areas  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Park  Police  in  the  National  Capital  Region.  Over  1,060  persons 
were  arrested  for  drug  violations,  including  205  drug  dealers.  A  high  percentage  of 
these  incidents  and  arrests  were  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  some  22  percent  of 
which  is  under  Park  Service  jurisdiction.  Park  areas  in  the  Fifth  Police  District 
were  among  those  most  heavily  affected.  Successful  assistance  to  the  MPD  in  the 
Fifth  District  should  reduce  spill-over  crime,  making  parks  in  the  Fifth  District  and 
adjacent  areas  safer  and  more  enjoyable  for  the  public. 

The  authority  for  these  initiatives  has  been  reviewed  by  the  Office  of  the  Solicitor. 
In  a  December  9,  1993,  opinion  the  Assistant  Solicitor-National  Capital  Parks  con- 
cluded that,  because  of  the  unique  nature  of  the  National  Park  Service's  role  in  the 
District  and  because  Congress  has  vested  the  Park  Police  with  the  same  police  pow- 
ers as  the  MPD  throughout  the  District  of  Columbia,  such  expanded  cooperation  is 
authorized.  A  copy  of  the  opinion  is  attached. 

The  regular  salary  costs  of  the  49  officers  involved  in  the  two  initiatives  will  be 
absorbed  within  the  Park  Police  budget.  However,  the  initiatives  will  require  signifi- 
cant overtime  by  these  officers,  estimated  at  32  hours  per  week,  for  additional  duty 
time  and  court  overtime.  Additionally,  overtime  costs  will  be  incurred  for  other  offi- 
cers assigned  to  backfill  behind  the  49  officers  in  their  regular  assignments.  In  total, 
overtime  costs  for  the  initiatives  may  total  $4.4  million  through  September  30.  Suc- 
cessful conduct  of  the  initiatives  will  also  require  acquisition  of  10  police  cars,  a 
prisoner  transport  vehicle  and  upgraded  radio  equipment. 

The  Department  proposes  to  initially  fund  these  added  costs  through  an  emer- 
gency transfer  from  the  National  Park  Service  construction  account  under  the 
"Emergency  Law  and  Order"  transfer  authority  enacted  in  the  fiscal  year  1993  De- 
partment of  the  Interior  Appropriations  Act,  Public  Law  102-381,  106  Stat.  1374, 
1384  (1992).  The  legal  basis  of  use  of  this  authority  was  considered  and  approved 
in  a  second  opinion  by  the  Assistant  Solicitor-National  Capital  Parks  on  February 
6,  1994.  A  copy  of  that  opinion  is  also  attached. 

While  the  Emergency  Law  and  Order  transfer  authority  does  not  require  that  the 
Department  seek  a  supplemental  appropriation,  it  is  our  intention,  because  of  the 
costs  of  the  two  initiatives,  to  seek  a  supplemental  appropriation  to  repay  the  costs. 
Over  the  next  couple  of  months,  we  will  develop  final  cost  estimates  for  the  initia- 
tives and  will  work  with  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  on  formulation  of 
a  supplemental  request. 

An  identical  letter  is  being  sent  to  the  Honorable  Sidney  R.  Yates,  Chairman, 
Subcommittee  on  interior  and   Related  Agencies,   Committee  on  Appropriations, 
House  of  Representatives. 
Sincerely, 

George  T.  Frampton,  Jr., 
Assistant  Secretary,  Fish  and  Wildlife  and  Parks. 

Bonnie  R.  Cohen, 
Assistant  Secretary,  Policy,  Management,  and  Budget. 

CONSTRUCTION  PROJECTS  IMPACTED  BY  REPROGAMMING 

Chairman  Byrd.  Has  the  Park  Service  yet  identified  the  specific 
projects  in  the  construction  program  that  were  reduced  or  eUmi- 
nated  in  order  to  fund  this  transfer? 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  Not  at  this  time,  Mr.  Chairman.  We  do  not  know 
the  full  impact^  yet.  We  do  not  know  how  much  money  may  be 
available  in  the  operating  account  that  could  help  cover  this. 

Chairman  Byrd.  How  soon  will  it  take  you  to  get  that  informa- 
tion for  the  committee? 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  Normally,  we  wait  until  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year 
before  we  do  the  assessment  in  our  use  of  emergency  law  enforce- 
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ment  authority,  and  it  would  be  our  intention  to  do  that  again  this 
year. 

Chairman  Byrd.  How  does  the  Department  propose  to  repay  the 
construction  account  for  these  borrowed  funds? 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  It  is  our  plan  to  seek,  working  with  0MB,  a  sup- 
plemental to  cover  these  costs  this  fiscal  year. 

Chairman  Byrd.  From  where  will  the  offsets  come? 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  Well  if  the  offsets  are  to  come  out  of  the  National 
Park  Service,  then  we  will  have  to  look  to  either  our  land  acquisi- 
tion or  construction  accounts,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Byrd.  The  committee  would  still  like  to  know  why  this 
so-called  emergency  was  not  included  along  with  the  other  supple- 
mental items  in  the  President's  budget? 

Can  you  explain? 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  I  can  only  say  that  it  was  discussed  and  it  was 
considered  within  the  administration,  and  I  do  not  know  that  I  can 
answer  the  question  as  to  why  it  did  not  come  over,  unless  it  was 
simply  a  matter  of  not  having  sufficient  resources  at  the  time. 

fiscal  year  1995  OPERATING  INCREASE  FOR  PARK  POLICE 

Chairman  Byrd.  In  addition  to  the  $5  million  transferred  inap- 
propriately in  fiscal  year  1994,  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  proposes 
an  increase  of  $2.3  million  for  additional  Park  Police  support  in  the 
District  of  Columbia,  New  York  and  San  Francisco. 

How  will  these  funds  be  used? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  I  think  Mr.  Stanton  can  respond  to  that  with 
greater  precision  than  any  of  the  three  of  us  can. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Mr.  Stanton? 

Mr.  Stanton.  Mr.  Chairman? 

Chairman  Byrd.  Yes. 

Mr.  Stanton.  With  respect  to  the  1995  budget  request  for  the 
U.S.  Park  Police,  it  would  primarily  be  used  to  support  the  recruit- 
ment and  training  of  a  new  rookie  class. 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  kind  of  class? 

Mr.  Stanton.  A  rookie  class  of  new  Park  Police  officers  undergo 
17  weeks  of  intensive  law  enforcement  training  at  the  Federal  Law 
Enforcement  Training  Center.  Then  they  will  return  to  assume  pa- 
trol responsibilities  here  in  the  metropolitan  area. 

I  might  add  that,  in  addition  to  having  U.S.  Park  Police  here,  we 
also  have  U.S.  Park  Police  at  Gateway,  NY,  and  U.S.  Park  Police 
at  Golden  Gate  in  San  Francisco,  and  here  at  the  Kennedy  Center 
as  well. 

But  that  request  is  primarily  to  hire  U.S.  Park  Police  for  the 
metropolitan  area,  and  to  meet  some  equipment  and  other  short- 
falls in  Gateway  and  in  Golden  Gate. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Will  additional  officers  be  hired? 

Mr.  Stanton.  Yes,  24.  We  are  hiring  a  class  of  24  that  go  as  a 
group  to  the  Federal  Law  Enforcement  Training  Center  in  Georgia. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Will  the  use  of  these  funds,  if  provided — if  pro- 
vided— be  limited  to  park  areas,  or  will  they  be  used  for  broader 
law  enforcement  efforts? 

Mr.  Stanton.  They  will  be  used  for  Park  Service  areas.  We  ad- 
minister roughly  20  percent  of  the  land  base  in  the  District,  plus 
the  U.S.  Park  Police  patrol  areas  in  Virginia  and  in  Maryland,  and 
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the  other  two  national  parks  areas  I  mentioned  earlier,  San  Fran- 
cisco and  New  York.  But  on  park  lands,  that  is  correct. 

Chairman  Byrd.  How  much  of  the  increase  will  be  used  on 
equipment? 

Mr.  Stanton.  We  have  in  our  budget  adequate  resources  to  pur- 
chase equipment  that  is  needed  to  support  these  24  officers.  We  do 
not  have  adequate  budget  for  both  the  officers  and  the  equipment. 
So  this  would  be  solely  for  the  officers. 

Chairman  Byrd.  For  the  record,  please  provide  a  detailed  expla- 
nation of  the  proposed  uses  of  the  $2.3  million. 

Mr.  Stanton.  We  certainly  will,  sir. 

[The  information  follows:] 

U.S.  Park  Police  Operations  Funding 

The  Service  is  proposing  an  increase  of  $2.3  million  in  fiscal  year  1995  for  United 
States  Park  Police  (tlSPP)  field  operations.  Included  in  the  request  is  $1.3  million 
to  fund  a  24-officer  recruit  class  to  alleviate  workforce  shortages  in  the  Washington, 
D.C.,  metropolitan  area,  and  $1.0  million  to  meet  a  shortfall  in  operating  needs,  in- 
cluding salaries,  equipment,  supplies,  and  other  nonpayroll  items  in  the  San  Fran- 
cisco and  New  York  offices.  This  increase  will  enable  the  USPP  to  fill  a  number  of 
critical  lapsed  positions,  provide  additional  law  enforcement  coverage,  and  more 
adequately  provide  visitor,  resource,  and  staff  protection  for  the  Washington,  D.C., 
New  York,  and  San  Francisco  park  system  units.  This  base  increase  would  provide 
funding  for  the  following  needs: 

24-member  recruit  class  $1,300,000 

Startup  costs  ^  [301,000] 

Salary  and  benefits  [931,000] 

January  COLA  at  3.6  percent  [12,000] 

Bullet  proof  vests [35,000] 

Communications  equipment  [21,000] 

Personal  services  (funding  for  critical  lapsed  positions)  522,000 

Sunday  premium  160,000 

Night  differential  '. 90,000 

Vehicles  (leasing  and  maintenance)  80,000 

Vehicle  gasoline  and  oil  32,000 

Horse  operation 38,000 

Supplies/materials/miscellaneous  services  35,000 

Rent  and  utilities 15,000 

Training/travel  18,000 

Medical  10,000 

Total  2,300,000 

^Startup  costs  include  uniforms,  weapons,  radios,  travel,  per  diem  (for  training  at  Federal 
Law  Enforcement  Training  Center),  and  background  investigations. 

PARK  POLICE  ROOKIE  CLASS 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  just  comment  on  that  for 
the  moment? 

Chairman  Byrd.  Yes. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  I  hope  we  can  distinguish  between  these  two  in- 
stances. 

This  rookie  class  is  very  important  to  the  health  of  that  work 
force,  the  character  of  that  work  force  in  bringing  fresh,  new 
trained  people  into  it. 

I  very  much  hope  we  can  distinguish  the  two  instances  before  us. 
This  would  be  an  action  that  we  would  be  asking  you  for  in  any 
instance  this  year,  whatever  else  had  occurred,  and  it  is  very  im- 
portant to  the  Park  Police  that  they  be  able  to  introduce  these  new 
folks  for  this  kind  of  training. 
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EMERGENCY  AUTHORITY 

Chairman  Byrd.  Director  Kennedy,  I  suggest  that  you  take  a 
hard  look  at  what  is  going  on  with  the  Park  PoUce. 

The  Service  should  also  begin  looking  at  how  it  will  operate  in 
fiscal  year  1995  if  the  emergency  authorities  are  taken  away  in 
order  to  prevent  further  abuses. 

The  hand  that  giveth  can  take  away.  The  hand  that  gaveth  the 
authorities  can  take  away  the  authorities. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir. 

Chairman  Byrd.  We  have  removed  emergency  authorities  in  the 
past.  And  this  instance  is  no  less  troubling  than  prior  ones. 

In  addition,  the  Service  should  begin  planning  now  as  to  how  it 
will  operate  with  the  $5  million  reduction  it  will  probably  have  to 
take  in  the  Park  Police  account  in  order  to  restore  the  construction 
program. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Mr.  Chairman,  before  you  leave  that,  can  I  fol- 
low up? 

Chairman  Byrd.  Yes. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  I  compliment  you  for  addressing  something 
that  I  think  is  vitally  important.  I  would  just  add  a  comment. 

ABUSE  OF  EMERGENCY  AUTHORITY 

I  think  it  is  a  gross  exaggeration  to  call  this  an  emergency. 

Can  you  in  any  way,  shape,  or  form  explain  how  you  would  call 
the  crime  situation  a  new  emergency? 

What  differentiates  the  situation  a  few  months  ago  from  what  it 
has  been  for  the  last  couple  of  years? 

I  think  you  have  misread  the  law  or  misinterpreted  the  law,  and 
I  understand  that  you  have  had  directions  from  the  White  House 
to  do  so,  but  the  law  says  under  emergency. 

I  think  that  is  a  real  misinterpretation  of  the  law.  It  is  an  abuse 
of  the  funds  and  you  should  understand  that. 

It  looks  to  me  like  they  just  raided  $5  million  out  of  the  Park 
Service  to  satisfy  the  Mayor  of  Washington,  DC,  who  obviously  has 
problems  with  crime.  But,  a  lot  of  us  do  not  think  that  funding 
should  be  coming  from  the  Park  Service. 

How  can  you  call  this  an  emergency,  Mr.  Frampton? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Well,  Senator,  I  understand  your  concern. 

I  guess  I  would  say  that  the  President  expressed  to  the  Secretary 
his  view  that  Federal  law  enforcement  authorities  in  the  District 
ought  to  be  able  to  work  together  to  focus  their  efforts  on  this  prob- 
lem, and  looked  into  the  question  of  whether  we  had  the  authority 
to  do  that  in  November  and  December  of  last  year. 

The  authority  speaks  of  unforeseen  law  enforcement  situations — 
the  President's  interest  in  doing  this  was  obviously  unforeseen  at 
the  time  that  you  considered  the  fiscal  year  1994  budget — and  we 
are  responding  to  the  lawyers'  opinions  that  the  authority  exists 
and  that  we  should  come  forward. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  I  would  think  that  the  attorneys  would  be  giv- 
ing you  advice  saying  this  is  stretching  unforeseen  and  emergency 
very  thin. 

I  am  shocked  at  that  advice. 
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I  would  think  that  the  Park  Service  would  be  more  diligent  in 
trying  to  say  that  is  not  the  purpose  of  this  money. 

An  emergency  would  be  a  situation  where  you  have  a  mass  dem- 
onstration of  400,000  people  who  might  incite  a  riot.  And  then  you 
would  say,  We  have  an  emergency.  We  need  to  hire  some  people. 
We  need  to  do  something. 

I  think  that  is  what  is  contemplated  under  the  term,  "emer- 
gency." There  has  been  no  emergency.  There  has  been  nothing  un- 
foreseen under  normal  descriptions. 

We  do  not  consider  it  unforeseen  because  the  President  decides 
he  wants  to  get  $5  million  out  of  the  Park  Service.  Anyway,  enough 
said  on  that  comment. 

I  would  ask  you  one  additional  question.  I  understand  there  are 
49  officers? 

I  have  heard  the  term  49  officers  and  $5  million.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Stanton.  Forty-nine  officers,  sir. 

If  I  may  clarify  the  $5,000 

Senator  NiCKLES.  $5  million? 

Mr.  Stanton.  $5  million,  pardon  me.  That  was  the  projected 
level  of  effort  for  the  duration  of  the  detail.  But  to  date — and  I  have 
not  conferred  with  the  Director,  I  may  be  talking  out  of  school — 
the  only  expenses  incurred  are  $1.2  million.  But  it  was  anticipated, 
that  if  we  were  to  sustain  a  level  of  effort  invested  in  49  officers 
for  the  balance  of  this  fiscal  year,  if  you  will,  as  agreed  upon,  that 
it  would  evolve  to  roughly  a  $5  million  obligation. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  So  is  it  your  anticipation  that  this  is  going  to 
become  an  annual  unforeseen  emergency? 

Mr.  Stanton.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  No,  sir. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Well  that  is  what  I  am  hearing. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  No;  I  hope  not. 

We  have  described  to  you  the  anticipated  cost  to  redeploy  this 
number  of  officers  for  this  fiscal  year,  estimated  to  be  $5  million. 
It  has  turned  out  to  be  substantially  less  and  may  continue  to  be 
substantially  less.  Nonetheless,  a  substantial  sum  of  money. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  But  at  the  end  of  the  year  this  unforeseen 
emergency  is  going  to  dissipate  and,  therefore,  we  will  not  need  to 
repeat  it  in  the  future. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  We  have  not  asked  for  additional  funding  for  this 
purpose  for  the  next  year. 

PARK  POLICE  WORK  FORCE 

Senator  NiCKLES.  This  is  a  terrible  way  to  run  a  law  enforcement 
operation. 

How  many  law  enforcement  officers  and  police  do  we  have  in  the 
Park  Service  in  the  D.C.  area? 

Mr.  Stanton.  With  respect  to  our  Park  Police  within  the  District 
and  the  metropolitan  area  we  have  498.  In  the  U.S.  Park  Police, 
we  have  a  total  of  650  sworn  officers  but  they  are  represented  in 
other  areas  other  than  the  metropolitan  area. 

Senator  BURNS.  You  have  400  here? 

Mr.  Stanton.  Yes,  498  to  be  exact.  This  includes  areas  in  Vir- 
ginia and  Maryland,  including  the  parkways  which  we  man  obvi- 
ously on  a  24-hour  basis. 
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Senator  NiCKLES.  Include  the  parkways,  include  the  river,  in- 
clude the  parks  here  and  the  Kennedy  Center? 

Mr.  Stanton.  Yes;  that  is  correct. 

Senator  Nickles.  Is  that  an  increase  over  last  year?  About  the 
same? 

Mr.  Stanton.  About  the  same.  We  are  requesting  additional  offi- 
cers in  fiscal  year  1995. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  a  number  of  other  ques- 
tions. 

I  also  know  that  Senator  Burns  has  some  questions  to  ask  and 
he  needs  to  leave,  so  I  was  going  to  defer  some  of  my  time  to  him, 
if  possible. 

Chairman  Byrd.  I  have  not  finished  yet. 

Senator  Nickles.  I  know.  I  wanted  to  finish  this  park  police 
stuff". 

STREAMLINING  AND  REORGANIZATION 

Chairman  Byrd.  Mr.  Frampton,  your  statement  mentions,  with 
respect  to  the  National  Park  Service  reorganization,  mentions  the 
streamlining  proposals  now  being  developed  by  the  National  Park 
Service. 

The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  includes  reductions  related  to 
streamlining  totaling  almost  $20  million  but  includes  no  details  as 
to  what  is  being  proposed  other  than  that  these  reductions  are  dis- 
tributed system  wide. 

Reports  in  the  media  are  that  the  Park  Service  may  propose  the 
closure  or  consolidation  of  regional  offices,  so  as  to  minimize  the 
impact  on  the  delivery  of  services  of  the  parks. 

Is  a  single  proposal  being  developed,  or  will  an  array  of  alter- 
natives be  presented  to  the  Secretary  for  his  consideration? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  number  of  proposals  are  being 
developed  and  the  Secretary  will  have  before  him  a  number  of  al- 
ternatives. The  streamlining  effort  that  is  going  forward  under  the 
direction  of  Deputy  Director  John  Reynolds,  and  a  team  of  people 
from  the  Park  Service,  really  springs  from  three  different  things. 

One  is  that  we  are  under  some  FTE  reduction  obligations  that 
were  recently  increased  slightly  in  the  buy-out  bill  over  the  next 
few  years.  And  those  obligations,  administrationwide,  obviously 
apply  also  to  the  Interior  Department  and  the  Park  Service. 

Second,  we  are  trying  to  respond  to  Vice  President  Gore's  Na- 
tional Performance  Review  about  reinventing  Government,  looking 
at  ways  in  which  we  can  accomplish  administrative  and  overhead 
reductions  and  costs  and  consolidations. 

Third,  we  are  looking  at  ways  in  which  the  management  levels 
of  the  National  Park  Service  can  be  somewhat  restructured  to  de- 
liver services  more  efficiently  and  more  effectively  in  the  future. 

So  there  are  three  goals  involved  here,  and  there  is  now  a  team 
which  is  pulling  together  a  number  of  proposals  and  approaches 
that  have  been  suggested  from  within  the  Service,  designed  to  look 
at  how  we  make  reductions  in  the  Washington  office,  the  regional 
office  level  and  the  service  center  level — not  in  the  parks — involv- 
ing 15  to  25  percent  FTE  cuts.  Some  of  those  will  be  reductions. 
Some  will  come  from  decentralization.  That  is,  to  move  functions 
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from  the  Washington  office,  to  parks,  for  example,  or  regional  office 
functions  to  system  offices. 

REGIONAL  CONSOLIDATION 

Among  the  proposals  that  are  being  considered,  are  proposals  to 
consolidate  regions.  It  is  very  unlikely,  however,  I  think  it  is  fair 
to  say,  that  any  current  regional  offices  will  be  closed.  We  are  look- 
ing at  how  one  really  wants,  needs,  to  go  about  delivering  the  serv- 
ices to  the  parks  and  to  park  users  in  a  more  efficient  and  effective 
way  to  meet  the  challenges  of  the  21st  century,  and  that  may  mean 
that  some  regional  offices  become  system  offices. 

It  may  mean  that  functions  are  changed,  that  the  number  of  peo- 
ple located  in  different  cities  are  reduced,  or  in  some  cases,  perhaps 
are  increased. 

No  decisions  have  been  made.  The  Secretary  will  be  presented 
with  alternatives.  There  is  no  secret  plan  involved  here.  It  is  a  very 
inclusive,  thorough  effort. 

Consolidation  of  some  of  the  10  regional  offices  is  clearly  under 
consideration.  I  think  it  is  very  unlikely  that  any  of  those  offices 
will  be  closed  in  any  final  plan  that  the  Secretary  selects. 

SUBMISSION  OF  REORGANIZATION  PROPOSAL 

Chairman  Byrd.  The  committee's  reprogramming  guidelines  re- 
quire that  reorganizations  be  submitted  for  approval. 

Mr.  Frampton.  Yes,  sir. 

Chairman  Byrd.  When  can  the  subcommittee  expect  to  receive 
the  Department's  proposal  for  the  Park  Service? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  I  think  60  days,  at  the  longest. 

Mr.  Frampton.  Ninety?  Well,  let's  tell  them  what  we  think  here. 
Ninety  days? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  We  would  like  to  get  it  to  you  sooner,  sir,  for  all 
of  our  sakes. 

Chairman  Byrd.  It  is  your  expectation  that  savings  from  this  ef- 
fort will  be  realized  in  fiscal  year  1994? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir;  some.  Mostly  in  1995,  however. 

Chairman  Byrd.  So  what  is  your  assumption  as  to  when  the  re- 
structuring would  be  implemented  fully? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  targets  that  we  have  to 
reach  with  regard  to  FTE  savings.^  Those  we  can  calendarize  pretty 
effectively. 

But  as  Mr.  Frampton  suggested  to  you,  there  are  three  processes 
going  on  here.  One  of  them  has  a  pretty  strict  schedule  on  it,  to 
reduce  FTE's  by  certain  numbers. 

The  second  two,  however,  are  not  going  to  be  done  quickly  be- 
cause we  are  looking  at  the  way  we  operate  the  National  Park  Sys- 
tem, systematically,  and  trying  to  include  as  many  of  the  profes- 
sional managers  in  that  process  as  we  possibly  can.  Not  inventing 
it  from  the  top,  but  trying  to  consult  as  widely  as  we  can  with  the 
troops. 

I  think  my  own  view — although  I  am  not  sure  that  this  is 
everybody's — my  own  view  is  that  that's  an  ongoing  process,  that 
we  have  got  to  have  a  series  of  delivered  changes  in  the  way  we 
go  about  our  business,  at  regular  dates,  most  of  it  within  the  next 
year.  But  I  will  bet  we  are  talking  about  this  next  year  and  the 


878 

year  after.  We  need  to  continue  to  work  at  the  way  we  manage  this 
system  and  produce  results. 

Chairman  Byrd.  If  the  committee  is  to  consider  these  reorganiza- 
tion proposals  in  the  context  of  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget,  we  will 
need  the  recommendations  no  later  than  mid-June.  Now  you  are 
talking  about  90  days. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  We  will  just  have  to  give  you  as  much  as  we 
know,  sir,  by  that  time.  We  will  do  the  best  we  can. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Ninety  days  puts  us  into  August. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir;  we  clearly  have  got  to  give  you  the  infor- 
mation you  need  to  have  in  order  to  deal  adequately  with  our  budg- 
et. And  we  will  do  the  best  we  can  to  give  you  by  mid-June  what 
we  know  as  of  that  date. 

Chairman  Byrd.  If  we  mark  up  by  July,  you  will  have  missed  the 
boat. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Getting  reorganizations  of  this  size  done  via 
reprogramming  are  proving  to  be  very  difficult. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir. 

It  is  for  that  reason,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  I  really  wanted  to  stress 
that  this  is  not  a  quick  process. 

This  is  going  to  be  an  ongoing  process.  We  will  try  to  tell  you  as 
much  as  we  know,  as  soon  as  we  know  it  and  as  quickly  as  we  can. 
I  think  we  can  be  fairly  clear  about  what  our  plans  are  for  the  rel- 
ative roles  of  each  of  the  major  regional  offices  by  that  time.  We 
will  strive  to  do  that. 

STREAMLINING  AND  FTE  REDUCTIONS 

Mr.  Frampton.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  could  just  make  a  comment 
in  addition,  the  administrative  streamlining  and  FTE  cuts  that  are 
embodied  in  the  $20  million  number  in  the  1995  budget,  those  are 
not  entirely  dependent  on  some  of  the  reorganization  issues  that 
we  are  looking  at.  In  other  words,  that  savings  is  designed  to  come 
from  FTE  reduction  targets  and  some  consolidation  of  administra- 
tive personnel  functions  within  the  entire  Department.  We  intend 
to  meet  those,  whether  or  not  we  go  forward  with  certain  reorga- 
nizations with  respect  to  regional  offices. 

So  the  two  are  not  entirely  tied  together.  The  proposed  budget 
does  contemplate  these  FTE  decreases  as  one  of  the  major  ways  to 
achieve  those  savings,  and  we  will  meet  those  goals,  reorganization 
or  no  reorganization. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes;  we  will. 

Chairman  Byrd.  The  budget  does  not  contain  the  details  from 
where  these  cuts  will  have  to  come.  If  those  recommendations  are 
not  submitted  in  time,  the  committee  will  be  forced  to  assume  that 
the  reductions  will  be  taken  at  the  park  level. 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  In  fact,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  budget  does  go  so  far 
as  to  say  that  the  FTE  reductions  proposed  in  1995  will  come  out 
of  the  central  office  operations,  and  not  out  of  the  parks'  entities. 
It  is  one  of  the  goals  of  the  streamlining  plan  to  ensure  that  these 
FTE  reductions  do  come  out  of  central  offices,  and  are  not  out  of 
the  park  areas. 

Chairman  Byrd.  These  proposals  are  an  integral  part  of  the 
President's  budget,  and  they  represent  large  dollar  savings.  It  is 
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next  to  impossible  to  find  other  funding  to  avoid  these  reductions. 
But,  it  will  be  equally  difficult  for  us  to  approve  the  reductions,  if 
we  have  not  been  provided  with  the  specifics  of  the  reorganization. 
The  committee  is  not  prepared  to  give  the  Department  carte 
blanche  to  carry  out  such  reductions,  without  knowing  how  they 
will  affect  the  States  we  represent. 

REGIONAL  OFFICE  CLOSURES 

The  committee  is  already  in  receipt  of  a  letter  from  the  New  Eng- 
land delegation  objecting  to  the  possible  closure  of  the  North  Atlan- 
tic Regional  Office  in  Boston. 

If  such  a  closure  were  not  allowed  to  go  forward,  what  FTE  re- 
ductions would  have  to  be  taken  by  the  parks  in  this  region  in 
order  to  maintain  the  presence  of  the  regional  office? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  no  intention  to  close  the 
regional  office  in  Boston. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Similar  objections  are  likely  from  other  regions 
where  reductions  might  be  proposed.  What  is  your  strategy  for  per- 
suading Members  of  Congress  who  are  reviewing  your  budget,  that 
it  may  be  in  their  best  interest  to  see  some  reorganization  occur? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Well,  it  is  not  contemplated  to  close  offices  located 
in  the  places  where  they  now  exist.  It  is  certainly  contemplated 
that  as  we  seek  to  run  those  offices  more  efficiently,  and  run  the 
Washington  office  more  efficiently,  that  we  are  going  to  be  moving 
people  out  of  some  of  those  offices.  And  indeed,  retiring  people  from 
them  and  from  Washington  and  will  be  resulting  in  net  decreases 
in  personnel — both  in  the  regional  offices  and  in  Washington.  The 
intention  is  to  hold  the  parks  harmless.  Now,  everyone  in  this  com- 
mittee knows  perfectly  well,  that  harmlessness,  in  this  instance, 
means  no  loss  in  personnel.  But,  it  does  mean  that  the  parks  are 
going  to  have  to  shoulder  responsibilities  that  other  people  were  al- 
ready exerting;  the  people  in  the  regional  offices  and  in  Washing- 
ton were  doing  real  work. 

So,  there  will  be  some  loss  to  the  Park  system,  wherever  the  per- 
sons are  found  who  are  diminished  from  the  Park  Service's  roles. 
We  will  strive  the  best  way  we  can  to  demonstrate  that  the  pain 
that  will  ensue  from  diminished  services  will  not  afTect  the  public 
as  it  reaches  to  the  parks  and  the  other  functions  of  the  Park  Serv- 
ice. They  are  not  just  limited,  of  course,  to  the  parks  themselves. 
We  will  do  our  best  to  do  that.  But  we  are  under  an  injunction  to 
save  money  and  to  save  people,  and  we  will  try  to  do  that. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Senator  Burns,  I  will  defer  to  you  for  part  of 
my  time. 

Senator  Burns.  Well,  I  just  had  a  couple  of  questions. 

I  would  ask  the  chairman  if  we  can  submit  some  written  ques- 
tions? Will  this  record  be  open,  Mr.  Chairman? 

Chairman  Byrd.  Oh  yes,  it  will. 

Senator  Burns.  I  have  got  quite  a  few  of  them  to  go.  I  want  to 
express  the  same  concern  that  my  ranking  members  have. 

CALIFORNIA  DESERT  PARKS  PROPOSAL 

The  administration  supported  S.  21,  the  California  desert  bill.  In 
that,  as  near  as  we  can  tell,  is  an  acquisition  of  about  one-half  mil- 
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lion  acres  of  land.  I  feel  that  that  bill  will  be  passed  and  that  the 
President  will  sign  it. 

Are  you  prepared  to  make  that  outlay? 

Do  you  have  the  money  to  buy  that  land  right  now? 

Mr.  Frampton.  No,  sir;  we  do  not  have  that.  That  would  be  a 
new  request. 

Senator  Burns.  It  is  not  reflected  in  this  budget? 

Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  It  is  not. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  No;  it  is  not,  sir. 

LAND  ACQUISITION  BACKLOG 

Senator  BURNS.  Could  you  tell  me  how  far  behind  we  are  in  pay- 
ing off  inholders  of  land  that  we  have  acquired,  and  how  far  back 
some  of  those  bills  go? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Can  you  give  an  aggregate  guess? 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  I  am  not  certain  of  the  question,  sir. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Let  me  try  to  respond  to  it,  because  I  think  you 
want  as  quick  an  answer  to  that  as  you  can  get. 

Of  course  the  value  of  those  properties — they  are  not  all  ap- 
praised at  a  current  value. 

I  think  we  can  respond — could  we  respond  in  general  terms  to 
the  Senator? 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  We  have  a  backlog  of  land  acquisition,  of  lands 
that  have  been  authorized  for  acquisition  but  have  not  yet  been 
purchased,  of  roughly  $1  billion. 

Senator  Burns.  How  much? 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  Of  roughly  $1  billion. 

Chairman  Byrd.  For  what  part  of  the  country? 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  Throughout  the  country.  Nationwide. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Aggregate  inholders  and  other  authorized  acquisi- 
tion, unpurchased,  Mr.  Sheaffer  is  responding  to  you,  about  $1  bil- 
lion, at  least. 

Senator  Burns.  Do  you  at  this  time,  are  you  using  this  land  as 
if  it  is  yours  now? 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  No,  sir;  these  are  lands  not  in  our  ownership  at 
this  time. 

Senator  Burns.  Do  you  own  some  lands  now  that  you  have  not 
paid  for? 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  No,  sir. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  If  the  Senator  would  yield,  I  am  just  looking 
at  a  list  that  shows  inholdings  and  other  commitments  by  the  Park 
Service  of  about  $1.1  billion. 

I  might  mention  that  that  excludes  Alaska  parks,  and  I  do  not 
know  how  extensive  that  is,  but  we  can  get  you  a  copy  of  that. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Senator,  I  do  want  to  again  stress  that  those  ap- 
praisals are  not  obviously  very  fresh,  but  that  is  a  rough  number. 

Senator  Burns.  I  guess  I  am  getting  around  to  the  point  that  if 
we  have  made  a  commitment  on  the  purchase  of  these  lands,  and 
the  owners  of  those  lands  right  now — in  other  words,  they  are  not 
using  them  to  their  full  potential — when  we  make  that  commit- 
ment, I  am  wondering,  does  this  Government  and  does  this  Park 
Service,  and  not  necessarily  you,  because  I  do  not  think  you  are  the 
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only  Department  that  has  this  problem,  we  have  got  to  start  mak- 
ing good  on  what  we  say  we  are  going  to  do,  if  we  have  got  $1  bil- 
lion out  there  we  owe. 

NATIONAL  PARK  SYSTEM  FUNDING  PRIORITIES 

Now  I  see  this  request  for  more  officers  here,  and  I  see  infra- 
structure in  Yellowstone  Park  and  Glacier  Park  falling  down 
around  our  ears. 

We  can't  even  build  a  road  in  Yellowstone  Park,  and  yet  we  go 
out  here  and  we  are  making  these  acquisitions.  We  are  going  to  get 
these  new  police  officers.  We  want  to  transfer  some  funds,  which 
I  think  what  the  chairman  is  saying  is  really  a  stretch,  $5  million 
here  in  Washington,  DC.  I  am  not  contending  that  they  do  not  need 
it,  but  I  am  saying,  we  have  particular  priorities  within  the  Park 
Service  that  we  should  be  taking  care  of  in  our  obligations,  and  we 
are  transferring  our  funds  in  order  to  facilitate  those  obligations. 

Yet  you  come  out  and  support  the  S.  21,  the  California  desert 
bill,  with  no  means  to  complete  the  project.  And  it  is  not  even  re- 
quested in  next  year's  budget. 

Yes? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Sir,  if  I  may.  There  is  no  request  for  this  land 
acquisition  in  the  1995  budget  because  the  bill  has  not  yet  passed. 
But  I  assume  that  there  would  be  requests  in  future  year  budgets. 

Senator  Burns.  What  I  am  saying  though,  you  have  come  in  sup- 
port of  the  bill,  Mr.  Reynolds.  You  come  out  and  publicly  support 
the  bill.  Now  where  are  you  supposed  to  get  the  money? 

Are  you  going  to  use  yours,  are  you  going  to  use  mine? 

Whose  checkbook  are  you  going  to  use? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Obviously,  we  would  have  to  prioritize  requests 
for  the  money  for  the  needs  that  we  have  around  the  National  Park 
Service. 

Senator  Burns.  Are  we  going  to  sell  Yellowstone  in  order  to  do 
it? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  No,  sir. 

WOLF  REINTRODUCTION — YELLOWSTONE  NATIONAL  PARK 

Senator  Burns.  I  also  have  another  question. 

How  much  money  has  the  Park  Service  spent  on  the  reintroduc- 
tion  of  wolves  to  Yellowstone? 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  None.  To  date,  none. 

Senator  Burns.  Has  the  Park  Service  put  any  money  into  that 
recovery,  Mr.  Frampton? 

Mr.  Frampton.  So  far,  there  has  been  no  recovery.  The  costs 
have  been  the  administrative  costs  of  the  team  doing  the  environ- 
mental impact  statement,  and  I  think  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
has  shouldered  the  main  burden  of  that;  the  Forest  Service  next; 
and  probably  very  little  money  on  the  part  of  the  Park  Service. 

Senator  Burns.  I  just  want  to  make  sure  you  answer  the  ques- 
tion, Mr.  Frampton,  so  I  will  send  it  to  you. 

If  we  have  got  75,000  of  those  wolves  in  North  America,  and  we 
already  have  them  there,  why  are  we  looking  at  expending  $6.5 
million  for  reintroduction? 

Is  that  a  fair  question,  Mr.  Frampton? 
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Mr.  Frampton.  Yes;  I  think  the  $6.5  milHon  figure  is  the  esti- 
mate of  the  expenditure  that  would  be  undertaken  by  all  the  Fed- 
eral and  State  agencies  over  a  7-  to  10-year  period,  if  a  decision  is 
made.  And  no  final  decision  has  been  made  to  go  ahead  with  the 
reintroduction  of  wolves  as  an  experimental  population  in  both 
central  Idaho  and  Yellowstone. 

I  think  the  costs  there  to  the  Interior  Department  that  are  esti- 
mated for  the  two  reintroductions  run  about  $250,000,  $230,000  a 
year,  for  a  period  of  about  6  or  7  years. 

Senator  Burns.  Why  would  we  spend  that  money  if  they  are  al- 
ready there? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Well  if  there  is  already  a  population  of  wolves  in 
Yellowstone,  then  it  would  not  be — in  fact,  the  environmental  im- 
pact statement  calls  for  an  examination  of  that  and  says  that  if 
there  are  already  populations  of  wolves,  there  will  be  no  experi- 
mental population  reintroduction. 

The  results,  however,  of  such  a  course  of  action,  would  be  that 
the  wolves  who  are  there  get  very  stringent  endangered  species 
protection  under  current  law  in  the  National  Forest  and  on  private 
land. 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's  proposal  to  reintroduce  is  actu- 
ally designed  to  make  sure  that  there  are  lesser  protections  on  For- 
est Service  and  private  land,  and  permit  stock  growers  and  the 
State  a  lot  more  control  measures  than  would  be  permitted  if  there 
is  no  experimental  population  reintroduction. 

Senator  Burns.  But  can't  they  do  that  with  administrative  lan- 
guage? 

Why  can  we  not  say  that  the  ones  that  are  there  become  the  ad- 
ministrative study? 

Mr.  Frampton.  The  law  does  not  provide  that  a  population  that 
is  a  natural  populatioh  be  deemed  an  experimental  population  and 
the  restriction  reduced. 

The  law  does  not  permit  that. 

The  current  Endangered  Species  Act  does  not  permit  that. 

Senator  Burns.  I  will  have  some  written  questions.  I  do  not  want 
to  take  up  any  more  time  with  that.  Those  questions  will  be  along 
those  lines. 

I  have  grave  concerns  about  this.  Because  the  pa3rment  of  stock 
growers,  it  escapes  me  that  we  would  take  an  attitude  that  we 
grow  livestock  in  the  West  to  be  eaten  and  wasted  by  an  animal. 
And  that  is  what  concerns  me. 

I  do  not  know  how  we  got  into  this  mind  set.  I  do  not  know  how 
we  got  into  that.  But  I  am  saying,  if  we  cannot  change  the  lan- 
guage of  it,  to  spend  $6.5  million  to  reintroduce  something  that  is 
already  there,  just  escapes  me. 

NORTH  ATLANTIC  FREE  TRADE  AGREEMENT 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Mr.  Chairman,  can  I  follow  up  on  a  couple  of 
other  things,  very  quickly? 

Mr.  Frampton,  you  mentioned  in  your  opening  comments  that 
the  administration  had  three  major  areas  where  they  were  spend- 
ing money.  You  mentioned  the  Everglades,  you  mentioned  the 
Northwest  and  I  think  you  mentioned  NAFTA? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Yes. 
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Senator  Nickles.  1  did  not  know  how  NAFTA  fits  into  the  Inte- 
rior bill., 

^MrrTRAMPTON.  Approximately  $10.6  million  was  requested  this 
year  in  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  fiscal  year  1995  request  for 
working  together  with  Mexico  on  environmental  cleanup  of  con- 
taminants and  habitat  protection  across  the  border. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  probably  bring  that  up 
when  we  have  the  hearing  on  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Yes;  that  will  be  included. 

Mr.  Frampton.  I  do  not  believe  there  is  a  significant  amount  re- 
quested for  the  Park  Service. 

SOUTH  FLORIDA  ECOSYSTEM 

Senator  NiCKLES.  I  understand.  But  as  far  as  the  south  Florida 
ecosystem,  the  Everglades,  I  notice  the  Park  Service  has  requested 
$37  million.  Is  that  land  acquisition  for  the  most  part? 

Mr.  Frampton.  That  is  a  combination.  Some  is  land  acquisition. 
Some  is  for  water  delivery  activities  that  are  already  ongoing. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  I  need  to  back  up  a  little  bit.  Maybe  I  need  to 
be  sold  on  what  you  are  trying  to  do.  I  understand  you  said  you 
have  the  support  of  the  Florida  delegation,  but  you  want  almost  a 
100-percent  increase  in  money  for  the  Florida  acquisitions  under 
the  Park  Service,  from  $20  million  to  $37  million.  The  total  in- 
crease for  the  Interior  Department — U.S.  Geologic  Survey,  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  Geological  Survey,  Park  Service  and  Bureau  of  In- 
dian Affairs — is  about  double,  from  $28  million  to  $57  million.  That 
is  an  increase  of  almost  $30  million. 

Mr.  Frampton.  Within  the  Department. 

Senator  Nickles.  Within  the  Department  of  Interior's  budget  for 
the  south  Florida  ecosystem  project. 

How  much  money  is  this  entire  project  going  to  cost  over  the  long 
run? 

It  looks  like  we  are  embarking  on  a  very  expensive  project  that 
is  going  to  be  in  the  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars. 

What  is  the  schedule  for  this  project? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Let  me  make  clear  that  that  is  not  land  acquisi- 
tion funding.  That  is  park  operations  generally.  It  includes  some 
construction,  land  acquisition,  removing  nonindigenous  species, 
changing  water  deliveries,  and  so  forth. 

But  to  address  your  question,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  is  currently 
involved  with  four  other  Federal  departments  in  a  reconnaissance 
study  for  the  central  and  south  Florida  project,  which  is  the  flood 
control  project  that  was  first  authorized  in  the  late  1940's. 

That  is  a  reconnaissance  study  that  was  directed  by  Congress 
and  should  be  completed  by  November  1994,  and  we  will  begin  to 
develop  a  scoping  study  for  what  needs  to  be  done  over  the  next 
10  or  15  years  in  south  Florida  to  redesign  parts  of  that  project. 

I  suspect  that  that  will  be  a  very  expensive  public  works  environ- 
mental restoration  project  that  would  be  funded  almost  entirely 
through  the  corps  and  the  State,  as  partners — south  Florida  water 
management  district. 

There  is  no  way  to  tell,  without  the  public  process  that  we  go 
through  in  the  next  1  to  2  years,  what  the  ultimate  expense  for 
that  reengineering  is  going  to  be.  But  people  have  certainly  said 
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that  it  is  likely  to  be  a  $600  to  700  million,  or  $1  billion  project 
over  10  years. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  make  sure  you  heard 
that  figure. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Let  me  hear  that  again. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Would  you  repeat  that  figure? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Potentially  $1  billion  or  more  for  over  10  years 
for  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  State  of  Florida. 

We  are  asking  for  money,  Senator,  that  is  really  designed  to  do 
the  science,  and  some  of  the  engineering  and  the  planning  to  make 
sure  that  $1  billion  or  $2  billion  public  works  program  is  done 
right. 

I  think  this  is  a  very  worthwhile  investment  in  making  sure  that 
if  we,  the  Federal  Government,  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  the  State 
of  Florida — is  going  to  undertake  that  kind  of  significant  restora- 
tion program  over  a  decade  or  more,  that  it  gets  done  the  right 
way.  That  is  really  what  we  are  asking  for  money  here  for.  This 
would  not  be  in  the  Park  Service's  budget. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Well  it  is  under  the  appropriations  budget.  I 
serve  on  the  Energy  and  Water  Development  Subcommittee  that 
funds  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  Interior  Subcommittee  chair- 
man is  also  the  chairman  of  the  entire  Appropriations  Committee. 
I  want  to  be  careful  before  we  agree  to  $37  million  here,  and  $10 
million  for  U.S.  Geological  Survey,  and  Fish  and  Wildlife,  and  so 
on,  and  find  ourselves  in  a  one  direction  commitment  that  is  ulti- 
mately a  multihundred  million  dollar  project,  or  possibly  $1  billion 
or  $2  billion  project.  We  have  limited  funds. 

I  know  we  are  not  doing  a  good  enough  job  in  many  of  our  major 
parks,  and  I  do  not  want  to  see  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars 
spent,  unless  that  is  the  right  priority. 

NATIONAL  PARK  SYSTEM  NEEDS 

I  am  happy  to  discuss  it.  You  may  have  sold  some  people,  but 
members  who  are  serving  on  this  subcommittee  and  trying  to  allo- 
cate resources,  want  to  make  sure  that  the  public  has  access  to  the 
Parks  that  we  now  have. 

We  want  to  do  a  good  job. 

We  want  to  do  a  better  job,  Mr.  Kennedy,  in  the  parks  that  we 
now  have.  I  want  to  be  real  careful.  I  have  the  same  concern  about 
Santa  Monica,  the  same  concern  about  Presidio.  I  see  some  of  these 
projects  draining  millions,  if  not  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars 
away  from  parks  that  we  now  have. 

SOUTH  FLORIDA  AND  PACIFIC  NORTHWEST  ECOSYSTEMS 

That  is  the  reason  why  I  would  ask  Mr.  Frampton  to  give  us 
some  estimates  on  what  the  projections  are  for  the  entire  Depart- 
ment and  the  corps  on  the  Florida  project,  and  on  the  project  for 
the  Northwest.  I  will  not  address  that  right  now.  We  may  have  col- 
leagues that  would  like  to  touch  that.  I  need  to  leave,  and  I  am 
taking  too  much  of  your  time. 

When  you  are  talking  about  these  initiatives,  particularly  the 
Northwest  and  the  Florida  projects,  there  is  a  $46  million  increase 
for  the  Pacific  Northwest  and  a  $30  million  increase  for  south  Flor- 
ida ecosystem. 
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That  is  a  total  of  about  a  $75  million  increase  for  two  areas. 

What  does  that  do  to  the  rest  of  the  park  system? 

What  does  that  do  to  the  rest  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service? 

What  does  that  do  to  the  rest  of  the  entire  Interior  budget? 

Those  are  questions  that  we  have  to  wrestle  with,  and  I  think 
on  both  of  those  projects  more  sales  effort,  more  communication  on 
the  cost  of  it  now,  where  you  are  trying  to  go,  how  much  will  it  cost 
in  the  next  several  years,  is  very  important. 

Mr.  Frampton.  Senator,  I  would  be  happy  to  provide  some  cost 
estimates  for  south  Florida  for  the  record. 

I  would  just  like  to  say  that  in  terms  of  taking  care  of  what  we 
have,  we  have  some  parks  in  south  Florida — Florida  Bay,  Ever- 
glades National  Park — that  are  dying. 

This  is  designed  to  do  what  we  have  to  do  to  save  these  parks 
from  dying. 

Similarly  in  the  Pacific  Northwest,  the  administration  obviously 
has  made  a  significant  commitment  in  terms  of  dollars  and  effort 
to  break  out  of  what  has  now  been  4  years  of  solid  gridlock. 

We  now  have  a  program  that  I  think  nobody  is  going  to  seek  to 
enjoin  in  court  that  will  be  going  forward  in  the  next  couple  of 
weeks  to  try  to  bring  a  timber  program  to  the  Pacific  Northwest. 

A  substantial  amount  of  the  money  that  is  in  the  Interior  De- 
partment's budget  requested  for  1995  through  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  and  BLM  is  for  watershed  restoration,  which  creates  jobs 
and  also  protects  the  environment  of  the  Northwest,  and  for  the 
Jobs  in  the  Woods  Program,  which  is  part  of  the  President's  com- 
mitment to  put  close  to  $1  billion  over  5  years  in  loans,  as  well  as 
grants  and  funding  into  the  Northwest. 

Both  of  these  are  cases  of  taking  care  of  what  we  have  got,  I 
would  argue. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  I  have  serious  questions  about  the  Northwest 
plan  and  what  it  will  cost.  That  is  the  first  time  I  have  heard  the 
billion  dollar  figure.  But  that  is  mostly  under  Forest  Service. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  was  going  to  bring  that  up  when  we  have  the 
Forest  Service  hearing.  But  as  far  as  the  Florida  project,  the  sig- 
nificant portion  of  that  looks  to  be  Park  Service  and  Fish  and  Wild- 
life. 

So  if  you  would  give  us  the  information  on  both  of  those,  that 
would  be  very  much  appreciated.  I  appreciate  your  patience,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

[The  information  follows:] 

South  Florida  and  Pacific  Northwest  Ecosystem  Cost  Estimates 

Both  the  South  Florida  and  Pacific  Nori;hwest  Ecosystems  are  high  Administra- 
tion priorities.  Because  the  Department  has  only  just  begun  to  address  the  myriad 
of  problems  in  each  of  these  areas,  cost  estimates  are  preliminary. 

Current  estimates  of  spending  associated  with  ongoing  and  future  projects  benefit- 
ing the  South  Florida  ecosystem  total  approximately  $1.8  billion.  This  includes  Fed- 
eral, State,  Dade  County  and  private  funds  associated  with  ongoing  water  delivery 
construction,  land  protection  and  restoration  efforts. 

Of  the  total,  approximately  $732  million,  or  39  percent,  is  Federal  funding  and 
is  associated  witn  various  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  projects  such  as  the 
Kississimmee  River  restoration,  the  C-51  Basin  Project,  the  Modified  Water  Deliv- 
ery project  benefiting  Everglades  National  Park  and  the  construction  of  an  artificial 
filtration  marsh  known  as  Stormwater  Treatment  Area.  Also,  Federal  funding  in- 
cludes Department  of  the  Interior  land  acquisition  at  Big  Cypress  National  Preserve 
and  Everglades  National  Park. 
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The  majority  of  the  funding,  about  $1.1  billion  or  61  percent,  associated  with  the 
restoration  is  from  either  the  State,  county  or  private  sources.  Thus,  the  South  Flor- 
ida Ecosystem  Restoration  is  truly  a  partnership  effort,  with  the  Federal  share  pro- 
viding leverage  for  significant  State  and  private  involvement. 

With  respect  to  the  Pacific  Northwest  Ecosystem,  the  Department  anticipates 
spending  a  total  of  $73  million  per  year  through  fiscal  year  1998  on  "Jobs  in  the 
Woods"  and  Option  9  (refers  to  levels  of  timber  harvest  and  other  timber  manage- 
ment practices).  Secretary  Babbitt  signed  the  "Interagency  Memorandum  of  Under- 
standing For  Economic  Adjustment  and  Community  Assistance"  whereby  the  De- 
partment of  the  Interior  agreed  to  request  appropriations  and/or  reprogramming  of 
$30.0  million  each  year  for  fiscal  year  1994-98.  These  funds  would  support  water- 
shed restoration  and  "Jobs  in  the  Woods"  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  and  northern 
California.  The  Administration  did  not  make  specific  funding  commitments  for  Op- 
tion 9  implementation.  For  planning  purposes,  the  $43.4  million  included  in  the  fis- 
cal year  1995  President's  Budget  for  Interior  for  Option  9  and  the  BIA  timber  pro- 
gram will  address  the  highest  priority  needs  during  the  years  fiscal  year  1995-98. 

ELWHA  RIVER  RESTORATION 

Chairman  Byrd.  Senator  Murray? 

Senator  Murray.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  would  quickly  reiterate  that  that  is  $1  billion  over  5  years,  and 
it  is  to  get  people  back  to  work  and  to  get  the  Pacific  Northwest 
economy  going.  Those  people  have  been  hurting  for  a  long  time,  but 
I  am  sure  we  will  have  time  to  continue  that  discussion. 

Last  year  Secretary  Babbitt  made  a  statement  of  strong  support 
for  efforts  to  restore  salmon  runs  on  the  Elwha  River.  I  appreciate 
the  Clinton  administration  putting  $3.5  million  in  to  continue  that. 

I  have  two  questions  in  relationship  to  that. 

Does  the  administration  still  support  full  implementation  of  the 
Elwha  River  Ecosystem  Restoration  Act? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Yes. 

Senator  Murray.  Are  you  aware  of  any  existing  legal  barriers  re- 
quiring legislative  change  to  allow  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  to 
assist  the  Park  Service  in  implementing  that  act? 

Mr.  Frampton.  I  am  not.  We  have  discussed  it  internally,  and 
I  may  not  be  as  well  informed. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  We  are  not  currently  aware  of  any  such  impedi- 
ments. 

Senator  Murray.  I  would  appreciate  it  if  you  would  look  into 
that  and  get  responses  in  writing  back  to  both  myself  and  this  com- 
mittee. 

I  really  strongly  support  the  process  that  has  been  set  up  under 
current  law.  I  know  we  are  going  to  be  facing  some  funding  chal- 
lenges. We  have  brought  them  on  ourselves  here  in  Congress,  with 
severe  spending  cuts,  but  there  is  a  very  long  history  to  this  issue, 
and  I  want  to  make  sure  we  explore  every  conceivable  avenue  to 
carry  out  that  law. 

So  I  would  appreciate  responses  back  in  writing  to  that. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Elwha  River  Restoration 

The  Elwha  River  Ecosystem  and  Fisheries  Restoration  Act,  Public  Law  102-495, 
authorizes  appropriations  only  through  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Fish  and  Wildlife 
and  Parks.  Thus,  absent  a  change  in  current  law  or  appropriations  language,  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  can  participate  in  the  project,  but  only  using  funds  from 
other  agencies,  such  as  the  National  Park  Service,  that  reports  to  the  Assistant  Sec- 
retary for  Fish  and  Wildlife  and  Parks.  The  Bureau  of  Pleclamation  has  requested 
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funds  in  fiscal  year  1995  and  included  appropriation  language  to  provide  authoriza- 
tion for  this  request. 

PACIFIC  NORTHWEST  REGIONAL  OFFICE 

Senator  Murray.  The  other  question  I  had  today,  was  in  ref- 
erence to  a  topic  you  have  discussed  in  length  already.  And  Sec- 
retary Frampton,  you  and  I  had  a  discussion  a  while  back  on  the 
issue  of  reorganization,  and  I  brought  up  to  you  my  concerns  about 
losing  the  regional  directorship  in  Seattle. 

You  said  you  would  look  into  that  and  get  back  to  me,  and  I  have 
not  heard  back  yet,  but  I  wanted  to  take  this  opportunity  to  again 
tell  you  how  important  I  think  it  is  that  we  do  have  that  regional 
directorship  in  Seattle. 

I  am  delighted  to  hear  you  are  not  considering  closing  offices.  I 
know  you  are  talking  about  moving  people  around. 

We  have  already  had  a  discussion  today,  a  small  one,  about  the 
change  that  we  are  making  in  our  Park  System  in  response  to 
some  serious  concerns  and  problems  we  have  had. 

We  are  all  moving  very  positively  in  terms  of  changing  the  econ- 
omy in  the  Pacific  Northwest;  at  looking  at  sustainable  resources, 
at  diversifying  our  economy. 

This  is  a  critical  time  in  the  Pacific  Northwest.  We  have  three 
national  parks  in  my  State.  If  we  want  these  parks  to  serve  as  eco- 
nomic engines,  we  have  to  have  someone  in  that  directorship  pro- 
gram there  in  that  State  to  make  it  happen.  I  understand  the 
budget  cuts  and  the  25-percent  reduction.  I  know  we  can  get  there. 
We  are  half  way  there  already  in  my  State,  just  with  the  early-out 
returns. 

But  I  want  to  make  sure  that  we  have  in  that  region  someone 
who  is  there  that  can  oversee  the  planning  and  the  engineering 
and  has  the  budgetary  clout  to  make  sure  that  this  plan  that  we 
have  spent  a  great  deal  of  time  and  energy  and  commitment  in 
happens  in  a  very  responsible  way. 

So  I  again  tell  you  how  important  this  is  to  our  region. 

Mr.  Frampton.  I  appreciate  that.  The  reason  that  I  have  not  got- 
ten back  to  you  personally  is  that  we  are  still  very  much  in  a  plan- 
ning and  discussion  phase  here  about  the  role  of  regional  offices. 
One  thing  that  has  been  discussed  is  the  possibility  of  the  Park 
Service  in  Seattle  being  the  center  for  an  ecosystem  experiment. 

In  effect,  that  would  be  almost  like  a  super  regional  office.  Be- 
cause, we  are  working  in  very  new  ways  between  Federal  agencies, 
BLM,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Forest  Service,  Park  Service,  BIA, 
the  tribes  in  the  Northwest.  So  there  may  be  opportunities  to  do 
some  things  in  the  Park  Service  to  try  to  build  into  that  structure 
in  ways  that  are  very  different  than  anything  that  has  been  con- 
templated. It  is  still  very  early  in  the  process. 

Senator  Murray.  Yes. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Senator,  could  I  respond  at  least  as  well? 

Senator  Murray.  Yes. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  I  want  to  give  you  an  assurance  from  the  point 
of  view  of  the  Park  Service  itself. 

It  is  precisely  to  be  sure  that  our  functions  in  the  Seattle  area 
are  performed  by  people  who  are  accustomed  to  the  process  of  deal- 
ing with  other  Federal  agencies,  and  State  agencies,  and  that  they 
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have  the  kind  of  staff  that  is  necessary  to  articulate  the  kind  of 
planning  that  is  relatively  new,  that  is  the  basis  of  our  effort  to  re- 
organize that  office,  and  other  adjacent  and  related  offices  in  the 
Pacific  Northwest. 

It  is  because  we  want  to  be  sure  we  deliver  those  services,  that 
we  are  in  fact  reexamining  those  functions.  So  I  think  we  can 

Senator  Murray.  I  appreciate  that,  but  I  also  think  what  we  are 
doing  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  is  a  model  for  what  we  are  going 
to  be  doing  across  this  Nation. 

We  need  to  make  sure  it  is  done  right.  If  we  can  use  our  parks 
and  our  public  lands  to  generate  economic  activity,  and  to  ensure 
a  strong,  stable  economy,  with  people  at  work,  which  is  where  we 
are  going  with  that,  and  at  the  same  time  making  sure  that  we 
have  our  public  lands  well  taken  care  of,  we  want  to  make  sure  we 
have  somebody  in  that  region  who  has  the  budgetary  clout  and  the 
ability  to  do  that. 

So  I  just  want  to  put  that  strong  word  in. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  ma'am.  I  think  we  can  assure — Sorry. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Please,  go  ahead. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  I  want  to  reiterate  an  assurance  to  you  that  that 
is  our  intention. 

Whatever  we  call  those  people,  they  have  to  have  those  functions 
and  those  capabilities,  and  that  kind  of  clout. 

Senator  Murray.  Right. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Would  the  Senator  yield? 

Senator  Murray.  Yes. 

SEATTLE  ECOSYSTEM  OFFICE 

Chairman  Byrd.  How  would  a  Seattle  ecosystem  office  be  dif- 
ferent from  the  ecosystem  coordination  office  set  up  by  the  Sec- 
retary in  Portland? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Well  the  President's  forest  plan,  Mr.  Chairman, 
contemplates  a  multiagency  regional  ecosystem  body  that  is  made 
up  of  regional  directors  from  different  agencies  within  Interior  and 
other  Departments,  as  well. 

So  if  the  Park  Service  set  up  some  kind  of  ecosystem  office,  it 
would  plug  into  that  effort  but  it  would  look  obviously  specifically 
at  how  the  parks  themselves  will  manage  another  park. 

Functions  like  cultural  support  and  technical  systems  will  be 
managed  in  coordination  with  the  interdepartmental  ecosystem  of- 
fice. 

Senator  Murray.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  can  tell  you. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Yes. 

Senator  Murray.  In  the  Pacific  Northwest,  with  our  timber  econ- 
omy, one  of  the  problems  that  has  occurred  is  that  different  serv- 
ices have  actually  been  fighting  turf  battles  and  wars  amongst  each 
other  for  a  long  time. 

We  are  seeing  a  dramatic  change  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  where 
BLM  and  the  Park  Service  and  other  agencies  are  finally  beginning 
to  work  together  to  make  this  happen.  I  applaud  you  for  those  ef- 
forts and  let  you  know  that  we  are  hearing  good  feedback  on  that. 

We  have  a  ways  to  go,  but  this  is  what  we  are  driving  for  in  that 
region. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Anjrthing  further? 
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Senator  Murray.  No;  that  is  it. 
Chairman  Byrd.  Thank  you,  Senator. 
Senator  Cochran? 

FEE  COLLECTION  PROPOSAL 

Senator  CoCHRAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  very  much. 

In  looking  at  the  statements  submitted  to  the  committee,  I  notice 
there  is  a  comment  about  the  fee  collection  support,  if  it  is  nec- 
essary, and  there  is  a  specific  request  for  an  increase  of  $6.9  mil- 
lion for  the  National  Park  Service  for  recreation  fee  appropriations. 

This  raises  in  my  mind  whether  or  not  we  are  doing  the  right 
thing  by  insisting  on  these  fee  collections,  if  we  are  having  to  ap- 
propriate money  to  assist  in  the  collection  of  fees. 

Are  we  spending  as  much  money  collecting  the  fees  in  terms  of 
manpower  and  all  the  rest  as  we  are  deriving  in  revenues? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Thank  you.  Senator.  That  is  a  question  we  very 
much  do  want  to  respond  to. 

Mr.  Finley,  would  you  do  that?  He  wants  to  know  whether  we 
are  going  to  get  money  back  for  the  people  we  are  placing  in  the 
parks  to  collect  fees? 

Mr.  Finley.  I  will  respond  to  that,  and  I  would  ask  Mr.  Sheaffer 
to  give  the  exact  figures. 

One  thing  to  keep  in  mind,  Senator,  is  that  the  men  and  women 
that  operate  and  collect  fees  on  behalf  of  the  Park  Service  do  more 
than  just  collect  money.  They  provide  emergency  assistance.  They 
provide  information.  In  fact,  during  these  times,  they  are  one  of  the 
few  visible  sources  of  information  and  assistance  to  the  public. 

When  they  work  at  entrance  stations,  they  provide  eyes  for 
poachers  and  other  people  that  impact  park  resources  in  a  negative 
manner. 

So  in  one  sense  I  would  like  to  leave  you  with  the  understanding 
that  they  do  other  functions  other  than  just  collect  fees. 

In  terms  of  numbers,  our  policy  has  always  been  that  when  the 
costs  of  collection  exceed  revenue,  we  will  diminish  the  activity  or 
terminate  the  activity  at  the  field  level. 

PROJECTED  FEE  REVENUE 

Now  in  terms  of  overall  numbers,  Mr.  Sheaffer  has  the  projec- 
tions of  what  we  would  look  at  when  we  either  increase  fees  or  cost 
versus  revenue. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  You  want  to  build  into  this,  I  am  sure,  the  fee  bill, 
which  bears  substantially  on  the  Senator's  question,  I  should  think. 

Mr.  Sheaffer,  would  you  do  that? 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  Well  the  1994  program,  this  fiscal  year  we  are  in 
now,  we  are  proposing  to  spend  $12  million  to  collect  over  $90  mil- 
lion. So  we  exceed  by  a  substantial  amount  the  fee  collection  costs. 

As  Mr.  Finley  said,  we  do  not  collect  where  it  is  not  economically 
feasible  to  collect. 

RETAINING  FEE  REVENUE  IN  PARKS 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Do  the  fees  collected  stay  at  the  parks? 
Mr.  Sheaffer.  No,  sir;  they  do  not  now. 
Senator  NiCKLES.  Is  there  any  way 
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Mr.  Sheaffer.  Yes. 

Senator  Cochran.  Should  we  be  earmarking  those  fees  for  main- 
tenance and  operation  so  that  we  try  to  improve  our  infrastructure 
and  offset  the  wear  and  tear  on  our  facilities? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Senator,  that  is  our  proposal  to  you  in  the  fee  leg- 
islation, that  that  would  be  exactly  what  happens  here. 

We  not  only  want  to  retain  as  much  of  that  money  in  the  parks 
as  we  are  permitted  to  do,  but  we  want  to  be  sure  that  when  they 
are  retained  that  they  go  for  those  definable  purposes,  so  that  we 
know  what  we  are  paying  for. 

We  emphatically  feel  that  the  money  that  the  public  now  thinks 
it  is  paying  as  fees  to  sustain  the  parks,  in  fact,  reach  the  parks, 
is  not  now  the  case  and  it  would  be  a  good  thing  if  it  were. 

Senator  Cochran.  It  seems  to  me  that  would  be  a  way  of  bolster- 
ing public  support  for  payment  of  the  fees. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Cochran.  If  they  think  you  are  sending  it  to  Washing- 
ton for  us  to  mess  around  with,  they  are  probably  not  going  to  be 
enthusiastic  about  paying  it. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  It  is  widely  reported  that  they  are  not.  Senator. 

Senator  Cochran.  Let  me  ask  another  question. 

concession  reform 

One  of  the  reforms  that  I  heard  discussed  is  in  the  area  of  con- 
cessionaires and  licensing  of  concessionaires,  and  generating  in- 
come for  the  Park  Service  in  that  way,  too. 

Is  that  part  of  the  reform  legislation  as  well  that  has  been  sub- 
mitted to  the  Congress? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir;  we  have  submitted  legislation  for  that 
purpose,  which  I  believe  has  passed  this  body. 

Senator  Cochran.  I  wonder  whether  or  not  that  is  reflected  in 
any  way  in  the  budget  request? 

Does  it  show  up  in  any  way  as  a  cost  savings? 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  No;  it  is  not.  Right  now,  the  receipts  that  the 
Federal  Government  receives  from  concessionaires  are  deposited  in 
the  Treasury,  and  any  increase  in  those  revenues  would  be  depos- 
ited in  the  Treasury.  But  there  is  legislation  that  has  been  pro- 
posed, which  would  have  that  money  come  back  to  the  National 
Park  Service. 

Senator  Cochran.  It  seems  to  me  that  might  be  worth  consider- 
ing. I  do  not  know  if  this  committee,  of  course,  we  are  not  legislat- 
ing a  change  the  rules,  but  we  may  have  an  impact  on  the  process 
in  some  way,  and  maybe  it  would  be  appropriate  for  us  to  consider 
that? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  We  would  appreciate  it. 

Senator  Cochran.  There  are  some  items  of  parochial  interest  to 
me. 

GULF  ISLANDS  NATIONAL  SEASHORE 

I  am  interested  in  the  National  Seashore,  the  Gulf  Islands  Na- 
tional Seashore. 

I  notice  your  budget  request  has  entered  an  increase  for  that 
item.  Gulf  Islands  National  Seashore. 
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The  total  amount  in  your  budget  is  $3,958  million.  One  thing 
that  is  interesting  to  note  is  the  substantial  number  of  visitor  use. 
Back  in  1993  it  was  5,460,362.  Very  high  visitor  use. 

I  would  like  to  know,  and  I  know  that  you  probably  do  not  have 
this  on  the  top  of  your  head,  what  do  you  plan  to  spend  the  money 
for  in  the  Gulf  Islands  National  Seashore  that  you  are  requesting 
in  the  budget? 

Can  you  expand  on  that  for  the  record? 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  I  think  it  would  be  best  if  we  gave  you  a  detailed 
answer. 

Senator  Cochran.  That  is  what  I  would  like  to  know. 

Particularly,  I  am  interested  in  whether  or  not  there  is  any  of 
the  money  for  erosion  control  for  Fort  Massachusetts  and  Ship  Is- 
land. I  never  understood  why  they  named  it  Fort  Massachusetts. 
It's  so  far  south,  and  even  before  the  Civil  War  it  was  Fort  Massa- 
chusetts. Maybe  that  is  why  it  is  eroding  and  washing  away. 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  I  do  not  know  anything  about  the  name. 

I  think  it  would  be  best  to  supply  you  with  whether  or  not  we 
are  spending  money,  and  how  much  of  that  is  for  erosion  control. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Gulf  Islands  National  Seashore 

The  $3,958  million  in  base  funding  for  Gulf  Islands  National  Seashore  in  fiscal 
year  1995  will  fund  and  support  ongoing  operating  requirements  at  the  park.  At 
present,  funding  is  tentatively  earmarked  to  be  distributed  to  the  following  program 
areas: 

Management  ($250,000).  Provide  support  to  the  superintendent's  office  and  imme- 
diate staff  in  the  provision  of  general  management  and  oversight  for  the  operation 
of  139,777  acres  of  wilderness,  natural,  historic,  development  and  special  use  areas 
within  Gulf  Islands  National  Seashore. 

Administration  ($500,000).  Support  personnel,  budget,  contracting,  purchasing, 
housing,  information  management  and  fleet  management  services. 

Programs  Administration  and  Support  ($207,000).  Support  management  of  conces- 
sions, special  use  permits,  health  and  safety,  and  volunteer  programs. 

Natural  and  Cultural  Resource  Management  ($133,000).  Provide  for  protection  of 
cultural  and  natural  resources  through  various  management  and  patrol  programs 
targeting  wildlife  and  cultural  resources  degradation. 

Visitor  Protection  and  Law  Enforcement  ($910,000).  Provide  protection  to  5.5  mil- 
lion visitors,  including  law  enforcement,  drug  interdiction,  and  lifeguard  services. 

Interpretation  and  Education  ($500,000).  Provide  interpretive  planning  and  basic 
information  to  the  park's  5.5  million  annual  visitors,  and  conduct  formal  interpre- 
tive and  educational  outreach  activities. 

Maintenance  ($1,400,000).  Operate  and  provide  maintenance  to  115  buildings,  2 
campgrounds,  sanitation,  utilities,  and  shop  operations. 

The  fiscal  year  1995  operating  budget  does  not  include  specific  funding  for  the 
major  erosion  control  efforts  at  Fort  Massachusetts  and  Ship  Island.  This  kind  of 
work,  including  necessary  studies,  plans,  and  specifications,  environmental  assess- 
ments and  reports,  is  more  appropriately  funded  from  the  Construction  appropria- 
tion. This  project  is  not  on  our  current  Servicewide  Construction  Priority  List  that 
totals  $1.6  billion. 

PLAN  FOR  GULF  ISLAND 

Mr.  Kennedy.  And  Senator,  I  would  like  to  talk  to  you  a  little 
further  about  that. 

We  have  some  plans  for  Gulf  Island,  that  I  think  will  interest 
you.  It  interests  us  a  lot. 

Senator  Cochran.  I  took  a  reconnaisance  tour  of  those  islands 
all  the  way  from  Florida,  Santa  Rosa  Island  area,  all  across  the 
gulf,  through  the  Horn  and  Petty  Boy  Island  and  Ship  Island. 
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These  are  very  beautiful  and  interesting  national  resources.  You 
are  doing  a  lot  of  things,  like  reintroducing  eagle  and  osprey  nest- 
ing in  those  areas;  it  is  quite  successful.  I  commend  you  for  the 
work  you  are  doing  there,  and  are  still  able  to  maintain  a  high 
level  of  visitors'  use  without,  I  hope,  too  much  detriment  to  the  re- 
sources. I  intend  to  do  another  reconnaissance  trip  through  that 
area,  I  hope,  this  year.  I  am  looking  at  my  schedule  to  see  when 
I  can  try  to  work  that  in. 

NATCHEZ  NATIONAL  HISTORICAL  PARK  AND  NATCHEZ  TRACE  PARKWAY 

I  would  like  also  for  you  to  submit  for  us,  if  you  can,  a  detailed 
explanation  of  how  you  propose  to  use  the  funds  you  are  requesting 
in  the  budget  for  the  Natchez  Historical  Park  and  the  Natchez- 
Trace  Parkway. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Natchez  National  Historical  Park 

The  $891,000  in  base  funding  for  Natchez  National  Historical  Park  in  fiscal  year 
1995  will  fund  and  support  ongoing  operating  requirements  at  the  park.  At  present, 
funding  is  tentatively  earmarked  to  be  distributed  to  the  following  program  areas: 

Management  and  Administration  ($261,000).  In  order  to  provide  park  manage- 
ment, operational  support,  supplies,  materials,  training,  employee  relocation  and 
budget  and  financial  management. 

Museum  Services  ($85,000).  Over  8,000  museum  objects  are  being  preserved  and 
inventoried.  Collection  management  for  object  stabilization,  research,  and  identifica- 
tion. Preservation  of  the  historic  furnishing  on  display  at  Melrose,  requiring  daily 
housekeeping  and  climate  monitoring. 

Interpretation  and  Education  ($204,000).  Living  history  events,  programs,  bro- 
chures and  exhibits  are  used  to  promote  the  three  sites  which  make  up  the  entire 
park.  Educational  programs  for  local  schools  and  off  site  interpretive  programs  in 
the  community  are  conducted,  and  regularly  scheduled  tours  of  Melrose  designed  to 
accommodate  60,000  annual  visitors. 

Visitor  Protection  ($70,000).  Provide  visitor  protection  activities,  contracted  guard 
services  and  alarm  system  maintenance. 

Maintenance  ($271,000).  Preservation  of  historic  structures  and  the  preventive 
maintenance  of  nonhistoric  structures.  Grounds  maintenance  includes  90  acres  of 
historic  landscape  preservation.  Trained  craftsman  conduct  preservation  work  in 
masonry  and  carpentry  while  other  skilled  staff  conduct  building  maintenance  on 
15  structures  parkwide. 

NATCHEZ  TRACE  PARKWAY 

The  $6,712  million  in  base  funding  for  Natchez  Trace  Parkway  and  parkway  units 
in  fiscal  year  1995  will  fund  and  support  ongoing  operating  requirements  at  the 
park.  At  present,  funding  is  tentatively  earmarked  to  be  distributed  to  the  following 
program  areas: 

Management  ($356,600).  These  funds  will  be  used  to  support  the  superintendent's 
office  and  immediate  staff  in  the  provision  of  general  management  and  oversight  for 
the  operation  of  the  450-mile  national  parkway. 

Administration  ($492,500).  Support  the  parkway  in  the  areas  of  personnel  man- 
agement, procurement,  budget  and  financial  management,  automated  information 
systems,  and  office  services. 

Natural  and  Cultural  Resource  Management  ($332,500).  Provide  for  protection  of 
cultural  and  natural  resources  along  the  parkway  through  various  management  and 
patrol  programs  targeting  wildlife  and  cultural  resources  degradation.  Mso  provide 
management  and  compliance  documentation  for  special  use  permits  including  265 
agricultural  leases,  and  40  commercial  use  permits,  rights-of-way,  and  construction 
easements. 

Interpretation  and  Education  ($361,000).  Provide  interpretive  planning  and  basic 
information  to  the  parkway's  14  million  annual  visitors,  staff  5  attended  information 
stations,  and  conduct  formal  interpretive  and  educational  outreach  activities. 

Visitor  Protection  ($1,591,200).  Provide  visitor  protection  activities  along  the  park- 
way. This  includes  the  provision  of  31  commissioned  law  enforcement  rangers  who 
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annually  handle  over  20,000  traffic  and  safety  incidents,  1,100  motorist  assists,  250 
motor  vehicle  accidents,  130  drunk  driving  incidents,  and  40  felonies. 

Maintenance  ($3,578,200): 

— Roads  ($1,260,200).  Maintain  420  miles  of  mainline  parkway,  70  miles  of  collat- 
eral roads,  980  miles  of  roadslides,  400  bridges,  3,000  signs,  and  related  drain- 
age facilities. 

— Buildings  ($630,400).  Operate  and  maintain  85  buildings  containing  over 
100,000  square  feet. 

— Grounds  ($657,900).  Maintain  developed  areas  including  3,000  mowed  fields, 
1,000  trees,  6,(300  scrubs,  15  miles  of  fence,  900  miles  of  boundary,  100  acres 
of  lawns,  and  35  picnic  areas  containing  500  sites. 

— Shop  Operations  ($456,800).  Operate  and  maintain  150  pieces  of  motorized 
equipment  used  in  parkway  maintenance  and  operations. 

— Program  Direction  ($247,100).  Provide  overall  maintenance  program  direction, 
supervision,  and  engineering. 

— Utilities  ($165,300).  Pay  commercial  utility  costs,  and  to  operate  and  maintain 
the  parkway's  two-way  radio  system,  19  water  systems,  and  31  sewer  systems. 

— Cultural  Maintenance  ($44,500).  Maintain  115  segments  of  Old  Natchez  Trace, 
20  Indian  mounds,  16  historic  sites,  and  2  historic  buildings. 

— Sanitation  ($40,100).  Collect,  transport,  and  dispose  of  litter,  solid  waste,  and 
garbage  in  EPA-approved  landfills. 

— Campgrounds  ($37,300).  Maintain  3  campgrounds  containing  72  sites. 

— Trails  ($38,600).  Maintain  30  miles  of  hiking  and  nature  trails. 

JOINT  VISITORS  CENTER 

Senator  CoCHRAN.  There  is  an  area  around  Jackson,  MS,  which 
is  being  completed,  and  the  proposal  for  connecting  Madison  to 
Clinton  around  the  city  of  Jackson  is  one  of  the  last  construction 
items.  And  I  wonder — it  is  in  the  budget  for  that  construction 
items.  I  wondered  how  much  of  it  is — it  is  in  the  budget,  and  all 
the  other  activities  are  of  the  Park  Service? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir;  and  there  is  a  joint  visitors  center  with 
the  city  of  Natchez,  which  you  are  probably  familiar  with. 

Senator  CoCHRAN.  Yes;  and  the  terminus  is  also  an  uncompleted 
aspect  of  the  project,  and  I  am  very  interested  in  working  with  you 
in  trying  to  figure  out  how  we  can  help  move  that  along,  to  do  the 
right  thing. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Thank  you. 

SHILOH  NATIONAL  MILITARY  PARK 

We  would  like  to  talk  to  you  about  Corinth  as  well,  if  we  might, 
Senator. 

Senator  Cochran.  We  do  have  an  important  national  battlefield 
site  at  Corinth.  It  is  near  Shiloh  National  Military  Park.  I  notice 
there  is  a  very  small  amount  in  there  for  Shiloh. 

That  is  an  area  of  interest  that  has  been  identified  as  one  of  the 
most  significant  Civil  War  battlefield  areas  in  the  country,  and  I 
think  that  would  be  something  to  work  on  together,  as  well. 

VICKSBURG  NATIONAL  MILITARY  PARK 

The  Vicksburg  National  Military  Park  is  another  specific  line 
item  in  your  budget.  You  have  asked  for  $1,551  million  for  next 
year.  I  would  like  to  know  how  you  propose  to  spend  that 
money 

Mr.  Kennedy.  We  will  respond,  sir. 

Senator  CoCHRAN.  And  whether  or  not  you  think  it  might  be  fea- 
sible to  improve  the  visitor  center.  So  much  of  it  houses  the  relic 
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of  the  U.S.S.  Cairo,  which  was  a  ship  which  was  sunk  in  the  battle 
of  Vicksburg  and  is  there  on  display. 

I  am  told  that  it  is  deteriorating;  that  there  is  a  way  to  deal  with 
that  and  a  way  to  preserve  it  for  future  generations. 

I  think  we  ought  to  explore  it.  It  may  not  be  feasible,  but  I  would 
like  to  take  another  look  at  it  before  we  finally  say  it  is  just  going 
to  rot. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  OK,  sir.  We  will  try  to  respond  to  you. 

Vicksburg  National  Military  Park 

The  $1,551  million  in  base  ongoing  funding  for  Vicksburg  National  Military  Park 
in  fiscal  year  1995  will  fund  and  support  ongoing  operating  requirements  at  the 
park.  At  present,  funding  is  tentatively  earmarked  to  be  distributed  to  the  following 
program  areas: 

Management  ($79,000)  and  Administration  ($169,000).  Provide  management  and 
administrative  support  for  the  park  and  its  functions  in  the  area  of  Human  Re- 
sources, Budget  and  Fiscal,  Procurement,  Property  Management  and  the  Fee  Collec- 
tion Operations. 

Visitor  Services  ($551,000).  Annual  visitation  exceeds  1.1  million.  These  funds  are 
used  for  educating  and  protecting  the  visitors  and  protecting  the  park  resources. 
Public  education,  information  and  orientation  activities  are  conducted  along  with 
presentation  of  on-site  and  off-site  interpretive  programs  (including  black  powder 
and  first  person  living  history  demonstrations).  The  park  provides  artifact  preserva- 
tion and  protection  for  over  25,000  separate  items  and  operates  three  artifact  stor- 
age facilities. 

Maintenance  $751,000 

Cultural  resources  management  118,000 

Buildings  145,000 

Grounds  34,000 

Roads  and  bridges  58,000 

Park  maintenance  support 67,000 

Cultural  resources  210,000 

Maintenance  program  and  support  119,000 

The  maintenance  function  is  charged  with  the  preservation  and  maintenance  of 
1,400  memorials,  monuments  and  markers;  21,000  cemetery  markers;  the  U.S.S. 
Cairo  Gunboat;  and  2  historic  structures.  Maintenance  is  also  provided  for  2  visitor 
centers  (one  is  the  U.S.S.  Cairo  Museum),  3  maintenance  facilities,  and  4  sewer  lift 
stations.  The  park  maintains  16  miles  of  paved  tour  road  and  12  bridges;  performs 
roadside  mowing;  maintains  150  acres  of  manicured  lawn;  and  performs  equipment 
repair  and  maintenance  to  16  automotive  vehicles,  6  tractors,  1  crane  and  numerous 
pieces  of  lawn  equipment. 

There  is  no  special  funding  for  preservation  of  the  U.S.S.  Cairo,  only  the  usual 
and  routine  upkeep/maintenance  costs  associated  with  regular  operations. 

BAY  ST.  LOUIS  SCIENCE  CENTER 

Senator  Cochran.  I  noticed  Dr.  Fenn  started  his  career  in  Bay 
St.  Louis,  MS,  at  the  science  center.  And  I  do  not  see  any  money 
allocated  to  the  science  center. 

Did  we  discontinue  that?  That  was  1972. 

Is  that  still  in  existence? 

Mr.  Fenn.  No;  it  was  discontinued  in  1976,  when  most  of  us  were 
transferred  to  other  stations  around  the  country. 

Senator  CoCHRAN.  I  wondered  about  that,  because  I  never  visited 
the  center,  and  wondered  why  I  hadn't.  That  is  why  I  hadn't. 

Thank  you  very  much.  [Laughter.] 

Chairman  Byrd.  We  should  be  reminded  that  moneys  for  a  new 
visitor  center  are  very  constrained.  If  we  do  one,  everybody  wants 
one.  I  would  like  to  have  one,  and  everybody  else. 
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VAIL  IMPLEMENTATION  OFFICE 


Mr.  Kennedy,  on  page  97  of  the  budget  justifications,  is  a  request 
for  an  additional  $200,000,  and  three  FTE's  for  a  Vail  Implementa- 
tion Office.  The  narrative  indicates  that  the  office  has  been  created. 
Is  this  office  already  in  operation? 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  Yes,  sir. 

Chairman  Byrd.  How  much  will  it  cost  to  operate  this  office  in 
fiscal  year  1994? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  In  this  fiscal  year?  In  fiscal  1994? 

Chairman  Byrd.  Yes. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  That  same  $200,000. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Was  that  money  in  the  budget  last  year?  In 
1994? 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  No,  sir;  it  was  not  specifically  in  the  budget. 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  was  the  source  of  funding  used  to  create 
this  office? 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  We  have  a  reprogramming  requesting  that  is 
pending  that  will  include  that  $200,000,  that  would  use  as  the 
source  of  funds  fee  collection  revenues  that  are  now  surplus  to 
need. 

reprogramming  guidelines 

Chairman  Byrd.  I  think  I  should  remind  you  of  the  committee's 
reprogramming  guidelines. 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  It  is  our  intention  to  reprogram,  Mr.  Chairman. 
We  will  be  sending  you  the  paperwork. 

Chairman  Byrd.  The  committee's  reprogramming  guidelines  re- 
quire that  proposals  for  initiating  new  programs  be  submitted  for 
prior  approval,  regardless  of  the  amounts  involved. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  I  was  in  ignorance  of  that  requirement,  sir,  and 
I  am  sorry  we  did  not  comply  with  it.  And  we  will  in  the  future. 
I  did  not  know  that  that  was  required.  Had  I  known  so,  I  would 
have  done  so.  I  happen  to  think  this  is,  of  course,  a  useful  and  im- 
portant activity,  but  we  should  have  complied  with  your  require- 
ments. 

Chairman  Byrd.  You  bet. 

This  provision  is  included  in  the  guidelines  to  preclude  agencies 
within  our  jurisdiction  from  initiating  new  programs  without  the 
committee's  knowledge,  and  then  presenting  the  committee  with  a 
bill  to  continue  their  operation  in  subsequent  years. 

Now  when  can  we  expect  to  receive  a  reprogramming  proposal 
for  this  new  office? 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  My  hope  is  that  it  will  be  within  the  next  7  to 
10  days,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  express  my  apologies  for 
that  delinquency^  and  we  will  strive  to  avoid  any  repeat. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Well  I  appreciate  your  frank  and  candid  expres- 
sion. Just  be  careful  in  the  future.  This  Chairman  is  not  going  to 
overlook  these  things. 

I  have  been  around  here  a  long  time.  And  I  am  a  firm  believer 
in  the  separation  of  powers  and  checks  and  balances.  They  con- 
stitute the  pillar  of  our  constitutional  system. 

So  we  will  expect  these  guidelines  to  be  adhered  to  in  the  future. 
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The  power  of  the  purse  is  a  chief  balancing  wheel  in  that  system 
of  checks  and  balances. 

STRATEGIC  PLANNING  OFFICE 

During  fiscal  year  1992,  the  committee  approved  a 
reprogramming  at  the  request  of  the  National  Park  Service  to  es- 
tablish a  Strategic  Planning  Office.  The  justification  for  having 
such  an  office  was,  in  essence,  that  it  would  implement  the  Vail 
symposium  recommendations. 

That  apparently  remains  as  a  major  mission  of  the  office  since 
the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  on  page  300  indicates  that  work  by  the 
Strategic  Planning  Office  in  fiscal  year  1995  also  will  concentrate 
on  coordinated  implementation  of  recommendations  from  the  Vail 
S3miposium. 

IMPLEMENTING  VAIL  RECOMMENDATIONS 

How  many  different  offices  are  necessary  to  implement  the  Vail 
sjrmposium  recommendations? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  There  is  a  distinction  here  between  a  process  in 
which  carrying  forward  those  recommendations — the  Vail  process 
is  a  process,  not  a  report  with  recommendations. 

It  is  a  way  in  which  you  get  self-reform  out  of  the  system.  The 
purpose  of  the  Vail  office  is  to  sustain  the  ways  in  which  people 
in  the  Park  Service  consult  together  to  improve  the  way  they  do 
their  work. 

It  is  not  a  matter  of  there  being  a  piece  of  paper  that  comes  out 
with  a  certain  set  of  recommendations  that  you  then  go  ahead  and 
do.  It  is  a  way  of  getting  people  to  continue  to  consult  together  to 
do  their  work  better.  It  is  a  healthy  self-reform.  That  is  what  that 
office  does. 

Now  it  is  intended  that  that  should  occur  to  carry  forward  the 
initiatives  commenced  in  that  Vail  conference.  But  they  will  be  al- 
tering those  recommendations  as  they  go. 

STRATEGIC  PLANNING  OFFICE 

The  planning  office  is  a  different  kind  of  operation.  It  does  not 
just  do  what  Vail  thought  up,  or  what  was  thought  of  by  the  people 
who  assembled  there. 

Mr.  Galvin,  whom  I  should  have  introduced  earlier  and  I  simply 
did  not  have  him  on  my  written  list,  if  I  may,  Mr.  Chairman,  Mr. 
Denis  Galvin  can  tell  you  what  that  office  does  because  that  is 
what  he  does. 

Mr.  Galvin.  The  Strategic  Planning  Office  is  in  Denver,  Mr. 
Chairman,  and  as  you  correctly  point  out  it  is  funded  out  of  the 
general  management  planning  Program  construction  funds.  It  is  to 
produce  a  strategic  plan  for  the  National  Park  Service. 

Our  schedule  is  to  release  that  plan  to  the  public  in  October. 
That  plan  will  include  considerations  of  program  items  rec- 
ommended by  the  Vail  symposium  and  the  Vail  group. 

There  are  a  series  of  employee  task  forces  working  on  the  after- 
math of  the  Vail  report  that  are  developing  specific  recommenda- 
tions, some  of  which  will  simply  be  implemented  as  changes  in  pro- 
cedures; others  which  may  require  budget  requests. 
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The  strategic  plan  will  incorporate  both  of  those  considerations 
coming  out  of  Vail,  and  all  of  the  other  suggestions  that  employees 
and  others  have  made  with  respect  to  future  directions  of  the  Na- 
tional Park  Service. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Mr.  Chairman,  excuse  me. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Yes? 

VAIL  IMPLEMENTATION  PROCESS 

Mr.  Kennedy.  It  may  be  useful  to  say  just  a  couple  of  more 
words  about  this. 

There  are  two  processes  that  are  concurrent  here. 

One  is  a  reorganization  which  attempts  to  be  as  participatory  as 
possible,  but  essentially  is  a  management  process  in  an  attempt  to 
run  the  outfit  better. 

The  other  is  subtle  and  unusual  but  very  important.  It  is  the  Na- 
tional Park  Service  trying  to  reform  itself  by  including  a  whole  lot 
of  people  at  a  whole  lot  of  levels  on  a  continuing  process.  How  do 
we  do  our  work  better? 

We  are  trying  to  do  both  of  those  things  at  the  same  time,  and 
honor  the  latter  process  by  actually  doing  some  of  the  things  that 
they  have  thought  up  to  do. 

So  there  are  two  different  things  represented  in  this  discourse. 
The  Vail  process  seems  to  me  to  be  very  important  in  the  Park 
Service  as  a  way  of  being  sure  that  a  lot  of  people  participate,  so 
you  just  do  not  have  recurring  people  coming  in  and  doing  better, 
somehow. 

Chairman  Byrd.  I  want  to  apologize  to  Senator  Stevens.  I  over- 
looked calling  on  you  when  I  should  have  called  on  you.  Senator 
Stevens.  If  you  will  let  me  proceed  just  until  I  have  finished  this 
one  item,  I  will  call  on  you. 

Senator  Stevens.  I  have  plenty  of  time,  Mr.  Chairman.  Yes,  sir. 

justification  for  vail  office 

Chairman  Byrd.  Is  the  implementation  of  the  Vail  symposium 
recommendations  dependent  on  establishing  this  office?  Or,  is  the 
implementation  more  closely  linked  to  securing  the  resources  nec- 
essary to  address  the  issues,  such  as  ranger  classification,  career 
development,  and  cultural  and  natural  resource  protection? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  I  think  it  is  both,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Byrd.  How  do  you  justify  adding  three  additional  staff 
positions  to  the  Director's  office,  when  the  parks  are  being  asked 
to  reduce  their  staffs  below  current  levels? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  I  can  give  you  a  response,  but  I  think  I  would  like 
to  ask  Mr.  Finley,  who  runs  the  parks,  to  answer  that. 

Chairman  Byrd.  All  right.  Mr.  Finley? 

Mr.  Finley.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  decision  is  the  same  decision  you 
face  in  your  committee  all  the  time:  the  allocation  of  precious  re- 
sources. 

There  are  many  of  us  in  the  field  who  participated  in  Vail.  We 
founded  a  process  that  invited  outside  constituents  and  internal 
people  to  look  at  how  we  could  manage  our  affairs  better. 

Part  of  it  was  the  input  from  the  employees  at  various  levels 
throughout  the  organization.  Commitments  were  made  based  on 
their  input.  But  then,  when  we  are  all  busy,  as  you  are  in  the  com- 
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mittee  and  we  are  in  the  parks,  someone  or  group  of  persons  has 
to  be  identified  for  special  assignment,  to  implement  those  rec- 
ommendations, to  see  that  what  you  commit  to  you  actually  follow 
up  on. 

So  while  many  of  us  in  the  field,  if  I  may  speak  from  that  per- 
spective, are  in  need  of  resources,  we  also  recognize  the  greater 
good  provided  by  some  of  the  elements  out  of  Vail.  For  example, 
ranger  futures  and  the  career  futures.  These  are  appropriate,  nec- 
essary, long  overdue  revisions  and  approaches  to  personnel  man- 
agement, and  education  and  empowerment  of  our  employees. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Would  you  propose  that  we  eliminate  the  Stra- 
tegic Planning  Office  in  order  to  fund  the  Vail  implementations' 
staff? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  I  assume  that  is  for  me,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  answer  is  no.  I  think  they  are  different  functions.  One  is 
more  strategic,  the  other  more  tactical,  perhaps,  if  there  is  a  need 
for  a  distinction,  and  there  is  a  distinction. 

Chairman  Byrd.  These  are  some  of  the  questions  I  would  like  to 
ask  when  the  reprogramming  proposal  is  appropriately  timed  to 
come  to  our  attention.  We  would  like  to  ask  those  questions  earlier 
on,  rather  than  waiting  until  a  time  like  this. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Senator  Stevens? 

Senator  Stevens.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  pleased  I 
have  been  able  to  hear  some  of  these  questions. 

ALASKA  REGION 

I  did  not  have  it  in  mind  when  I  came  here,  Mr.  Secretary,  but 
I  am  constrained  to  ask  whether  you  include  Alaska  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest,  now?  [Laughter.] 

We  take  great  pride  in  the  fact  that  we  are  not  the  Pacific  North- 
west; that  we  are  the  Northwest.  We  are  not  the  Pacific  Northwest. 

Are  we  included  in  that  planning  of  yours  in  terms  of  the  Pacific 
Northwest? 

Mr.  Frampton.  You  are  talking  about  the  possibility  of  an  eco- 
system office,  specifically? 

Senator  Stevens.  Yes. 

Mr.  Frampton.  I  think  in  our  discussions.  Senator,  we  have  rec- 
ognized that  Alaska,  with  Anilca  and  its  own  incredible  constella- 
tion of  parks,  really  has  issues  that  are  quite  unique. 

Senator  Stevens.  I  hope  so.  A  lot  of  people  even  think  that  the 
drift  down  the  coastline  is  south,  and  I  want  to  let  you  know  that 
the  Pacific  goes  north,  it  does  not  go  south. 

We  have  in  between  us,  of  course,  the  British  Columbia  people. 
So,  our  southern  neighbors  are  Canadians,  they  are  not  Pacific 
Northwest  people. 

Down  the  coastline  of  the  Pacific  they  have  a  lot  of  problems  that 
we  do  not  want  to  inherit.  I  would  urge  you  to  spend  more  time; 
I  know  you  and  the  Secretary  have  tried,  but  I  am  glad  to  hear 
that  because,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  would  really  disturb  our  Alas- 
kans if  we  thought  we  were  going  to  become  the  south  40  of  Seattle 
again.  That  was  the  feeling  we  had  before  statehood  and  we  do  not 
want  to  go  back  there. 
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As  a  matter,  the  last  Senator  who  voted  for  Alaska  statehood  is 
sitting  right  there.  I  do  not  know  if  you  know  that.  Time  passes 
and  people  pass  on,  but  Senator  Byrd  is  the  last  of  the  members 
of  Congress  who  voted  for  Alaska  statehood.  I  have  come  here 

Chairman  Byrd.  And  I  have  never  regretted  it.  [Laughter.] 

Let  me  add  that  I  think  about  the  finest  Senator  in  this  Body 
today  is  the  Senior  Senator  from  Alaska. 

Senator  Stevens.  Well,  you  are  kind. 

Chairman  Byrd.  I  say  that  behind  his  back,  and  to  his  face,  and 
for  the  record. 

Mr.  Stevens.  Thank  you. 

Chairman  Byrd.  He  is  not  only  a  good  Senator,  he  is  a  gen- 
tleman. 

Senator  Stevens.  We  have  had  a  long  time. 

Chairman  Byrd.  He  has  integrity. 

Senator  Stevens.  I  think  for  12  years,  before  I  went  on  the  de- 
fense ranking  position,  I  attended  every  one  of  these  hearings  for 
Interior.  Not  only  for  Park  Service  but  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service, 
all  of  them. 

DENALI  NATIONAL  PARK— SOUTH  SLOPE  DEVELOPMENT 

I  am  constrained  to  ask  a  few  questions  now. 

I  do  not  understand  the  difference  between  the  Strategic  Plan- 
ning Office  and  the  Denver  Service  Center. 

Let  me  tell  you  my  interest.  In  1986  we,  at  the  request  of  the 
Park  Service,  approved  a  concept  of  a  visitor  facility  plan  for  the 
Denali  National  Park  and  Preserve  at  what  they  called  the  south 
slope  area. 

We  have  appropriated  funds  almost  annually. 

In  1991  the  committee  report  specifically  urged  that  this  report 
be  completed  in  a  timely  manner. 

The  problem  that  I  have  is  that  here  we  are  going  into  1995  now, 
almost  a  10-year  period,  and  the  Denver  Service  Center  has  not 
completed  its  environmental  impact  study  of  the  original  plan  that 
the  Park  Service  itself  submitted  to  this  committee  in  1986. 

I  can't  quite  understand  that. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  as  one  of  the  coauthors  of  NEPA,  I  thought 
that  the  environmental  impact  study  was  supposed  to  be  completed 
before  you  submitted  a  plan  to  the  Congress.  It  is  only  recently 
that  we  have  discovered  that  the  Denver  Service  Center  says  there 
has  not  been  an  environmental  impact  study  of  the  south  slope  vis- 
itor facility  plan. 

Can  you  enlighten  me  on  how  I  got  lost  in  this  process?  I  really 
thought  that  we  had  complied  with  the  law  back  in  1986.  Now  I 
am  told  we  are  waiting  for  an  environmental  impact  study. 

What  is  the  difference  between  the  Strategic  Planning  Office  and 
the  Denver  Service  Center  that  I  am  waiting  on  for  10  years? 

Mr.  Galvin.  The  Strategic  Planning  Office  is  a  very  small  office 
that  happens  to  be  located  in  Denver.  There  are  only  four  people 
in  that  office.  They  are  not  in  the  same  physical  location  as  the 
Denver  Service  Center.  They  are  in  Denver,  however. 

The  Denver  Service  Center  is  our  major  planning,  design  and 
construction  office  and  employs  some  750  people;  so  it  is  a  much 
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larger  organization.  Not  all  of  those  are  in  Denver.  About  200  of 
those  people  are  in  parks. 

The  Southside  development,  as  you  point  out,  has  a  long  history. 
Its  most  recent  history  includes,  as  you  know,  I  think.  Senator, 
public  meetings  in  1992-93,  to  evaluate  some  alternative  sites  on 
the  southside  of  the  mountain.  There  are  two  sites  in  particular 
that  the  committee  has  directed  us  to  look  at,  in  Denali  State  Park 
and  in  Talkeetna.  Those  choices,  and  especially  the  one  at 
Talkeetna,  have  proven  particularly  controversial.  We  have  had 
public  demonstrations,  both  by  people  who  support  a  location  in 
Talkeetna,  and  by  people  against  it. 

That  controversiality  is  one  of  the  driving  factors  behind  the 
law's  requirement  to  prepare  an  environmental  impact  statement. 

As  a  result  of  the  public  meetings  last  year,  we  are  preparing  an 
environmental  impact  statement,  and  it  will  be  completed  along 
with  the  record  of  decision  later  this  year  in  December. 

Senator  Stevens.  I  am  at  a  loss  to  understand  that,  because  the 
original  plan  that  was  submitted  did  not  involve  land  outside  of  the 
park.  That  is  one  of  the  largest  parks  in  the  United  States. 

Now  we  are  looking  at  two  pieces  of  land:  one  that  is  not  on  Fed- 
eral property  at  all,  and  another  that  is  owned  by  the  State. 

I  do  not  quite  understand  what  happened  to  the  concept,  the 
original  concept,  of  the  visitor  facility  in  the  park. 

Now  that  leads  me  into  another  question. 

I  understand  what  you  say,  and  I  will  accept  it,  but  it  is  hard 
for  me  to  understand  how  things  get  turned  over  in  a  place  like  the 
Denver  Service  Center.  They  were  supposed  to  be  proceeding  on 
the  plan  that  this  committee  approved  in  1986,  by  giving  money  to 
proceed  with.  And  now  we  are  going  to  have  an  environmental  im- 
pact statement  on  moving  the  facility  to  an  area  outside  the  park, 
in  the  State  park  that  adjoins  the  national  park. 

The  State  is  not  exactly  too  hot  about  that,  from  what  I  under- 
stand. They  have  their  own  plans,  and  that  is  going  to  be  a  very 
difficult  relationship.  Go  ahead. 

Mr.  Galvin.  I  was  just  going  to  say,  we  can  certainly  give  you 
a  history  of  the  project  and  how  those  considerations  came  to  be. 

I  might  say,  somewhat  defensively,  Senator,  that  those  decisions 
are  not  made  in  the  Denver  Service  Center.  The  Denver  Service 
Center  is  a  planning,  design  and  construction  office.  Managers 
make  decisions.  Regional  directors,  directors  make  decisions. 

Senator  Stevens.  That  is  interesting.  Because  I  was  told,  suc- 
cinctly, that  the  Denver  Service  Center  still  has  not  completed  the 
environmental  impact  statement,  and  the  development  concept 
plan  for  that  South  Denali  Visitors'  Facility. 

Mr.  Galvin.  That  is  correct.  That  statement  you  just  read  is  ab- 
solutely correct. 

Senator  Stevens.  Then  what  have  I  been  asking  the  chairman's 
support  for  moneys  on  since  1986? 

Mr.  Galvin.  The  point  of  record  that  I  do  not  have,  is  the  rela- 
tionship between  the  plan  you  referenced  in  1986  to  the  Talkeetna 
and  Denali  State  Park  proposal.  I  do  not  know  how  those  proposals 
transitioned,  but  I  will  find  that  out  and  give  it  to  you,  for  the 
record. 


901 

Senator  Stevens.  All  right.  I  thought  I  lived  through  that  his- 
tory. [Laughter.] 
Mr.  Galvin.  I  thought  I  did  too.  [Laughter.] 
[The  information  follows:] 

Dbnali  National  Park  and  Preserve — South  Slope  Development  Planning 

A  general  management  plan  (GMP)  for  Denali  National  Park  and  Preserve  was 
completed  by  the  Denver  Service  Center  (DSC)  and  approved  by  the  Alaska  Re- 
gional Director  in  1986.  That  plan  acknowledged  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding 
(MOU)  signed  by  the  National  Park  Service  and  the  State  of  Alaska  in  1984  for  ac- 
complishing cooperative  planning  for  the  South  Slope  area.  It  was  the  intent  of  the 
GMP  that  additional  planning  for  the  South  Slope  area  occur  in  the  future.  Under 
the  MOU  cooperative  planning  from  1987  to  1989  between  the  Alaska  Regional  Of- 
fice and  the  State  resulted  in  an  approved  master  plan  for  Denali  State  Park.  The 
DSC  was  not  involved  in  South  Slope  planning  again  until  1990. 

The  1986  general  management  plan  analyzed  alternatives  for  locating  a  visitor 
center  within  Denali  National  Park  and  Preserve,  but  it  found  those  sites  to  be  inac- 
cessible to  rail  line  (existing  or  new),  to  be  environmentally  sensitive,  or  to  have  po- 
tential for  significant  conflicts  between  visitors  and  mining  interests.  Therefore, 
sites  within  the  national  park  were  rejected.  During  the  preparation  of  the  Denali 
State  Park  Master  Plan  several  potential  visitor  center  sites  outside  of  Federal 
lands  were  evaluated  jointly  by  State  and  NPS  staff  and  consequently  three  develop- 
ment zones  were  defined  on  State  lands  for  the  construction  of  facilities. 

In  August  of  1990  the  National  Park  Service  received  funds  for  the  Denver  Serv- 
ice Center  to  prepare  a  development  concept  plan/environmental  impact  statement 
(DCP/EIS)  for  the  South  Slope  of  Denali  National  Park.  The  South  Slope  DCP  was 
initiated  in  response  to  the  approved  GMP,  and  Congressional  interest.  The  Con- 
gress asked  the  NPS  to  prepare  the  plan  in  consultation  with  the  Alaska  State  gov- 
ernment and  to  include  concept  plans  for  visitor  facilities  in  Talkeetna  and  Denali 
State  Park.  The  project  began  with  internal  NPS  project  scoping.  The  decision  to 
consider  only  sites  outside  of  the  national  park  was  reaffirmed  based  upon  the  im- 
pact analysis,  site  suitability  findings  of  the  GMP,  the  State  park  master  plan,  and 
Congressional  direction.  Planning  team  field  work  in  the  park  was  initiated  in  May 
1991  when  site  conditions  allowed,  and  public  scoping  was  also  started  at  that  time. 
Four  alternatives  were  developed  and  reviewed  by  the  NPS  during  the  fall  of  1991. 
A  development  alternatives  workbook  was  released  for  public  review  and  comment 
in  February  1992.  The  planning  team  field  reviewed  the  alternatives.  Alternative 
planning  actions  within  Denali  State  Park  were  discussed  between  the  NPS  and 
State  staffs  over  a  four  month  period.  The  preliminary  draft  DCP/EIS  was  com- 
pleted, reviewed  within  NPS,  and  revised  for  printing  during  December  1992 
through  April  1993. 

Printing  of  the  document  was  completed  mid-June  1993  and  some  1,400  copies  of 
the  DCP/EIS  were  distributed  for  public  review  and  meetings  in  late  August.  The 
public  review  period  was  extended  from  September  to  November  1,  1993,  because 
of  public  complaints  that  they  did  not  receive  the  document  and  that  a  summer  re- 
view timeframe  was  inappropriate.  A  second  round  of  public  meetings  was  held  in 
mid-October.  Some  1,000  comments  (600  standardized  postcards  and  400  individual 
letters)  were  received  from  other  agencies,  interest  groups  and  individuals.  Most 
comments  were  in  opposition  to  continuing  with  proposed  actions  described  in  the 
DCP/EIS  preferred  alternative.  In  particular,  most  were  opposed  to  the  construction 
of  the  Talkeetna  destination  visitor  center  on  native  allotment  lands. 

From  November  1993  to  April  1994  the  NPS  initiated  and  continued  discussions 
with  State  officials  about  their  review  comments,  summarized  public  comments,  and 
drafted  initial  in-house  responses  to  public  comments.  Mid-May  decisions  on  the 
preferred  alternative  resulted  in  the  following  changes: 

Provide  additional  environmental  consequences  section  of  EIS. 

Decisions  about  commercial  activities  would  be  addressed  in  a  concession  manage- 
ment plan  separate  from  the  DCP/EIS. 

Drop  all  trail  and  public  use  cabins  proposals  from  DCP/EIS. 

Locate  orientation  center  in  southern  two  development  zones  in  Denali  State 
Park. 

Leave  Talkeetna  visitor  center  proposal  as  is  in  DCP/EIS. 

The  schedule  for  completion  of  the  project  is  as  follows: 
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DCP/EIS   revision   and   response   to   public  Mid-May  to  June  1994. 
comments. 

Editing  and  printing  of  DCP/EIS June  to  mid-July  1994. 

NFS  in-house  review  of  DCP/EIS  Mid-July  to  mid-August  1994. 

Revision  and  printing  of  DCP/EIS  Mid-August  to  mid-November  1994. 

Distribute  final  DCP/EIS  to  public  Mid-November  1994. 

Sign  record  of  decision  Mid-December  1994. 

DENALI — ^TRANSPORTATION  AND  DEVELOPMENT  TASK  FORCE 

Mr.  Frampton.  Senator,  if  I  could  comment. 

I  did  not  live  through  the  history.  But  it  was  in  recognition  of 
the  fact  that  this  has  been  difficult  and  controversial  to  figure  out 
how  the  Southside  is  going  to  be  developed,  that  we  put  together 
a  task  force  of  Alaskans  from  different  backgrounds  to  try  to  look 
at  both  the  transportation  and  development  issues  in  the  last  cou- 
ple of  months,  in  the  hopes  that  there  might  be  some  way  to  de- 
velop a  little  bit  more  of  a  consensus  here  between  everyone,  the 
State  Park  Service,  various  recreation  interests,  the  local  commu- 
nities, that  we  would  focus  on  some  kind  of  a  Southside  develop- 
ment strategy  that  would  win  some  broad  public  support  here, 
rather  than  continue  to  stumble  along  for  the  next  couple  of  years. 
And  I  hope  that  that  task  force  will  really  provide  us  some  useful 
guidance,  and  maybe  some  public  support  for  a  plan  for  the  near 
future. 

Senator  Stevens.  Mr.  Secretary,  I  understand  that,  and  I  want 
you  to  know  that  I  have  had  a  long  relationship  with  the  Denali 
Park.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  was  a  trip  to  Denali  Park  that  led  to 
me  to  become  a  solicitor  of  the  Interior  Department,  because  of  the 
Secretary  of  Interior  that  got  disturbed  with  a  concessionaire  when 
I  was  a  U.S.  attorney,  and  wanted  that  concessionaire  removed. 

I  will  tell  you  that  story  sometime. 

But  I  go  back  in  this  park  now  for  over  40  years,  and  I  think  I 
am  as  familiar  with  it  as  anyone  in  Government. 

SAVAGE  BRIDGE  AND  CAMPGROUND 

The  difficulty  I  have  is  that  right  after  I  came  here  we  got  money 
for  a  Savage  River  Bridge.  We  built  the  bridge,  and  then  we  were 
asked  to  put  up  money  for  a  Savage  River  campground. 

We  got  that  money  put  up,  and  then  we  were  asked  for  money 
to  pave  the  highway  into  the  park  toward  the  mountain,  and  that 
is  where  the  trouble  started.  That  money  was  appropriated  twice 
and  never  spent  to  pave  the  highways.  As  you  know,  it  is  not 
paved. 

As  a  consequence,  the  Savage  River  Bridge  was  closed  to  the 
public,  as  you  know.  The  campground  is  now  reserved  strictly  for 
Park  Service  employees.  It  is  not  available  to  the  public,  as  you 
know,  except  in  some  instances,  on  long  term  requests. 

We  then  established  a  process  that  you  can  only  get  into  that 
park  by  bus  now,  you  know.  And  that,  Mr.  Chairman,  was  an 
agreement  also  that  I  discussed  at  length  with  the  Park  Service 
people  on  the  basis  that  it  would  be  a  service  provided  by  the  Park 
Service. 

Now  I  understand  you  are  going  to  charge  $20  a  person  to  go 
into  the  park  in  the  bus.  Meaning  a  family  of  five,  or  better  than 
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that,  a  family  of  seven,  like  mine  used  to  be  when  we  went  into 
that  park  at  least  two  or  three  times  a  year,  it  would  cost  $140  to 
go  into  that  park,  for  Alaskans. 

It  is  not  an  entrance  fee;  it  is  an  absolute  transportation  fee.  You 
cannot  get  in  there  without  riding  on  the  bus  now.  So  it  is  prohibi- 
tive, really,  for  local  people  to  participate  in  that  transportation 
system. 

I  find  it  very  difficult  that  we  are  going  to  now  charge  for  this 
park  bus  system.  I  find  it  difficult  that  we  have  closed  the  entry 
to  the  park  to  private  automobiles,  for  people  who  live  in  the  area. 

It  is  the  only  park  in  the  United  States  that  is  so  closed.  We  can- 
not drive  through  our  park.  I  predict  to  you  that  this  plan  of  yours 
to  put  the  visitors'  facility  in  the  State  park  is  going  to  be  totally 
rejected,  because  of  the  feeling  of  our  people,  particularly  in  the 
legislature,  about  the  way  the  park  has  been  neglected  as  far  as 
Alaskans  are  concerned. 

ACCESS  ROAD 

We  do  not  know  why  it  is  the  only  place  in  the  State  that  is  not 
paved.  Every  year  we  have  accidents  on  that  road.  There  is  no  rea- 
son— but  the  Park  Service  is  driven  by  a  very  small  group  of  peo- 
ple, who  have  private  inholdings  and  they  operate  camps  up  by 
Wonder  Lake.  They  have  an  exclusive  province  in  the  largest,  and 
I  think  the  most  beautiful  national  park  we  have,  and  they  dictate 
your  policies.  They  are  dictating  your  policies  on  this  Park  Service 
visitors'  center.  It  is  very  unfortunate. 

At  one  time.  Senator  McClellan  went  up  there  with  me,  with  the 
whole  committee  almost,  at  least  those  who  wanted  to  go  at  the 
time,  and  we  were  on  the  bus,  and  the  bus  went  off  the  road.  We 
witnessed  an  accident  up  there,  at  the  time,  and  it  was  very  de- 
pressive. As  a  matter  of  fact,  so  almost  like  I  state,  to  get  the  road 
paved  we  put  up  money  again  to  get  the  road  paved,  and  it  was 
not  spent. 

What  I  want  to  know  is,  why  are  we  changing  this  policy,  with 
regard  to  the  buses?  I  have  been  told  that  there  is  a  contract  to 
be  signed  with  the  concessionaire  to  run  the  bus  system  now  in  the 
Denali  National  Park. 

No  one  will  enter  that  Park  exqept  on  a  concessionaire's  bus.  And 
again,  I  do  not  know  where  that  exists  anywhere  else  in  the  United 
States.  We  have  to  get  on  a  bus  outside  of  the  park  in  order  to  go 
into  that  park. 

Are  you  familiar  with  that,  Mr.  Secretary? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Well  I  am  familiar — I  would  ask  someone  else  to 
respond  on  the  details  of  the  concession  contract,  but  I  think  it  is 
the  idea  that  the  Park  Service  should  not  be  in  the  business  of  run- 
ning these  busses  but  should  be  looking  to  privatize  that  operation, 
and  do  it  as  a  concession  operation  as  something  that  the  Sec- 
retary, himself,  derived  from  his  visit  up  there  last  summer. 

So  this  is  precisely  an  example  of  the  kind  of  thing  that  the  Park 
Service  should  get  out  of.  We  have  increasing  visitorship.  We  want 
to  improve  the  buses,  get  larger,  bring  more  people  in  there. 

We  need  to  spend  our  appropriated  funds  on  keeping  the  road  in 
good  condition. 
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Senator  Stevens.  Those  are  State  roads.  I  got  the  State  to  spend 
State  highway  money  to  build  that  road  to  where  it  goes  into  the 
park.  That  was  not  built  by  Park  Service  money,  and  it  was  our 
allocation  as  a  State. 

But  did  you  know  that  the  only  way  that  I  can  get  into  that  park 
is  to  walk  in  unless  I  get  on  that  bus? 

Mr.  Frampton.  I  think  part  of  the  general  management  plan  for 
the  park  is  that,  except  for  people  with  reservations  in  the  park, 
the  rest  of  the  transportation 

Senator  Stevens.  And  those  reservations  are  made  in  Denver. 

OTHER  ALASKA  ISSUES 

I  find  that  there  is  a  real,  real  schism  developing.  This  is  our 
prize,  really.  I  think  Mount  McKinley  is  something  that  most 
Americans  want  to  see. 

Yet  we  live  there;  we  like  to  go  in  there  too,  Alaskans.  We  cannot 
go  in  there  any  longer  now,  unless  we  either  get  reservations 
through  the  Denver  system  to  be  able  to  take  our  car  in.  Even 
then,  we  can  only  go  in  so  far.  We  have  to  get  on  the  bus  later  to 
go  into  the  park.  You  are  going  to  pay  the  $20  fee,  one  way  or  the 
other. 

I  can  understand  that  people  get  off  a  bus  or  get  off  the  railroad 
train,  and  get  on  a  bus,  and  it  is  going  to  be  part  of  the  total  cost 
for  them  on  a  tour,  but  it  is  another  thing  for  families  taking  their 
children  into  that  park  to  see  it  with  a  degree  of  Alaskan  pride. 

Now  the  reason  that  you  operate  those  buses  is  because  one  of 
your  predecessors  closed  off  the  public  access  that  was  built  with 
taxpayers'  funds  for  everybody,  including  Alaskans,  and  the  quid 
pro  quo  was  that  the  Park  Service  would  provide  the  buses.  That 
was  to  avoid  the  kind  of  accidents  that  we  saw  when  we  were  in 
there. 

I  find  this  to  be  just  a  substantial  change  of  policy,  with  regard 
to  the  Alaskan  visitors.  I  cannot  believe  that  we  are  being  told,  ei- 
ther pay  $20  a  piece  or  walk  into  the  park. 

Mr.  Frampton.  Senator,  my  understanding,  and  I  may  be 
wrong — and  Mr.  Finley  can  respond  to  this — what  is  contemplated 
here  is  no  change  in  the  access  management  that  has  been  in  place 
for  many  years. 

The  reason  that  the  bus  service  is  run,  is  that  a  professional  and 
scientific  judgment,  a  managing  judgment  that  the  only  way  to  pro- 
tect the  wildlife  experience  that  people  have  along  near  that  road, 
is  to  control  the  nature  of  the  access  into  the  park.  What  is  pro- 
posed is  no  change,  as  I  understand  it,  in  the  access  regime.  What 
is  proposed,  is  for  the  Park  Service  to  get  out  of  the  business  of 
running  a  bus  line,  and  try  to  put  that  expense  and  that  burden 
of  management,  on  a  concessionaire  who  meets  our  standards,  but 
is  operating  as  a  private  business,  which  is  exactly  what  the  Park 
Service  is  trying  to  do  systemwide,  in  order  to  reduce  its  costs  and 
to  offer  better  service. 

Senator  Stevens.  Well,  I'm  sure  that — I  went  to  the  Everglades 
this  year,  enjoyed  the  drive  in,  it  was  very  nice. 

I  got  a  little  ticket  as  I  went  through  the  gate 
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People  were  driving  through  that.  It  is  a  long  park,  it  has  a  two- 
lane  highway  just  like  ours,  it  is  all  paved.  They  were  not  told  they 
had  to  go  in  by  bus  only. 

The  policy  you  are  setting  makes  sense,  except  for  the  fact  who 
is  going  to  pay  the  concessionaire?  The  concessionaire  is  primarily 
going  to  be  supported  by  Alaskan  families  who  go  in  there  week 
after  week  in  tne  summertime.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  they  are  going 
to  pay  $20  a  piece  to  go  into  that  park.  What  other  nicer  park  has 
a  $20  entrance  fee,  per  person?  When  I  went  into  the  Everglades, 
we  paid  a  car  fee.  I  forget  what  it  was,  it  was  like  $2.  Everybody 
in  tne  car  was  included.  On  this  thing  now,  it  is  $20  a  person  to 
get  on  that  bus.  As  I  said,  $140  would  be  the  cost,  and  I  took  my 
children  in  there  two  or  three  times  a  year.  I  do  not  think  people 
are  thinking.  It  may  make  sense  from  an  economic  point  of  view, 
for  the  Park  Service  to  be  able  to  collect  that  money  instead  of  pay- 
ing the  concessionaire,  but  you  are  not  looking  at  who  you  are  col- 
lecting it  from.  Or  any  fairness,  in  terms  of  the  repeated  visitors. 
If  you  go  in  there  once  a  lifetime,  I  am  sure  no  one  is  going  to  care 
about  paying  $20  to  ride  the  bus  in.  It  is  the  same  bus  you  ride 
all  the  way  out  to  the  mountain.  But  it  makes  no  sense  for  us. 
Well,  I  have  belabored  that. 

Let  me  move  on.  I  have  got  another  little  problem  that  I  would 
like  to  address,  but  I  hope  that  you  will  give  us  the  courtesy  of  dis- 
cussing that  fee  with  Alaskans,  particularly  with  the  Alaskan  dele- 
gation and  the  Governor.  And  believe  me,  the  State  legislators 
were  pretty  upset  when  I  was  up  there. 

HOUSING — ALASKA  PARKS 

I  am  concerned  also  about — we  have  a  request  now,  for  new 
housing.  It  is  $7  million  for  Park  Service  housing,  for  Glacier  Bay 
National  Park,  Katmai  and  Wrangell-St.  Elias.  Last  year,  we  had 
a  request  report  for  $4,675  million  for  housing.  I  supported  that, 
and  the  chairman  did;  it  is  fully  funded.  No;  that  was  1993.  For 
1994,  it  was  $6.37  million,  and  we  were  only  able  to  find  $5.4  mil- 
lion, but  we  did  support  the  request. 

I  have  now  been  told  the  housing  units  that  the  Park  Service  is 
building  are  costing  $500,000  a  piece. 

They  are  being  built  not  in  the  parks,  but  they  are  being  built 
in  the  villages  or  small  cities  that  are  nearest  to  the  park  in  some 
instances. 

For  instance  the  Bering  Land  Bridge  National  Preserve  housing 
is  being  built  in  Nome  where  the  average  value  of  the  housing  is 
$100,000.  And  we  are  using  taxpayers'  funds  now,  to  build 
$400,000  to  $500,000  homes  in  Nome. 

We  have  had  a  series  of  complaints  now  from  the  communities 
where  they  find  the  houses  built  for  Park  Service  employees  are  in- 
cluding a  great  many  things  that  are  just  almost  unheard  of:  built- 
in  outside  barbecues  and  other  things  that  are  considered  by  our 
people  to  be  fairly  wasteful  spending. 

I  can  understand  the  need  for  housing  where  there  is  no  housing. 
But  why,  if  you  are  going  to  put  people  in  communities  that  exist, 
why  don't  they  live  in  the  housing  that  is  available?  They  have 
housing  allowances.  Why  are  we  doing  this? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Mr.  Galvin. 
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Mr.  Galvin.  Actually,  they  do  not  have  housing  allowances,  Sen- 
ator. The  military  permits  subsidized  housing,  but  the  civilian 
agencies  do  not  have  any  housing  allowances.  There  are  deductions 
of  rent,  with  remoteness,  up  to  about  50  percent. 

Senator  Stevens.  Your  people,  just  like  all  the  rest  of  our  people, 
get  a  25-percent  increase  for  the  cost  of  living  in  Alaska.  You  have 
got  the  money  to  rent  houses  just  like  other  Federal  employees, 
and  yet  we  are  building  houses  now  for  people  in  Nome,  in  Kalina, 
a  whole  series  of  Alaska  places  where — and  again  if  there  was  no 
housing  available,  I  could  understand  where  the  Park  Service 
might  want  money  to  build  them.  But  why  are  we  building  houses 
of  |400,000  to  $500,000  in  communities  that  none  of  the  houses  are 
that  size? 

Mr.  Galvin.  Well  there  are  a  couple  of  different  answers. 

One  is,  we  are  not  building  any  housing  where,  in  the  judgment 
of  management,  there  is  other  housing.  So  for  instance,  all  employ- 
ees who  live  in  Anchorage  are  required  to  find  their  own  housing. 
I  would  say  Nome  is  a  transitional  case. 

Senator  Stevens.  Do  you  spend  much  time  in  Alaska? 

Mr.  Galvin.  I  have  spent  a  fair  amount  of  time  in  Alaska.  Yes. 
In  fact,  a  fair  amount  of  time  in  Nome.  And  I  have  been  in  some 
of  those  buildings  in  Nome,  some  of  the  buildings  we  have  pre- 
viously owned  before  we  engaged  in  building  these  four  apartments 
up  there.  And  I  recognize  that  they  are  expensive,  but  we  find  that 
housing  construction  in  the  National  Park  System  generally  runs 
50  to  100  percent  above  square  foot  costs  on  say,  on  the  open  mar- 
ket. 

I  just  did  an  analysis  of  a  project  in  Grand  Canyon  where  our 
costs  were  about  50  percent  higher  than  they  were  in  Flagstaff. 

There  are  a  combination  of  factors  that  lead  to  that.  Davis-Bacon 
wage  rates,  remoteness,  the  fact  that  we  are  only  building  a  few 
houses. 

Senator  Stevens.  None  of  them  are  in  the  parks  that  I  am  talk- 
ing about.  They  are  all  in  cities  that  are  hundreds  of  miles  from 
the  park. 

Mr.  Galvin.  Certainly,  many  of  the  houses  in  Alaska  are  outside 
of  the  parks,  that  is  right,  as  in  Nome. 

Senator  Stevens.  The  people  who  live  in  those  communities  live 
in  the  housing  that  is  available. 

Mr.  Galvin.  Yes;  I  understand  that. 

Senator  Stevens.  Other  Federal  employees  live  there — FAA,  In- 
dian Health  Service,  the  rest  of  them,  they  live  in  the  housing  that 
is  available.  Why  are  we  building  Park  Service  housing  in  those 
cities  for  people  who  are  supposed  to  be  watching  parks  that  are 
100  miles  away? 

Mr.  Galvin.  Well  in  some  instances  they  are  the  communities 
that  can  support  housing.  As  an  example,  Bettles  does  have  FAA 
housing  that  the  Park  Service  is  living  in.  But  it  is  Government- 
built  housing. 

Senator  Stevens.  I  suggest  that  you  should  look  into  that.  I  hope 
that  we  can  take  some  people  from  this  committee,  Mr.  Chairman, 
up  to  Alaska  this  year  to  take  a  look  at  some  of  this. 

I  do  not  have  any  problem  with  building  houses  for  people  where 
there  are  none  available.  But  when  we  get  to  the  point  of  building 
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houses  that  make  other  people  feel  that  they  are — many  of  those 
people  are  living  in  houses  that  have  been  built  with  public  funds 
under  the  health  service  or  the  HUD  program,  and  they  are  per- 
fectly suitable  for  the  people  that  are  there. 

The  postmaster  lives  in  one,  I  know.  There  are  several  other  peo- 
ple who  have  rented  those  homes  that  were  built.  But  they  are  not 
$500,000  units.  I  think  you  should  look  into  that. 

ALASKA  LAND  APPRAISALS 

Last,  let  me  ask  one  question  to  the  Secretary.  I  know  I  have 
taken  too  much  time,  Mr.  Chairman. 

It  ties  on  to  what  was  said  before,  about  the  acquisition  of 
inholdings.  We  have  a  recent  example  in  the  English  Bay  Corp. 
lands  at  Kenai  Fjords  National  Park.  There  was  an  appraiser,  as 
I  understand  it,  who  was  agreed  to  by  the  Park  Service  and  by  the 
native  people  of  English  Bay. 

The  park  wants  their  land  which  is  inholdings.  The  moneys  will 
come  from  the  Exxon-Valdez  settlement  fund  approved  by  this  com- 
mittee. 

The  appraiser  came  in,  and  the  value  of  the  land  was  $1,000  an 
acre.  It  is  valuable  land  tDecause  it  is  capable  of  being  developed  in 
the  park.  And  yet,  your  people  have  rejected  that  appraisal. 

We  are  back  at  square  one.  This  is  not  one  of  those  that  has  to 
wait  for  the  money. 

The  money  is  there. 

They  are  ready  to  pay  it. 

Everybody  has  agreed  that  they  will  take  it,  but  your  people 
have  now  rejected  the  appraisal  by  the  appraiser  that  you  helped 
select. 

Why  is  that? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Senator,  we  are  very  eager  to  go  forward — and 
I  say  "we"  serving  as  one  of  the  three  Federal  trustees  of  the 
Exxon-Valdez  Oil  Spill  Trustee  Council — we  are  very  eager  to  go 
forward  and  strike  a  bargain  there.  But,  we  are  bound  by  Federal 
laws  and  Federal  appraisal  standards. 

My  understanding  is  that  the  people  who  are  expert  in  this,  in 
the  Park  Service  and  in  the  Interior  Department,  do  not  believe 
that  that  particular  appraisal  meets  Federal  standards. 

Senator  Stevens.  Well,  the  strange  thing  is  this.  It  has  done 
their  appraisals  before,  and  was  agreed  upon  to  do  this  appraisal. 
When  the  appraisal  came  in  with  a  figure  that  was  not  agreeable 
to  the  Park  Service,  apparently  they  not  only  refused  the  ap- 
praisal— in  other  circumstances  where  you  agree  upon  an  ap- 
praiser, you  agree  to  abide  by  the  appraisal  and  buyer  and  seller 
agree  this  is  going  to  be  the  fee  for  the  acquisition. 

In  this  case,  you  not  only  rejected  the  appraisal,  but  you  barred 
that  appraiser  from  ever  working  for  the  Department  of  the  Inte- 
rior again.       s 

Mr.  Frampton.  Senator,  I  am  not  aware  of  that.  I  would  like  to 
be  able  to  respond  to  you  in  writing  on  the  record  because  obvi- 
ously this  is  a  very  sensitive  issue  about  whether  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment Trustee  Council  might  pay  substantially  above  market 
value. 
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But  my  understanding  is  that  the  agreement  was  to  do  an  ap- 
praisal pursuant  to  certain  appraisal  instructions  which  were 
agreed  upon  by  the  trustee  council,  and  that  this  appraisal  does  not 
conform  with  the  appraisal  instructions  that  were  agreed  to  or  with 
Federal  law. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Alaska-English  Bay  Corporation  Land  Appraisal 

Mr.  Alfred,  J.  Ferrara,  Member,  Appraisal  Institute,  of  Anchorage,  Alaska  is  the 
appraiser  who  was  jointly  selected  by  the  National  Park  Service  (NPS)  and  The 
ETnglish  Bay  Corporation  (EBC)  to  appraise  a  tract  of  land  held  by  the  English  Bay 
Corporation,  an  Alaskan  Corporation,  within  the  boundaries  of  Kenai  Fjords  Na- 
tional Park. 

Provision  F  of  the  Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU)  between  NPS  and  the 
EBC  states  that  the  "EBC  acknowledges  that  NPS  is  required  to  have  the  appraisal 
reviewed  and  approved  by  a  'Federal  review  appraiser"  before  it  can  be  usea  oy  the 
NPS  as  the  basis  for  an  offer  to  sell  real  property."  The  NPS  received  a  draft  copy 
of  Mr.  Ferrara's  appraisal  report  in  December  1993.  The  appraisal  was  reviewed  by 
the  NPS  review  appraiser,  as  well  as  by  four  other  Government  review  appraisers, 
and  was  unanimously  determined  to  have  failed  to  meet  the  standards  mutually 
agreed  to  by  the  English  Bay  Corporation  and  the  NPS.  On  February  10,  1994,  the 
NFS  concluded  its  review  and  finalized  its  written  review  statement.  This  statement 
has  been  provided  to  Mr.  Ferrara.  The  statement  presented  and  explained  the  defi- 
ciencies identified  by  the  NPS  and  concluded  that  the  appraisal  as  written  could  not 
be  approved  under  the  standards. 

Provision  K  of  the  MOU  states,  "Neither  party  is  bound  by  any  appraisal  con- 
ducted under  terms  of  this  MOU  nor  does  either  party  hereto  agree  that  the  amount 
determined  by  any  such  appraisal  to  be  the  market  value  of  the  EBC  Selections  is 
in  fact  the  market  value  oi  such  property."  Because  the  appraisal  report  has  not 
been  approved,  and  no  estimate  of  market  value  established,  negotiations  to  pur- 
chase the  property  have  been  delayed.  The  NPS  and  the  Department  remain  opti- 
mistic, however,  that  the  appraiser  will  revise  the  appraisal  so  that  it  can  be  ap- 
proved under  the  standards  and  be  used  as  a  basis  of  an  off"er  to  purchase  the  prop- 
erty. 

LAND  APPRAISAL 

Senator  STEVENS.  Well  that  is  not  my  understanding.  I  appre- 
ciate that,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  do  not  want  to  take  the  committee's  time  too  long,  but  I  would 
appreciate  it  if  you  would  give  us  a  report  on  it. 

I  think,  in  particular,  where  we  are  dealing  with  native  people, 
and  we  are  dealing  with  people  who  are  in  the  circumstances, 
where  they  are  agreeing  to  give  up  what  they  consider  to  be  their 
traditional  land.  And  they  have  agreed  to  an  appraiser,  one  rec- 
ommended really,  by  the  Park  Service  to  begin  with.  And  then  the 
appraisal  comes  in  at  a  fee,  and  is  rejected,  and  they  are  back  to 
square  one. 

You  are  still  not  going  to  allow  them  to  develop  their  land,  as  I 
understand  it.  Although,  I  have  got  to  tell  you  frankly,  my  advice 
to  them  is  go  ahead. 

I  mean,  if  the  Park  Service  does  not  want  it  for  $1,000,  sell  it 
to  someone  else  for  $1,000.  You  cannot  bar  them  from  selling  their 
land. 

I  think  you  are  getting  yourself  into  a  pocket  where  you  are  set- 
ting a  standard,  where  because  of  someone's  prejudgment  of  what 
the  value  should  be,  that  they  do  not  like  the  appraised  value. 

I  agree,  this  land  would  not  be  worth  the  price,  if  it  were  not  sur- 
rounded by  a  national  park.  And  that  is  why  you  want  it.  You  want 
it  so  no  one  can  develop  it. 
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Mr.  Frampton.  Well  the  pocket  we  are  in,  Senator,  in  part  is 
that  we  cannot  pay  more  than  fair  market  value,  and  if  we  did,  we 
would  be  back  here  incurring  the  wrath  of  many  of  the  members 
of  this  committee. 

So  right  now,  this  is  a  very  sensitive  issue  as  to  whether 

Senator  Stevens.  My  staff  corrects  me.  The  appraiser  came  in  at 
$600.  The  natives  wanted  $1,000.  And  you  have  rejected  the  $600. 

That  is  what  set  off  the  fire.  And  apparently,  they  can  sell  it  for 
more  than  $1,000. 

ALASKA  PARKS  POLICY 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hate  to  see  the  time  come — I  think  the  people 
that  have  been  most  respectful  in  terms  of  the  Federal  Government 
and  our  State  and  have  been  so  to  the  Park  Service  people.  We  are 
building  up  to  a  sizable  boil,  as  far  as  what  is  happening  in  the 
parks  and  some  of  the  feelings  that  are  developing,  as  far  as  what 
is  going  on. 

Our  tourist  people  are  disturbed.  The  tourism  is  increasing  and 
access  is  decreasing.  It  is  low  enough  as  it  is. 

LIMITED  ACCESS  TO  ALASKA  PARKS 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  access  only  by  air  into  three  parks.  We 
have  a  substantial  amount  of  them  that  have  no  access  at  all,  un- 
less you  have  a  twin  engine  floatplane.  We  still  have  not  got  plans 
for  utilizing  the  lands  that  were  set  aside  in  1980  for  park  lands, 
in  many  areas.  And  that  strategic  design  group,  I  think,  is  involved 
in  some  of  that. 

I  would  urge  you  to  create  some  sort  of  a  task  force.  Did  you 
know — was  it  80  percent  of  park  lands,  70  percent  of  the  park 
lands  are  in  my  State?  And  we  can  make  entry  into  about  10  per- 
cent of  those. 

I  think  it  is  time  that  you  reviewed  the  whole  policy  with  regard 
to  those  park  lands,  or  the  State  is  going  to  react  against  the  Park 
Service.  And  that  is  unfortunate.  We  already  have  enough  fights 
with  you  on  other  areas,  Mr.  Secretary.  But  we  do  not  need  fights 
with  regard  to  the  parks,  because  we  basically  support  these  parks. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Thank  you.  Senator  Stevens. 

Senator  Domenici. 

Senator  Domenici.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  wanted  to  tell  you  why  I  was  late.  I  was  handling  the  budget 
resolution  on  the  floor.  We  have  recessed  until  afternoon.  I  appre- 
ciate a  few  moments. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Go  ahead. 

COMMENTARY — SENATOR  DOMENICI 

Senator  Domenici.  Let  me  just  say,  we  do  have  some  bad  prob- 
lems in  some  areas,  but  I  am  not  sure  we  want  to  raise  those 
today.  We  have  enough  to  talk  about  here. 

I  want  to  start  where  Senator  Stevens  left  off  and  tell  you.  Direc- 
tor Kennedy  and  Mr.  Secretary,  I  believe  it  is  true  that  the  most 
respected  Federal  officials  in  a  State  like  mine  are  the  Park  Serv- 
ice, rangers  and  those  who  help  you. 
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I  know  we  are  making  your  life  a  little  difficult  with  the  way  we 
are  handling  budgets  and  ordering  more  things  to  bfe  done,  and  not 
necessarily  giving  you  more  money.  Let  me  ask  a  couple  of  general 
questions  before  I  talk  about  more  parochial  ones. 

CONVERSION  OF  TEMPORARY  AND  SEASONAL  EMPLOYEES 

With  reference  to  full-time  employees,  FTE's,  and  the  streamlin- 
ing of  Government  under  the  Vice  President's  plan,  I  do  not  under- 
stand how  you  are  going  to  convert  up  to  2,600  long  term,  tem- 
porary and  seasonal  positions  into  permanent  status. 

Obviously,  you  are  committed  to  ensuring  that  the  Park  Service 
has  adequate  staff  to  address  the  Park  Service  needs.  I  think  we 
all  support  that  goal. 

However,  knowing  of  the  increase  in  the  FTE's,  because  by  defi- 
nition, when  you  convert  those  2,600,  they  go  from  non-FTE's 
to 

Mr.  Kennedy.  That  is  not  one  of  our  problems.  We  have  got  a 
lot  of  them,  but  that  one  is  not  one. 

MANDATED  FTE  REDUCTIONS 

Senator  Domenici.  Are  employees  in  other  agencies  going  to  suf- 
fer in  any  way  because  of  the  FTE  approach  that  we  are  taking  in 
your  Department? 

In  other  words,  as  I  look  at  this — and  frankly  I  do  not  know  how 
we  are  ever  going  to  get  this  answered  across-the-board — but  it  is 
very  difficult  for  those  of  us  who  appropriate  to  various  agencies  to 
understand  what  the  administration's  plan  for  FTE  reduction  is  in 
any  sensible  or  rational  way,  I  should  say. 

And  thus,  what  is  happening  around  here,  Mr.  Secretary,  is  that 
amendments  are  coming  up  to  exempt  agencies  from  these  person- 
nel reductions.  We  already  had  one  exemption,  which  was  the  VA. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes. 

Senator  Domenici.  Well,  let  me  tell  you.  In  Department  of 
Health  and  Human  Services,  I  am  pretty  close  to  doing  one  on  the 
Indian  Health  Service.  I  mean,  if  you  look  around  and  say  what  is 
critical — but  I  do  not  want  to  do  that.  I  support  the  notion,  but  I 
do  not  know  where  the  plan  is  that  might  have  established  what 
is  critical,  and  what  is  less  than  critical,  and  then  what  is  not  so 
critical. 

It  seems  to  me  you  have  got  to  have  that  in  a  Department  as 
large  as  yours,  with  reference  to  FTE's.  I  guess  I  am  wondering, 
as  it  concerns  your  department,  what  do  you  see  as  FTE  reduc- 
tions, and  how  does  that  relate  to  the  department? 

Mr.  Frampton.  I  am  not  sure  I  can  answer  your  question  or 
questions,  but  let  me  try  to  describe  to  you  the  situation  we  are  in. 

Congress  has  mandated  FTE  reductions  across  the  administra- 
tion, and  the  Department  of  the  Interior  has  its  allocation  of  FTE 
reductions.  That  allocation,  in  turn,  will  be  subdivided  and  pieces 
of  it  have  been  given  for  1994-95  to  each  of  the  Bureaus  within  the 
Department. 

Now  the  Department  as  a  whole  has  a  number  of  strategies,  one 
of  which  is  an  effort  to  consolidate  personnel  functions  in  the  dif- 
ferent Bureaus  into  a  more  streamlined  operation  which  can  re- 
spond to  some  of  those  required  FTE  cuts — the  Park  Service  is 
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going  to  be  implicated  in  that;  it  is  going  to  be  impacted — but  with- 
out necessarily  making  a  direct  impact  on  park  operations. 

Then  there  are  some  Bureaus  within  the  Department  whose 
budgets  are  decreasing.  For  example,  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation, 
with  no  new  starts  and  a  changing  mission.  So  some  of  the  FTE 
cuts  in  the  Department  can  be  met  by  allocating  them  to  Bureaus 
which  are  going  to  have  a  reduced-size  mission. 

The  problem  is  that  the  Department  of  the  Interior  is  a  very  per- 
son-ricn  agency.  It  is  not  like  DOE  or  EPA  where  you  can  always 
cut  back  on  the  people  and  do  more  through  contracts.  We  have 
lots  of  land,  and  we  have  wildlife,  and  we  have  developable  re- 
sources that  have  to  be  taken  care  of. 

So  what  the  Park  Service,  with  whatever  allocation  of  FTE  cuts 
it  gets  coming  down  from  the  administration  as  a  whole,  has  got 
to  do — and  this  is  what  we  are  doing  with  the  streamlining  effort 
which  was  the  subject  of  some  discussion  before — is  to  figure  out 
basically  how  we  work  smarter,  and  how  we  take  those  cuts  in  our 
central  office  and  management  layers,  so  that  the  actual  park  re- 
source is  not  directly  impacted  or  is  impacted  as  little  as  possible. 

But  it  is  unquestionably  the  case  that,  insofar  as  other  Depart- 
ments or  agencies  are  exempted,  that  all  other  Departments,  in- 
cluding Interior  and  the  Park  Service,  will  have  to  bear  a  little  bit 
of  the  greater  burden. 

REDUCTION  ALLOCATION  AND  PROCESS 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Let  me  tell  you.  I  think  we  know,  at  least  our 
staff  knows,  that  Interior's  first  installment  of  reduction  is  not 
under  any  congressional  mandate,  but  under  the  President's 
252,000  FTE  reduction  over  5  years.  We  understand  Interior's  allo- 
cation for  1995  is  1,377  FTE's.  That  is  for  all  of  the  Department 
of  the  Interior. 

I  guess  what  I  would  ask  for,  so  we  will  not  continue  a  dialog 
in  generalities,  is  I  believe  it  is  imperative  that  at  some  point  you 
supply  for  the  record  how  that  is  going  to  be  accomplished.  I  do  not 
say  that  mischievously.  But  rather,  if  we  do  not  know,  we  either 
cannot  be  helpful  or,  on  the  other  hand,  we  are  going  to  have  peo- 
ple assuming  the  worst,  and  starting  to  react.  So  maybe  my  ques- 
tion is  rather  detailed.  Could  you  submit  that  for  the  record,  Mr. 
Secretary?  How  are  we  going  to  go  about  achieving  the  1,377  reduc- 
tion in  FTE's  in  the  Department  of  the  Interior? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Yes. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  And  we  would  like  to  add  to  that,  Mr.  Domenici, 
a  little  information  for  you  as  to  what  happens  to  the  National 
Park  Service  when  specifically  it  seeks  to  hire  people  using  State, 
local  or  donated  funds. 

This  is  an  important  function  for  us,  and  the  FTE  meat  ax  is  a 
very,  very  imprecise  way  to  manage  a  Service  which  often  gets 
funds  from  non-Federal  sources  to  do  essential  tasks.  And  we 
would  like  to  tell  you  about  that,  if  we  may? 

Senator  Domenici.  Sure.  We  know  that  there  is  a  whole  list  of 
numbers  attached  to  the  various  aspects  of  Interior.  I  think  we 
would  like,  at  least  I  would,  and  since  the  chairman  is  not  here, 
I  am  going  to  assume  he  has  no  objection,  some  description  of  how 
you  went  about  making  those  reductions. 
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We  know  Bureau  X  is  going  to  get  167  or  some  such  number,  but 
for  the  Department,  I  wonder  if  you  could  give  us  a  narrative  of 
how  you  went  about  prioritizing  that? 

Mr.  Frampton.  We  can  do  that,  and  we  can  give  you  the  num- 
bers which  are  allocated  out  for  fiscal  year  1995. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Streamlining  Allocations 

The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  for  the  Department  includes  a  full-time  equivalent 
(FTE)  staffing  level  of  74,614,  a  decrease  of  1,377  FTEs  from  1994.  This  1,377  reduc- 
tion is  a  net  number  composed  of  reductions  in  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  ( -294), 
personnel  streamlining  (-490),  program  changes  (  +  492),  the  transfer  of  the  John 
F.  Kennedy  Center  for  the  Performing  Arts  to  the  Smithsonian  ( -55),  and  a  general 
reduction  spread  among  all  the  bureaus(  - 1,030).  Additional  FTEs  for  program 
changes  were  allocated  on  the  basis  of  various  increase  proposals  in  the  budget  to 
the  extent  that  additional  FTEs  were  available.  The  FTE  reductions  for  personnel 
streamlining  were  identified  in  the  plan  for  improving  efficiency  in  those  functional 
areas. 

The  personnel  streamlining  reduction  was  determined  by  representatives  of  each 
bureau  and  represents  the  amount  of  personnel  positions  each  bureau  felt  it  could 
reduce.  Once  the  Department  arrived  at  a  total  FTE  number  for  fiscal  year  1995 
(based  upon  fiscal  year  1993  usage,  fiscal  year  1994  Congressional  action  and  fiscal 
year  1995  program  changes),  the  general  reductions  were  determined  on  a  pro-rata 
basis  with  certain  bureaus  exempted  from  further  reduction.  Those  bureaus  exempt- 
ed include  the  Minerals  Management  Service,  the  Bureau  of  Mines,  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation,  the  Firefighting  account  within  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and 
the  Central  Utah  Project. 

CONGRESSIONALLY  MANDATED  REDUCTIONS 

Senator  Domenici.  I  think  we  ought  to  clarify  the  record  also, 
Mr.  Secretary,  in  that  Congress  did  not  just  up  and  mandate  this. 

I  think  you  all  know  that  the  administration  got  the  ball  rolling 
with  an  Executive  order,  and  I  am  reminded  that  it  was  actually 
executed  and  issued  with  reference  to  this  number,  252,000  over  5 
years. 

Mr.  Frampton.  That  is  correct,  Senator.  But  I  think  that  in  the 
buyout  bill.  Congress  actually  increased  that  number  to  272,000.  So 
we  at  Interior  are  operating  under  both  administration  and  con- 
gressional direction. 

Senator  Domenici.  We  did  in  the  buyout  bill.  I  am  reminded,  and 
I  remember  now,  we  did  that  at  the  suggestion  of  the  0MB  direc- 
tor, in  order  to  make  the  buyout  work  and  at  the  same  time  added 
a  year  within  which  to  make  these  reductions.  So  it  is  a  6-year 
plan  that  is  written  into  the  law. 

TEMPORARY  EMPLOYEES  COUNT  AGAINST  FTE  CEILING 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  Senator,  if  I  may,  in  response  to  one  of  the  earlier 
questions  you  had  with  regard  to  temporaries.  I  do  not  want  to  con- 
fuse that  issue.  Temporaries  do  count  against  FTE  ceilings  now. 
And  there  would  be  no  effect  on  our  FTE  uses  by  merely  convert- 
ing. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  I  think  in  its  final  definition  we  tried  to  block 
as  many  loopholes  for  adding  to  the  work  force  in  other  ways  under 
the  rubric  of  cutting.  So  I  think  we  did  make  temporaries,  as  we 
described  them,  part  of  the  FTE  group. 

Can  I  just  take  time  for  a  couple  of  New  Mexico  questions? 


913 

PETROGLYPH  NATIONAL  MONUMENT 

First,  let  me  ask  if  any  of  you,  either  you,  Mr.  Director  or  Mr. 
Assistant  Secretary,  are  you  aware  of  the  situation  in  Albuquerque, 
NM,  regarding  Paseo  Del  Norte  and  the  Petroglyph  National  Park? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Are  you  aware  of  the  negotiations  that  are 
going  on  between  the  Secretary  and  the  mayor  of  Albuquerque? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  I  took  the  lead  in  getting  legislation  to  estab- 
lish this  Petroglyph  National  Monument  passed  and  frankly,  ever 
since,  there  has  been  an  utter  state  of  confusion  as  to  who  did  what 
to  whom. 

I  learned  a  big  lesson  on  this  one. 

Mr.  Frampton.  Well,  the  country  is  grateful  to  you.  Senator.  The 
rest  of  us  are. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Well,  the  country  may  be,  but  my  constitu- 
ents are  very  perplexed. 

Mr.  Frampton.  Right.  [Laughter.] 

Senator  DOMENICI.  And  that  is  putting  it  mildly.  One  group 
thinks  that  the  requirements  are  absurd,  and  another  group  would 
think  that  we  ought  to  leave  it  pristine  and  affect  everything  in  the 
neighborhood  for  miles  around,  because  we  did  establish  the  park. 

In  any  event,  are  you  free  to  tell  us  the  direction  that  negotiation 
is  taking? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  The  answer  to  your  questions  is  no,  I  am  not  free. 

It  is  going  on  and  I  cannot  tell  you  what  the  outcome  is,  at  the 
moment. 

Senator  DOMENici.  I  would  like  very  much,  had  the  Secretary 
been  here,  Mr.  Frampton,  I  would  have  asked  him,  but  would  you 
mind  asking  if  he  would  call  me  and  discuss  that,  or  if  he  can  pass 
on  to  you  that  for  discussion? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Of  course. 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  Senator,  we  will  do  that. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  I  do  want  to  state  for  the  record  that  I  have 
heard  from  the  mayor,  and  talked  to  him,  and  clearly  if  an  alter- 
native route  is  chosen  for  that  park  which  instead  of  going  through, 
is  going  around  the  park,  it  is  assumed  that  it  will  cost  substan- 
tially more. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  The  more  direct,  previously  planned  route 
would  not  cost  as  much.  I  gather  the  discussions  are  saying  the 
Federal  Government  will  have  to  pay  for 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Some  portion  thereof. 

Senator  Domenici  [continuing].  Some  or  all.  Frankly,  I  would 
like  very  much  to  know  if  that  is  part  of  the  discussions,  and  if  so, 
from  where  might  those  moneys  come?  I  assume  there  would  be  an 
announcement  not  too  far  down  the  line.  I  think  it  is  very  impor- 
tant the  people  know  you  all  found  the  money;  not  that  you  solved 
the  question,  and  we  have  to  find  the  money. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  We  will  report  to  you. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  We  share  in  things,  but  this  is  one  we  would 
just  like  to  just  implement  what  you  do. 
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WHITE  SANDS  NATIONAL  MONUMENT 

White  Sands  National  Monument  is  my  next  issue.  I  want  to 
state  in  the  record,  that  this  is  one  of  the  heavily  utilized  national 
monuments  in  the  country,  and  certainly  in  our  State. 

I  never  knew  this,  but  it  is  the  most  utilized  in  New  Mexico,  and 
the  number  of  Park  Service  employees  versus  visitors  is  enormous 
at  White  Sands,  some  32,000  visitors  per  one  park  service  em- 
ployee. The  infrastructure  is  very,  very  old. 

You  provide  an  additional  $275,000  in  the  budget.  I  think  we 
desperately  need  to  watch  that  one.  My  question  has  to  do  with 
how  you  decided  that  that  was  enough? 

Would  you  please  answer  that  in  the  record? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir. 

[The  information  follows:] 

White  Sands  National  Monument 

For  fiscal  year  1995,  the  Service  has  proposed  a  series  of  operational  increases 
totaling  $20  million  to  address  concerns  such  as  those  caused  by  the  heavy  visita- 
tion at  White  Sands  National  Monument.  The  initiative,  which  covers  approximately 
60  park  units,  is  designed  to  help  bridge  the  gap  in  parks  where  analysis  has  indi- 
cated the  most  urgent  shortfalls  in  funding.  The  desire  to  protect  threatened  re- 
sources and  provide  a  safe  and  enjoyable  visitor  experience  were  paramount  in  the 
selection  of  parks  to  be  included  in  the  proposed  initiative. 

The  $275,000  requested  for  White  Sands  National  Monument  was  developed 
through  a  process  in  which  Regional  Offices  submitted  candidates  for  the  initiative 
in  priority  order  and  the  submissions  were  compiled  into  a  Servicewide  proposal. 
White  Sands  was  the  second  priority  for  the  Southwest  Region  and  the  full  amount 
requested — $275,000 — was  included  in  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  for  the 
Service.  In  setting  Regional  and  Servicewide  priorities.  Park  Service  management 
had  to  weigh  the  urgency  and  priority  of  the  problems  identified,  while  considering 
how  to  fit  the  needs  identified  within  the  budgetary  allowance  available.  If  higher 
levels  of  budgetary  allowance  were  available.  White  Sands  would  have  likely  re- 
ceived consideration  for  a  larger  request. 

PETROGLYPH  NATIONAL  MONUMENT 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Petroglyph.  On  another  subject,  we  still  have 
to  acquire  the  land.  We  still  do  not  have  it  all.  We  put  in  $3.5  mil- 
lion for  the  year  that  we  are  in,  and  you  asked  for  only  $1.75  mil- 
lion for  fiscal  year  1995. 

Like  other  Senators,  I  am  very  worried  about  the  added  burden 
of  acquisition,  but  I  would  like  to  know  why  such  a  small  number? 

Also,  could  you  tell  us  for  the  record,  where  you  intend  to  go  from 
this  point  forward,  so  we  reach  fruition  on  this  project? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Domenici.  This  is  a  very  hot  issue,  as  you  know. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Sure. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  It  is  right  in  the  middle  of  a  city.  This  is  real- 
ly an  urban  park,  these  petroglyphs. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Petroglyph  National  Monument 

We  agree  that  continuation  of  the  land  acquisition  program  at  Petroglyph  Na- 
tional Monument  is  important  and  our  budget  request  included  $1,750,000  for  ac- 
quisition. Our  request  considers  the  overall  needs  of  the  Service  as  well  as  the  lim- 
ited resources  available  for  land  acquisition. 

It  is  estimated  that  $9.6  million  will  be  needed  to  complete  land  acquisition  at 
Petroglyph  National  Monument  after  fiscal  year  1995.  Preparation  of  future  budget 
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requests  will  take  into  consideration  the  remaining  needs  at  Petroglyph  National 
Monument  and  all  other  Servicewide  land  acquisition  needs. 

GLORIETA  NATIONAL  BATTLEFIELD 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Glorieta  National  Battlefield  continues  to  get 
accolades.  I  think  your  own  people  established  a  very  high  priority 
for  that  park. 

That  is  one  of  Senator  Bingaman's  ideas.  I  joined  him  in  it. 
Maybe  you  can  tell  us  for  the  record,  why  this  was  not  included  in 
the  study  list?  Are  you  aware  of  it  this  issue? 

Mr.  I^NNEDY.  We  will  give  you  an  answer  to  that.  I  am  sur- 
prised as  well. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  I  think  that  is  the  way  it  is. 

I  am  going  to  insert  the  rest  of  the  New  Mexico  questions  in  the 
record,  but  I  have  one  more  of  a  general  nature  that  is  broad 
based. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Glorieta  Battlefield — General  Management  Plan 

Glorieta  Battlefield  is  managed  as  part  of  Pecos  National  Historical  Park  and 
planning  for  the  battlefield  unit  is  being  performed  as  part  of  the  general  manage- 
ment planning  now  underway  for  Pecos. 

REGIONAL  REORGANIZATION 

Senator  DOMENICI.  We  keep  hearing  different  rumors  about 
which  field  offices  will  be  eliminated,  and  how  many  employees  are 
going  to  be  displaced  under  a  proposed  reorganization.  You  spoke 
to  part  of  that  issue  today. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Right.  We  have  responded  to  Alaska  so  far,  the 
Northeast. 

Senator  Domenici,  Could  you  just  give  us  the  latest  version  for 
the  record? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Sure. 

Senator  Domenici.  Not  of  Alaska's,  but  of  the  country's. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Certainly.  We  do  not  have  any  intention  to  close 
Park  Service  offices  in  the  cities  in  which  they  now  exist. 

We  do  intend  to  reduce  their  size,  and  to  move  people  around, 
to  be  more  efficient.  If  we  do  not,  we  will  not  be  more  efficient. 

Senator  Domenici.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  submit  another 
general  question.  It  has  about  five  or  six  parts  to  it,  but  let  me 
preface  it. 

Chairman  Byrd.  And  they  are  going  to  submit  a  reprogramming 
request,  so  you  will  get  a  chance  to  look  at  that. 

Senator  Domenici.  All  right. 

investment  program 

I  just  want  to  ask  how  you  went  about  determining  what  is  an 
investment. 

The  President  makes  a  lot  about  some  of  his  budget  items  being 
investments,  and  some  not.  I  have  tried  to  look  at  yours  from  the 
standpoint  of  what  are  investments  and  what  are  not,  and  I  find 
some  very  incongruous  things. 

Like  a  whole  program  that  is  put  in  the  budget  now  as  an  invest- 
ment, which  are  the  operational  activities  of  the  Park  Service. 
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Could  you  kind  of  answer  those  questions,  so  we  will  get  an  idea 
of  how  you  came  about  this  criteria? 
Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir. 
[The  information  follows:] 

National  Park  Service  Investments 

The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  redefines  the  investment  package  in  the  National 
Park  Service  to  include  the  entire  operating  account  rather  than  discrete  portions 
of  certain  park  base  fiinding.  During  the  process  of  developing  the  fiscal  year  1995 
budget,  it  was  determined  that  prior  year  categorization  of  the  investment  proposal 
resulted  in  certain  anomalies.  For  example,  the  proposed  investments  in  the  Na- 
tional Park  Service  in  fiscal  year  1994  included  certain  portions  of  additional  park 
operating  funds,  namely  additional  maintenance  and  professionalization  funding, 
yet  left  out  the  remaining  funding  in  these  categories.  This  categorization  implied 
that  those  increments  were  the  only  investments  in  the  National  Park  System,  even 
though  base  funding  in  those  areas,  as  well  as  other  increases  proposed  in  the  park 
operating  accounts,  were  very  similar  and  had  been  excluded  for  no  apparent  rea- 
son. Redefining  investment  to  include  the  park  operating  account  is  based  upon  the 
rationale  that  the  entire  park  operating  account  is  an  important  investment  in  the 
health  and  welfare  of  the  parks  and  should  be  highlighted  as  such. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ap- 
preciate the  time. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Thank  you,  Senator. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Mr.  Secretary  and  Mr.  Kennedy,  I  would  like  to 
finish  these  questions. 

What  is  your  pleasure?  Would  you  like  to  come  back  at  2  p.m.? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Whatever  suits  you. 

Chairman  Byrd.  We  can  come  back  at  1:30  p.m.  or  2  p.m.,  which 
would  be  the  best  for  you? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Thank  you,  sir.  Whatever  is  convenient  to  you.  I 
am  not  testifying  anywhere  else  this  afternoon,  and  I  would  be 
honored  to  return. 

I  don't  know  about  my  colleagues. 

Sure,  we  will  be  here.  Tell  us  when? 

Chairman  Byrd.  Let's  say  2  p.m. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  OK,  sir.  Thank  you. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  RECESS 

Chairman  Byrd.  Thank  you  very  much.  The  subcommittee  will 
stand  in  recess  until  2  p.m.,  Wednesday,  May  11. 

[Whereupon,  at  12:30  p.m.,  Wednesday,  May  11,  the  subcommit- 
tee was  recessed,  to  reconvene  at  2  p.m.,  this  same  day.] 


(Afternoon  Session,  2  p.m.,  Wednesday,  May  11,  1994) 

The  subcommittee  reconvened  at  2  p.m.,  in  room  S-128,  the  Cap- 
itol, Hon.  Robert  Byrd  (chairman)  presiding. 
Present:  Senator  Byrd. 

NEW  RIVER  GORGE  NATIONAL  RIVER 

Chairman  Byrd.  The  subcommittee  will  resume  its  hearing.  We 
will  now  take  a  look  at  the  New  River  Gorge  National  River. 

Mr.  Kennedy,  I  would  like  to  turn  now  to  matters  of  particular 
interest  to  my  State  starting  with  the  New  River  Gorge  National 
River. 

New  River  Gorge  is  a  developing  park.  It  is  important  that  ade- 
quate staffing  be  provided  to  address  operational,  resource  protec- 
tion, and  facility  needs. 

I  want  to  see  what  investments  are  needed  and  see  that  they  are 
made  at  New  River  to  enhance  the  visitor  experience  and  enjoy- 
ment of  not  only  the  natural  resources  of  the  park  but  of  the  cul- 
tural and  historical  values  as  well. 

What  was  the  visitation  at  New  River  Gorge  last  year  and  how 
would  that  compare  with  2  years  ago? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Ms.  Griffin? 

B.J.  Griffin  has  joined  us,  the  Regional  Director  for  that  area,  sir. 

Ms.  Griffin.  This  year  we  have  had  1,007,000  people.  In  1991 
we  had  approximately  700,000.  So  it  is  about  a  30-percent  increase. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Is  the  visitor  center  at  Canyon  Rim  open  all 
year  round? 

Ms.  Griffin.  Yes,  sir;  it  is.  It  has  peak  hours  from  Memorial  Day 
to  Labor  Day  when  it  is  open  1  hour  longer,  but  it  is  open  year- 
round  from  9  a.m.  to  5  p.m. 

Chairman  Byrd.  How  has  the  operational  budget  at  New  River 
Gorge  changed  to  keep  pace  with  this  growth  in  visitation? 

Ms.  Griffin.  In  1992  for  New  River  and  the  Gauley  we  had  $3.7 
million.  In  1994  we  had  $4.3  million.  It  is  about  a  $500,000  in- 
crease over  the  3  years. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Is  that  keeping  pace  with  the  growth  in  visita- 
tion? 

Ms.  Griffin.  It  is  certainly  helping. 

It  shows  that  we  are  trying  to  keep  the  park  at  pace  with  the 
visitation  as  well  as  the  development  within  the  resources  that  we 
have. 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  attempts  were  made  in  the  fiscal  year 
1995  budget  to  address  the  visitation  demands  at  New  River? 

Ms.  Griffin.  We  have  a  $77,000  increase  for  New  River  and  this 
will  take  care  of  some  inflationary  matters  and  things  of  that  na- 
ture such  as  locality  pay. 

Chairman  Byrd.  How  many  FTE's  were  used  by  New  River 
Gorge  in  1993? 
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Ms.  Griffin.  In  1993  the  park  used  112.  In  the  budget  book  they 
were  shown  as  having  61. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Did  the  park  have  to  lapse  any  positions  due  to 
a  shortage  of  funds? 

Ms.  Griffin.  The  park  has  lapsed  some  positions. 

I  do  not  know  if  they 

I  would  have  to  give  you  a  list  of  those  to  give  you  a  definite  an- 
swer as  to  how  much  money  they  tried  to  make  up. 

Chairman  Byrd.  All  right,  if  you  would  supply  that,  please. 

Ms.  Griffin.  OK. 

[The  information  follows:] 

New  River  Gorge  National  River— Lapsed  Positions 

No  currently  established  positions  have  been,  or  will  be,  lapsed  at  New  River 
Gorge  National  River  in  fiscal  year  1994  due  to  a  shortage  of  funding. 

STAFFING  NEEDS 

Chairman  Byrd.  You  made  reference  to  112  FTE's. 

Ms.  Griffin.  Last  year.  Yes,  sir. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Did  these  numbers  include  staffing  for  the 
Gauley  and  Bluestone  areas? 

Ms.  Griffin.  Yes;  they  do. 

There  are  2  FTE's  out  of  the  112  that  are  designated  for  the 
Gauley. 

Chairman  Byrd.  And  the  Bluestone  area? 

Ms.  Griffin.  Bluestone  would  be  included  in  the  110  that  is  left. 

Chairman  Byrd.  So  New  River  did  not  enter  then  in  fiscal  year 
1994  with  a  large  number  of  vacancies? 

Ms.  Griffin.  I  do  not  know  how  many  vacancies  they  have. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Can  somebody  state  that  for  the  record? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes;  we  will  supply  that. 

[The  information  follows:] 

New  River  Gorge  National  River— Vacant  Positions 

Vacant  positions  at  New  River  Gorge  National  River  include  a  Management  As- 
sistant, and  a  Resource  Management  Specialist  position  which  will  become  vacant 
in  June  1994.  The  Land  Resources  Division  has  three  vacant  positions  at  the  New 
River  Field  Office  as  a  result  of  the  "buyout"  legislation.  They  are  the  Supervisory 
Realty  Specialist,  Appraiser,  and  Fiscal  Clerk  positions. 

CURRENT  PROJECTION  FOR  FTE  USE 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  is  the  current  projection  for  FTE  use  at 
New  River  Gorge  in  fiscal  year  1994? 

Ms.  Griffin.  In  1994,  they  are  allotted  109  FTE's  including  the 
2  for  the  Gauley.  In  the  budget  book  they  are  allowed  63. 

Chairman  Byrd.  I  would  like  to  know  about  the  vacancies.  Per- 
haps you  could  let  me  know  before  you  leave  today? 

Ms.  Griffin.  I  can  call  the  park  and  find  out  for  sure. 

Chairman  Byrd.  All  right. 

What  is  the  current  FTE  target  for  New  River  for  fiscal  year 
1994? 

Ms.  Griffin.  109  FTE's.  That  is  their  ceiling  that  we  have  allo- 
cated to  them. 
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Chairman  Byrd.  Now  that  number  has  changed  from  what  the 
budget  book  shows? 

Ms.  Griffin.  Yes  sir. 

It  is  over  what  they  are  authorized  in  the  budget  book  but  the 
park  has  grown  so  and  the  faciUties  have  come  along  so  that  we 
have  had  to  provide  additional  FTE  above  their  authorized  amount. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Whitewater  rafting  is  doing  very  well  then? 

Ms.  Griffin.  It  seems  to  be.  It  is  very  popular. 

Chairman  Byrd.  So  the  FTE  target  for  New  River  Gorge  for  fis- 
cal year  1995  has  been  modified  since  the  budget  was  submitted? 

Ms.  Griffin.  For  1995  they  have  authorized  85  including  the 
Gauley;  79  for  New  River  itself. 

Yes;  that  is  what  they  are  shown  in  the  budget  book.  They  would 
certainly  need  to  use  at  least  what  they  used  this  year. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Which  would  be? 

Ms.  Griffin.  Which  would  be  109  to  112. 

USE  of  operational  funds 

Chairman  Byrd.  In  fiscal  year  1993  I  worked  to  secure  addi- 
tional operating  funds  for  New  River  Gorge  so  that  the  resource 
protection  and  maintenance  requirements  could  be  addressed. 

It  is  my  understanding  however  that,  rather  than  enabling  the 
park  to  enhance  its  programs,  these  funds  were  used  instead  to  ad- 
dress changes  in  fixed  costs  for  which  additional  resources  were  not 
provided. 

How  much  did  New  River  have  to  cover  for  the  costs  associated 
with  conversion  of  employees  from  temporary  to  permanent  status? 

Ms.  Griffin.  Approximately  $208,400. 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  was  the  level  of  locality  pay  absorbed  by 
New  River? 

Ms.  Griffin.  A  little  over  $71,000. 

Chairman  Byrd.  When  additional  funds  are  not  forthcoming  to 
cover  these  types  of  costs  how  does  it  affect  the  basic  functions  of 
the  park's  resource  inventories,  maintenance,  visitor  facilities,  op- 
erations, and  the  like? 

Ms.  Griffin.  They  used  various  methods  to  absorb  these  costs 
and  one  of  them  is  the  lapsed  positions  that  you  referred  to  earlier; 
that  would  be  one  way  of  covering  them. 

Chairman  Byrd.  WTiat  would  be  other  ways? 

Ms.  Griffin.  There  could  be  deferred  maintenance. 

They  might  have  to  cut  back  on  their  number  of  seasonal  tem- 
porary people  that  they  employ. 

THURMOND  DEVELOPMENT — ENGINE  REPAIR  FACILITY 

Chairman  Byrd.  Over  the  years  funding  has  been  provided  for 
various  planning  and  development  activities  in  the  town  of  Thur- 
mond. 

The  railroad  depot  remains  in  active  use  and  trains  still  thunder 
down  the  main  street  of  Thurmond.  Unfortunately  one  of  the  sig- 
nificant pieces  of  Thurmond's  history  was  lost  last  summer  when 
the  engine  repair  facility  burned  down. 

Has  the  Park  Service  been  able  to  determine  what  was  the  cause 
of  that  fire? 
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Ms.  Griffin.  It  is  under  investigation,  Mr.  Chairman.  There  has 
not  been  an  arrest  made  but  it  is  under  arson  investigation. 
Chairman  Byrd.  Who  is  conducting  the  investigation? 
Ms.  Griffin.  I  will  have  to  provide  that  to  you  sir. 
[The  information  follows:] 

Thurmond  Engine  House  Facility 

The  Fire  Marshal  for  the  State  of  West  Virginia  is  conducting  the  investigation 
into  the  fire  that  destroyed  the  Engine  House  facility  at  Thurmond. 

HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS 

Chairman  Byrd.  And  no  arrests  have  been  made? 

Ms.  Griffin.  That  is  right. 

Chairman  Byrd,  Are  there  concerns  about  hazardous  materials 
on  the  site  and  whose  responsibility  would  it  be  to  address  any 
problems  in  that  area? 

Ms.  Griffin.  The  depot  contract  is  underway  and  we  are  in  the 
process  of  removing  the  hazardous  materials  in  that  contract. 

Beyond  that  I  would  have  to  get  you  the  status  of  an  assessment. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Whose  responsibility  is  it  to  address  the  prob- 
lem? 

Would  that  be  CSX? 

Ms.  Griffin.  They  were  the  last  owner  of  the  property. 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  does  the  loss  of  that  facility  do  to  the 
Park  Service's  plan  for  the  restoration  of  Thurmond? 

Ms.  Griffin.  Well  it  puts  us  in  a  position  of  looking  at  how  we 
would  interpret  Thurmond  to  the  visitor,  because  that  was  the  fa- 
cility that  was  supposed  to  perform  that  function. 

I  think  there  are  options  before  us. 

We  could  look  at  the  depot. 

We  could  look  at  possibly  constructing  a  building  on  the  site. 

I  think  there  are  various  things  that  we  have  to  consider. 

Our  problem  there,  though  is  that  until  we  know  what  we  are 
going  to  be  able  to  do  with  Thurmond  and  what  CSX  is  going  to 
provide  us  with  in  regard  to  rights,  easements,  and  cooperative 
agreements,  we  are  sort  of  stymied  in  our  planning. 

So  in  planning  to  spend  more  dollars,  not  knowing  whether  we 
are  going  to  indeed  be  able  to  use  the  facility  has  stalled  us. 

THURMOND  DEVELOPMENT  CONCEPT  PLAN 

Chairman  Byrd.  Aside  from  that,  is  the  development  concept 
plan  for  1992  still  valid,  or  are  other  changes  going  to  be  necessary 
because  of  the  fire? 

Ms.  Griffin.  No;  it  represents  what  we  call  just  a  changed  condi- 
tion and  we  do  not  intend  to  amend  DCP. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Can  the  story  of  the  railroad  as  an  integral  part 
of  Thurmond's  history  be  told  absent  that  facility? 

Ms.  Griffin.  Yes,  sir;  I  think  we  have  at  least  three  options  for 
space  there  where  we  might  tell  the  story. 

Chairman  Byrd.  How  would  you  accomplish  that? 

Would  something  else  be  built  on  the  site? 

Ms.  Griffin.  That  is  a  possibility. 

Possibly  we  could  adaptively  reuse  one  of  the  existing  buildings 
there  on  the  railroad  track.  And  we  could  do  some  in  the  depot. 
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Chairman  Byrd.  How  is  the  Park  Service's  planning  for  develop- 
ment at  Thurmond  affected  by  the  presence  of  the  railroad? 

Ms.  Griffin.  Oh,  very  much. 

In  fact,  Southside  Junction  which  is  across  the  river  would  be  the 
site  for  parking.  That  means,  then,  that  we  would  have  to  shuttle 
or  get  pedestrian  access  for  visitors  to  get  across  the  river. 

Then  we  have  to  get  visitors  across  the  railroad  track. 

Both  of  these  activities  would  require  cooperation  by  CSX.  At- 
tempts so  far  have  not  been  successful  to  get  the  necessary  clear- 
ances or  permits  or  easements. 

Also,  for  the  use  of  commercial  row  which  we  had  thought  of  as 
a  possible  concession  operation,  the  right-of-way  is  too  close.  The 
railroad  property  is  too  close  for  visitors  to  access  those  buildings. 

So  there  is  a  lot  of  work  yet  to  be  done  with  CSX  in  order  to 
make  it  a  viable  National  Park  Service  visitor  area. 

DISCUSSIONS  WITH  CSX  CORP. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Where  do  your  discussions  with  CSX  stand? 

Ms.  Griffin.  We  have  had  numerous  discussions;  especially  our 
lands  people  have  been  dealing  with  them.  They  have  denied  us. 

It  is  just  a  very  large  bureaucracy.  Much  larger  than  the  Na- 
tional Park  Service.  They  have  offices  around  the  country  and  our 
proposals  end  up  in  different  offices. 

We  just  have  not  been  able  to  make  any  headway. 

Chairman  Byrd.  When  is  your  next  meeting? 

Ms.  Griffin.  I  do  not  know.  I  can  provide  that  for  you. 

Chairman  Byrd.  When  was  your  last  one? 

Ms.  Griffin.  I  think  there  was  one  within  the  last  couple  of 
months. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Yes? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  It  seems  to  me  that  perhaps  I  could  help  by  either 
making  a  personal  call  or  perhaps  even  ask  you  to  join  me  to  get 
this  off  the  dime.  I  would  be  happy  to  try.  We  may  make  some 
progress. 

Chairman  Byrd.  It  would  be  nice  if  we  could  make  some 
progress. 

What  steps  are  being  taken — I  think  we  have  covered  that. 

The  delays  result  in  increased  costs  don't  they  in  the  long  run? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Sure. 

Chairman  Byrd.  For  the  record  would  you  provide  the  committee 
with  a  detailed  listing  of  the  various  agreements  that  must  be 
reached  with  CSX  in  order  to  facilitate  visitor  activity  in  Thurmond 
and  vicinity? 

Ms.  Griffin.  Yes  sir. 

THURMOND — COMMERCIAL  ROW  DEVELOPMENT 

Chairman  Byrd.  Design  funding  of  $850,000  was  provided  in  fis- 
cal year  1992  to  begin  work  on  the  Commercial  Row  at  Thurmond. 

What  is  the  status  of  this  effort? 

How  much  has  been  spent  to-date? 

Ms.  Griffin.  The  design  work  is  on  hold  pending  a  decision  on 
the  concession's  use  of  the  historic  structures.  It  is  also  again  held 
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up  because  of  CSX  access  and  the  pedestrian  circulation  issues  sur- 
rounding that. 

No  construction  funds  have  been  appropriated  to  date.  The  total 
estimate  is  around  $12.5  million. 

We  do  not  know  exactly  how  much  of  that  would  have  to  be  pro- 
vided by  the  Federal  Government  because  we  were  not  sure  how 
much  a  concessionaire  would  have  to  put  into  the  building  to  make 
it  a  viable  business. 

Chairman  Byrd.  How  much  of  the  $850,000  has  been  spent  to 
date? 

Mr.  Clapper.  Senator,  approximately  $530,000  has  been  spent  to 
date  on  hazardous  materials  surveys  some  structural  stabilization 
of  the  commercial  row. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Can  we  have  your  name? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Mr.  Charles  Clapper. 

Mr.  Clapper.  Charles  Clapper. 

Chairman  Byrd.  How  has  the  planning  for  the  project  been  af- 
fected by  the  inability  of  the  Park  Service  to  acquire  easements  and 
resolve  access  issues? 

Ms.  Griffin.  As  mentioned  earlier,  it  has  basically  stalled  it. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Would  the  ball  be  rolling  again  if  you  could  get 
some  agreement  with  CSX? 

Ms.  Griffin.  Oh  yes  sir.  We  would  continue  our  planning. 

Chairman  Byrd.  You  are  going  to  supply  for  the  record  the  var- 
ious outstanding  issues  and  so  forth? 

Ms.  Griffin.  With  CSX?  Certainly  we  sure  will. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Would  any  one  of  these  in  particular  open  up 
a  possibility  of  resolving  the  others? 

Ms.  Griffin.  I  do  not  know  the  answer  to  that.  I  can  get  an  anal- 
ysis for  you. 

Chairman  Byrd.  All  right. 

[The  information  follows:] 

CSX  Corp.  Issues 

Various  agreements  and  other  outstanding  issues  that  must  be  negotiated  with 
CSX  Corp.  in  order  to  accommodate  visitor  access  and  services  at  Thurmond  are: 

CSX  CORP.  ISSUES 

Description  Tract  Acres 

Thurmond: 

Site  where  old  Engine  House  once  stood  and  where  sewerage  and  water  plant  (new  and  old) 
are  to  be  located.  Parcel  to  be  acquired  once  CSX  and  NPS  are  satisfied  no  hazardous 
containments  are  on  the  property 140-18  2.42 

Site  to  be  acquired  where  water  tank  and  Post  Office  structures  are  located  and  hillside 
across  from  Depot  parcel  140-22  1.18 

Area  to  be  acquired  around  western  one-half  of  the  cooling  tower  in  order  to  maintain  the 
tower  140-24  .03 

Easement  across  railroad/highway  bridge  to  enable  park  visitors  to  go  from  the  parking  lot  at 
Southside  Junction  to  Thurmond  140-27  .47 

Easement  in  front  of  Bank,  Post  Office,  and  Commercial  Buildings  for  maintenance,  construc- 
tion, and  visitor  use  140-31  .11 

Area  to  be  acquired  downstream  from  old  Engine  House  tract,  containing  old  side  tracks  and 
the  eastern  one-half  of  the  cooling  tower  140-33  5.80 

Easement  for  area  in  front  of  old  Engine  House  tract  containing  abandoned  side  tracts  140-38  .28 

Easement  for  tunnel  under  CSX  tracts  for  visitors  and  utilities  to  go  from  the  engine  house 
parcel  to  the  bank  and  other  buildings ,,. ,:= 140-26  .01 
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CSX  CORP.  ISSUES— Continued 


Description  Tract  Acres 


Southside  Junction  Site.— 80  foot  wide  easement  for  access  to  Southside  Junction  parking  area 

crossing  the  Loup  Creek  Line  tracts  140-37  .18 

Quinnimont. — Abandoned  railroad  tract  to  be  acquired  125-02  12.88 

McCreery.— Abandoned  railroad  right-of-way  to  be  acquired  127-13  3.83 

Kaymoor. — Easement  in  culvert  to  provide  access  to  Kaymoor  from  the  river  152-22  .55 

Fayette  Station. — 25  foot  wide  easement  under  railroad  bridge  to  provide  access  for  visitors  from 

the  parking  and  take  out  site 153-18 ^ 

This  project  continues  on  hold  until  an  agreement  can  be  reached  with  CSX  Cor- 
poration for  lands  and  easements,  a  concessionaire  is  selected,  and  Lower  Town  pe- 
destrian access/circulation  is  funded  and  designed.  The  key  issue  within  CSX  in- 
volves a  disagreement  over  the  questions  of  conveying  these  parcels  to  the  National 
Park  Service.  The  Coal  Department  of  CSX  has  objected  to  the  sale  of  any  addi- 
tional lands  or  easements  since  they  feel  this  will  interfere  with  their  ability  to  de- 
liver coal  shipments  over  active  tracks  or  to  build  additional  tracks  on  other  lands 
if  they  should  need  to  do  so  in  the  future. 

THURMOND — PLANNING  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

Chairman  Byrd.  If  development  of  the  commercial  row  is  to  pro- 
ceed, would  the  Park  Service  operate  the  facilities  once  completed 
or  would  a  concession  operation  be  sought? 

Ms.  Griffin.  It  would  be  hoped  that  it  would  be  a  viable  busi- 
ness venture  for  a  concession.  There  could  be  food  service  and  hotel 
possibilities  there. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Have  you  had  any  indications  of  interest  in  op- 
erating at  this  location  by  prospective  concessionaires? 

Ms.  Griffin.  Informal  inquiries  only.  We  have  not  gone  out  with 
any  formal  requests.  But  there  was  interest  indicated. 

Chairman  Byrd.  If  a  concession  could  not  be  established,  do  you 
have  an  indication  of  what  would  be  the  operational  cost  to  the 
Park  Service? 

Ms.  Griffin.  The  operational  cost  for  Thurmond — I  only  have  the 
operational  cost  for  the  Thurmond  Depot  and  that  is  about 
$400,000. 

Is  there  an  estimate  for  construction?  I  have  got  a  total.  There 
is  a  total  of  about  $30  million  in  the  plan  for  the  development.  But 
I  do  not  have  an  operational  cost. 

Chairman  Byrd.  That  is  everything? 

Ms.  Griffin.  That  is  everything. 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  is  the  estimated  cost  to  complete  the  de- 
sign work  for  the  commercial  row? 

Mr.  Clapper.  We  would  need  to  provide  that  for  the  record. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Don't  you  anticipate  that  the  estimate  is  about 
$1.4  million? 

Mr.  Clapper.  I  would  have  to  defer  to  Mr.  Sheaffer. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Mr.  Galvin,  do  you  have  that? 

Mr.  Galvin.  We  have  overall  on  that  project  about  $1.5  million 
right  now.  That  is  for  all  of  the  projects. 

Chairman  Byrd.  I  am  not  sure  the  lady  can  hear  you.  Would  you 
stand. 

Mr.  Galvin.  We  have  about  $1.6  million  overall  in  all  of  the 
Thurmond  projects  right  now.  As  Mr.  Clapper  said,  I  am  not  sure 
that  would  be  sufficient  to  complete  it. 
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Chairman  Byrd.  When  do  you  expect  to  be  able  to  obHgate  the 
next  stage  of  design? 

Ms.  Griffin.  I  do  not  think  we  could  give  you  a  date,  sir,  until 
we  find  out  whether  we  are  going  to  be  able  to  get  visitors  safely 
to  the  site. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Do  what? 

Ms.  Griffin.  Get  visitors  safely  to  the  site. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Given  the  delays  that  have  occurred  in  planning 
and  design  for  the  commercial  row,  what  is  your  current  estimate 
for  when  construction  for  this  phase  might  actually  get  underway? 

Ms.  Griffin.  I  think  that  would  be  the  same  answer  as  the  last 
one: 

Until  we  can  resolve  our  issues  with  CSX  and  proceed  with  the 
design,  we  could  then  give  you  a  better  idea  of  when  we  would  be 
ready  for  construction. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Do  these  issues  involve  utility  location?  Water 
and  sewage? 

Ms.  Griffin.  Yes,  sir;  they  do. 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  is  the  revised  cost  estimate  for  Thurmond 
since  the  fire? 

Ms.  Griffin.  The  engine  house  was  estimated  to  cost  around  $9 
million. 

It  would  depend  on  whether  or  not  the  Park  Service  made  a  deci- 
sion to  put  another  building  on  the  site  or  to  utilize  an  existing 
building. 

So  of  that  $30  million  I  spoke  of  earlier,  about  $9  million  would 
have  gone  into  the  engine  house.  That  $30  million  is  yet  unappro- 
priated. That  does  not  count  the  money  that  has  been  appropriated 
to  date. 

Chairman  Byrd.  How  much  confidence  do  you  have  in  the  esti- 
mate, given  the  outstanding  issues  that  remain  between  the  Park 
Service  and  the  railroad? 

Ms.  Griffin.  It  could  change  a  bit.  In  the  first  place,  the  design 
has  not  gotten  that  specific.  It  is  what  we  would  call  a  class  C  esti- 
mate. Until  we  get  into  a  detailed  design  we  would  not  be  able  to 
be  that  specific. 

It  also  depends  on  whether  or  not  a  concessionaire  is  found  to 
put  money  into  commercial  row  and  things  of  that  nature. 

So  it  is  just  an  estimate. 

HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS  REMOVAL 

Mr.  Clapper.  Sir,  if  I  might  add  to  that  issue,  the  hazardous  ma- 
terials, I  believe,  are  the  real  issue  at  Thurmond  in  general.  We 
understand  that  the  owners,  CSX,  are  responsible  for  those  mate- 
rials but  they  have  shown  little  interest  in  responding  to  our  re- 
quests for  mitigating  those. 

So  the  question  that  I  think  inevitably  will  come  is  the  railroad 
may  not  be  interested  in  mitigating  the  hazardous  materials.  Then, 
whose  responsibility  is  it  going  to  be? 

That  is  going  to  be  a  very  tough  question  to  answer. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Is  the  Park  Service  precluded  from  acquiring 
the  property  if  it  is  known  that  there  are  hazardous  materials  on 
the  site? 

Mr.  Clapper.  Yes  sir. 
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Under  present  Interior  Department  guidelines  we  are  precluded 
from  accepting  property  that  is  known  to  have  hazardous  mate- 
rials. 

PLANNING  AND  DEVELOPMENT  EFFORT 

Chairman  Byrd.  Mr.  Director,  I  hope  you  will  provide  the  atten- 
tion and  necessary  support  to  keep  the  planning  and  development 
on  track  at  New  River  Gorge. 

If  the  park  and  the  region  are  having  difficulty  negotiating 
agreements  that  will  affect  the  conduct  of  day-to-day  operations  of 
the  park  it  is  your  responsibility  to  step  in  and  help  them  out. 

The  activities  of  Thurmond  have  already  been  subjected  to  inor- 
dinate delay  and  I  can  understand  your  problem  but  I  expect  you 
to  do  your  best  to  see  that  things  do  not  slip  any  further  if  at  all 
possible. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  We  will  do  so,  sir. 

THURMOND  DEPOT 

Chairman  Byrd.  As  to  the  depot,  while  the  engine  house  burned 
the  historic  depot  remains. 

Funding  of  $2.5  million  was  appropriated  in  fiscal  year  1991  for 
preservation  and  rehabilitation  of  this  historic  structure. 

What  is  the  status  of  the  construction  on  this  facility  and  when 
do  you  expect  the  preservation  and  rehabilitation  to  be  completed? 

Ms.  Griffin.  It  is  well  underway.  They  are  working  on  removing 
hazardous  materials.  This  week  they  were  supposed  to  have  razed 
the  building  and  pour  a  concrete  foundation  to  reset  the  building. 

We  have  a  target  date  of  January  1995  for  completion.  The  con- 
tract was  just  under  $1.8  million.  We  are  shooting  for  a  spring 
1995  opening. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Now  that  the  project  is  finally  underway,  have 
there  been  any  surprises  uncovered  once  the  work  began? 

Ms.  Griffin.  Not  to  my  knowledge. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Is  the  cost  estimate  still  valid? 

Ms.  Griffin.  Yes,  sir. 

Chairman  Byrd.  And  it  will  be  completed  within  the  amounts 
appropriated? 

Ms.  Griffin.  Yes,  sir. 

Chairman  Byrd.  When  do  you^  envision  the  first  visitors  being 
able  to  visit  the  restored  depot? 

Ms.  Griffin.  Hopefully  next  spring  if  we  can  get  them  across  the 
track. 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  would  be  the  additional  operational  and 
maintenance  requirements  for  the  park  once  the  depot  is  com- 
pleted? 

Ms.  Griffin.  About  $400,000,  $47,000  of  that  figure  is  anticipa- 
tion of  having  to  run  the  shuttle  as  a  means  of  getting  people  safe- 
ly across. 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  are  the  estimated  costs  on  staff  and  re- 
sources? 

Mr.  Clapper.  If  I  might  add  on  the  depot  project.  We  still  do  not 
have  a  permit  from  CSX  to  connect  the  water  and  sewer  lines  that 
would  make  the  depot  usable.  So  that  is  yet  another  CSX  issue 
that  will  need  to  be  addressed  before  we  can  open  the  depot. 
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Chairman  Byrd.  Does  the  budget  proposed  for  New  River  Gorge 
in  fiscal  year  1995  include  the  funds  necessary  to  operate  and 
maintain  the  depot? 

Ms.  Griffin.  No,  sir;  they  are  not. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Why  not? 

Ms.  Griffin.  There  just  was  not  enough  resources. 

It  was  just  a  matter  of  dividing  up  your  limited  resources. 

Chairman  Byrd.  All  right.  What  are  the  funds  that  are  nec- 
essary? 

Ms.  Griffin.  For  the  depot?  $400,000. 

Chairman  Byrd.  The  funds  necessary  to  operate  and  maintain 
the  depot? 

Ms.  Griffin.  Yes,  sir. 

Chairman  Byrd.  $400,000? 

Ms.  Griffin.  $400,000. 

Chairman  Byrd.  That  would  be  on  an  annual  basis? 

Ms.  Griffin.  Yes,  sir;  that  includes  law  enforcement,  mainte- 
nance, and  interpretation. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Are  you  going  to  allow  any  poker  games  down 
there?  [Laughter.] 

Ms.  Griffin.  I  understand  there  was  an  interesting  card  game 
down  there. 

Chairman  Byrd.  I  am  told  that.  [Laughter.] 

comparison  of  operational  needs 

Chairman  Byrd.  Why  are  operational  needs  associated  with  new 
facilities  at  Steamtown  included  in  the  budget,  but  the  needs  of 
New  River  are  not  addressed? 

Ms.  Griffin.  The  Steamtown  development  is  quite  a  large  build- 
ing. The  depot  just  is  not  going  to  require  as  much  operating 
money  as  Steamtown. 

The  operation  at  Thurmond  is  not  as  demanding  as  the  one  at 
Steamtown;  Steamtown  is  quite  a  large  facility. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Well,  we  should  be  able  to  make  the  request  to 
meet  the  needs  of  these  smaller  ones  like  New  River. 

Ms.  Griffin.  I  think  we  will  be  able  to  open  it  on  the  scale  that 
it  will  require. 

Chairman  Byrd.  But  you  need  the  $400,000  this  year? 

Ms.  Griffin.  We  could  use  the  $400,000  in  1995  certainly. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Fiscal  year  1995? 

Ms.  Griffin.  Correct.  It  would  open  next  spring  and  we  could 
use  the  operating  money. 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  were  you  planning  to  do?  Just  open  it  and 
not  have  any  operating  funds? 

Ms.  Griffin.  We  will  have  to  absorb  whatever  costs  face  us  by 
rearranging  some  other  things. 

Chairman  Byrd.  How  much  is  needed  to  operate  and  maintain 
Steamtown? 

Ms.  Griffin.  It  is  about  $1.3  million. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  might  explain? 

At  Steamtown  the  operating  cost  increase  requested  is  only  that 
needed  to  heat,  cool,  and  patrol  the  site  so  that  a  closed  building 
can  be  protected.  That  does  not  include  funds  for  opening  the  build- 
ing. 
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So  the  comparison  with  Thurmond  and  the  depot  is  that,  if  we 
finish  the  depot  and  do  not  have  funds  to  protect  the  Federal  in- 
vestment, that  can  be  absorbed  because  it  is  a  small  structure 
within  the  Park  Service  budget. 

As  it  presently  exists,  that  cannot  be  done  at  Steamtown. 

Chairman  Byrd.  How  do  you  explain  the  fact  that  Steamtown 
gets  13  additional  FTE's  for  a  closed  building? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  There  are  other  operations  on  the  site  that  will 
come  open  as  well  in  the  beginning  of  1995.  And  those  FTE's  would 
be  used  for  that. 

Some  of  those  FTE's,  one  or  two,  would  be  used  for  protection  of 
the  structures  at  Steamtown  but  not  to  operate  it. 

SOUTHSIDE  JUNCTION  DEVELOPMENT 

Chairman  Byrd.  Because  of  the  physical  constraints  at  Thur- 
mond with  the  river  on  one  side  of  town  and  the  steep  hillside  of 
the  Gorge  on  the  other,  have  you  been  down  there? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Yes,  sir. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Have  you? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir. 

Chairman  Byrd.  You  have.  You  know  all  there  is  about  it  to 
know. 

The  railroad  runs  through  the  center  of  town.  Visitors  will  have 
to  park  on  the  opposite  side  of  the  river  at  an  area  known  as 
Southside  Junction. 

This  area  will  serve  as  a  staging  point  for  visitors  to  Thurmond 
and  will  include  parking,  rest  rooms,  and  other  minimal  visitor 
amenities. 

Funding  for  phase  I  of  the  development  at  Southside  Junction 
was  provided  in  fiscal  year  1992,  $2,225  million. 

What  are  the  components  of  phase  I? 

When  will  the  design  work  be  completed  and  construction  under- 
way? 

Ms.  Griffin.  Preliminary  design  is  being  completed  at  this  time. 

There  is  a  parking  area  and  a  comfort  station  and  our  construc- 
tion access  again  is  going  to  require  CSX  approval.  Also  we  do  need 
to  improve  that  road  but  the  department  of  highways  will  have 
that  responsibility. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Are  all  the  necessary  agreements  in  place  for 
this  project  or  do  you  have  railroad  problems  on  the  south  side  of 
the  river  as  well? 

Ms.  Griffin.  We  have  railroad  problems  on  the  south  side  of  the 
river  because  the  CSX  owns  that  rail  line. 

Chairman  Byrd.  We  have  to  secure  access  across  the  tracks  to 
access  the  property  for  the  staging  area  to  be  developed? 

Ms.  Griffin.  We  have  to  get  people  across  the  river. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Does  CSX  seem  to  be  more  willing  to  proceed 
on  certain  of  the  issues  than  on  others? 

Ms.  Griffin.  Yes,  sir;  Mr.  Clapper  mentioned  the  water  and 
sewer  line  that  we  need  to  service  the  depot  project.  That  one  does 
seem  to  be  moving  along  a  little  easier  than  the  others. 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  are  the  remaining  elements  of  the  devel- 
opment to  be  addressed  in  phase  II? 
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Ms.  Griffin.  Phase  II  will  be  bus  and  oversize  vehicle  parking, 
access  road,  and  railroad  crossing. 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  is  your  estimate  of  when  you  will  be 
readv  to  proceed  with  phase  II  design? 

What  is  the  cost  estimate? 

Mr.  Clapper.  The  cost  estimate  for  phase  II  of  the  Southside 
Junction  is  $750,000.  We  would  be  ready  to  proceed  with  that  in 
fiscal  year  1996. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Is  your  ability  to  conduct  the  phase  II  design 
work  hindered  at  all  by  the  status  of  construction  work  on  phase 
I? 

Ms.  Griffin.  Yes;  I  think  so. 

Charlie,  do  you  want  to  respond  to  that? 

Mr.  Clapper.  Well  essentially  I  am  back  to  the  same  story  again. 
With  the  lack  of  resolution  and  how  we  are  going  to  get  access  to 
the  site  and  get  access  across  the  river,  again  with  CSX,  it  is  dif- 
ficult to  tell  where  the  conflicts  are  going  to  come  with  construc- 
tion. 

Chairman  Byrd.  And  you  are  saying,  are  you,  that  phase  II  de- 
sign cannot  begin  as  soon  as  phase  I  design  is  completed? 

Mr.  Clapper.  We  can  begin  the  phase  II  design  but  it  will  be 
again  held  up  pending  the  resolution  of  exactly  how  we  are  going 
to  get  people  across  the  river. 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  is  the  estimated  construction  cost  for 
phase  II? 

Ms.  Griffin.  It  is  $2.8  million. 

Chairman  Byrd.  When  would  you  be  ready  for  construction  activ- 
ity? 

Ms.  Griffin.  If  all  went  well,  we  could  probably  use  those  funds 
in  1997.  We  could  probably  be  ready  to  construct  if  nothing  hin- 
dered the  design. 

Chairman  Byrd.  I  will  submit  certain  other  questions. 

NEW  river  parkway 

As  to  the  New  River  Parkway: 

The  New  River  Parkway  is  authorized  and  funded  at  $17.6  mil- 
lion in  the  1987  highway  bill  as  a  highway  demonstration  project. 

While  responsibility  for  the  construction  of  this  road  lies  with  the 
West  Virginia  Department  of  Highways,  the  Park  Service  is  in- 
volved as  a  reviewer  of  the  planning  for  this  project  since  the  road- 
way will  traverse  the  park. 

What  is  the  status  of  selection  of  a  route  for  this  project? 

Ms.  Griffin.  The  environmental  impact  statement  is  being  done 
by  Virginia  Polytechnic  Institute  and  State  University.  They  expect 
to  have  the  draft  out  in  November.  There  will  be  an  array  of  alter- 
natives and  it  could  be  at  that  stage  that  there  would  be  a  pre- 
ferred alternative. 

Chairman  Byrd.  And  the  environmental  documents,  are  you  ex- 
pecting those  to  be  available  on  time? 

Ms.  Griffin.  Yes;  the  environmental  document  is  probably — they 
are  addressing  quite  a  few  things  that  were  troublesome  in  the  be- 
ginning. 

Chairman  Byrd.  When  will  they  be  available? 

Ms.  Griffin.  For  the  public,  the  draft,  in  November. 
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Chairman  Byrd.  Will  a  preferred  route  be  included  in  the  draft 
or  will  various  alternatives  be  presented? 

Ms.  Griffin.  At  some  point  there  will  be  a  preferred  alternative. 
Right  now  they  are  looking  at  an  array  of  alternative  studies,  I 
think. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Do  you  think  that  draft  will  be  controversial? 

Ms.  Griffin.  I  think  we  will  be  able  to  come  to  consensus.  The 
draft  certainly  includes  an  alternative  that  the  National  Park  Serv- 
ice could  support. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Will  many  of  the  environmental  concerns  ad- 
dressed in  the  earlier  draft  have  been  ameliorated? 

Ms.  Griffin.  They  have  looked  at  lower  speed  limits,  not  as 
many  river  crossings,  and  less  fill.  So  I  would  expect  it  to  be  an 
improved  product. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Mr.  Chairman.  May  I  request  just  a  moment  to 
consult  with  my  colleagues.  I  want  to  be  sure  we  are  giving  you  a 
coherent  answer  to  a  previous  question.  May  I  do  so? 

Chairman  Byrd.  Be  sure  we  are  going  in  the  right  direction  on 
the  New  River  Parkway.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Kennedy.  It  was  on  a  much  earlier  issue.  I  just  wanted  to 
be  sure  that  our  testimony  was  accurate  and  thank  you,  sir.  We 
seem  to  be  all  right. 

Chairman  Byrd.  All  right. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Senator  Byrd,  if  I  might  add,  the  Park  Service  is 
just  one  of  several  Federal  agencies  that  are  reviewing  or  will  re- 
view the  draft  of  the  environmental  impact  statement. 

The  earlier  draft  is  of  concern  to  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  and  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  So  it  would  be  not  only  the 
Park  Service,  but  others  will  be  concerned  about  the  outcome. 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  response  has  the  Park  Service  had  to  the 
steps  taken  by  the  highway  department  to  address  many  of  the 
concerns  that  surfaced  when  the  first  draft  was  developed? 

Mr.  Clapper.  Sir,  I  think  we  finally  got  the  attention  of  the  State 
Highway  Department  on  our  concerns.  I  believe  that  many  of  the 
issues  raised  by  the  Federal  agencies  are  going  to  be  addressed  this 
time  around  by  the  State  Highway  Department  and  their  consult- 
ant which  I  believe  is  the  West  Virginia — ^VPI  is  actually  doing  the 
environmental  impact  statement. 

Ms.  Griffin.  And  the  park  is  working  with  them. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Is  there  an  alternative  in  the  making  here  that 
you  think  would  be  acceptable? 

Ms.  Griffin.  One  of  the  alternatives  will  include  a  road  on  the 
west  side  of  the  river  which  is  something  that  the  park  has  thought 
was  an  acceptable  idea. 

Chairman  Byrd.  That  is  on  the  other  side  from  Hinton? 

Mr.  Clapper.  State  Highway  26,  I  believe. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Do  you  think  consensus  can  be  reached? 

Ms.  Griffin.  Yes,  sir. 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  is  the  current  cost  estimate  for  the  com- 
pletion of  the  parkway  between  Hinton  and  1-64? 

Ms.  Griffin.  It  is  about  $30  to  $32  million. 

Chairman  Byrd.  $30  to  $32  million? 

Ms.  Griffin.  Yes. 
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Chairman  Byrd.  Are  additional  funds  proposed  in  either  your 
budget  or  that  of  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  to  complete 
this  project? 

Ms.  Griffin.  Certainly  not  in  our  budget,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  think 
it  is  appropriate  that  it  would  be  in  the  transportation  bill. 

Chairman  Byrd.  I  support  the  construction  of  the  New  River 
Parkway  and  wish  to  see  the  project  brought  to  fruition. 

I  encourage  the  Park  Service  to  do  everything  it  can  to  both  fa- 
cilitate and  expedite  the  review  the  draft  environmental  impact 
statement  when  it  is  released  later  this  year. 

I  will  try  to  be  helpful  within  the  constraints  that  burden  us  with 
the  appropriations. 

NEW  river — MIDDLE  GORGE  ACCESS 

I  am  going  to  the  Middle  Gorge  access. 

In  fiscal  year  1992  I  obtained  an  appropriation  of  $375,000  for 
the  design,  development,  and  improvement  in  the  middle  portion  of 
the  New  River  Gorge  at  McCreery. 

An  additional  appropriation  of  $210,000  was  provided  in  fiscal 
year  1993  for  day  labor  to  begin  some  of  these  projects  which  in- 
clude river  access  and  visitor  amenities  such  as  picnic  areas,  com- 
fort stations,  and  boat  launches. 

What  is  the  status  of  the  planning  for  the  boat  launch  facility  at 
McCreery? 

Ms.  Griffin.  I  am  sorry.  It  is  the  same  answer  unfortunately  as 
Thurmond.  We  are  held  up  by  CSX.  The  design  has  proceeded  as 
far  as  it  can  go. 

Chairman  Byrd.  And  the  estimated  cost  to  the  McCreery  boat 
launch? 

Ms.  Griffin.  About  $500,000. 

Chairman  Byrd.  How  much? 

Ms.  Griffin.  $500,000. 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  additional  funds  are  needed  to  complete 
the  development  of  the  day  use  areas  in  the  middle  part  of  the 
gorge? 

Ms.  Griffin.  Sir,  I  think  that  $500,000  I  referred  to  is  that. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Yes. 

Ms.  Griffin.  That  is  right.  It  is  $2.5  million  for  the  boat  launch. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Elaborate  a  little  if  you  will  on  that  boat  launch 
as  to  what  we  are  talking  about. 

Mr.  Clapper.  The  site  for  the  boat  launch  is  between  Highway 
41  and  the  river.  It  is  a  long  narrow  site.  The  site  is  also  inter- 
sected by  Piney  Creek  which  runs  into  New  River  at  that  point. 

At  this  stage  there  is  a  tressel  that  goes  across  Piney  Creek 
which  is  owned  by  CSX.  But  in  order  to  allow  safe  public  access 
to  the  McCreery  site  we  will  need  to  cross  Piney  Creek  also,  which 
is  a  partial  explanation  as  to  why  it  seems  such  an  expensive  de- 
velopment project.  We  will  have  to  build  a  bridge  for  pedestrian 
and  automobile  access  through  the  site. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Will  you  need  parking? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  We  will  need  parking  at  one  end — we  will  need 
to  move  people  off  the  highway  at  one  end,  cross  Piney  Creek,  and 
move  people  out  of  the  site  on  the  other  end. 

Chairman  Byrd.  That  would  explain  the  figure  of  $2.5  million? 
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Mr.  Reynolds.  That  is  a  partial  explanation  for  the  cost  of 
the 

Ms.  Griffin.  It  also  would  include  rest  rooms  and  change  rooms. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Are  these  funds  included  in  the  fiscal  year  1995 
budget? 

Ms.  Griffin.  No,  sir. 

LOCAL  HIRING  FOR  DAY  LABOR 

Chairman  Byrd.  Would  the  day  labor  funds  be  used  to  hire  local 
people  to  work  on  the  projects  in  the  park? 

Ms.  Griffin.  That  would  be  our  intention.  Yes,  sir. 

Chairman  Byrd.  And  the  funds  are  not  included? 

Ms.  Griffin.  No,  sir. 

Chairman  Byrd.  And  how  much  would  be  needed? 

Ms.  Griffin.  $500,000. 

Chairman  Byrd.  It  would  be  used  to  hire  local  people  then  to 
work  on  the  project? 

Ms.  Griffin.  Yes,  sir. 

Chairman  Byrd.  How  many  positions  are  we  talking  about? 

Ms.  Griffin.  I  do  not  know  how  many  positions.  I  will  provide 
that  for  you. 

Chairman  Byrd.  That  is  the  first  question  you  have  failed  on. 

[The  information  follows:] 

New  River  Gorge  National  River-Middle  Gorge 

A  crew  of  10  is  required  to  complete  the  work  at  Middle  Gorge,  if  NPS  employees 
are  utilized.  This  estimate  is  for  construction  of  the  facilities  only,  and  does  not  in- 
clude staff  required  to  provide  ongoing  maintenance. 

FTE  CEILINGS 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Mr.  Chairman.  That  answer  of  course  is  contin- 
gent upon  FTE  ceilings  that  we  do  not  now  have. 

Chairman  Byrd.  How  are  the  restrictions  on  FTE  use  affecting 
the  accomplishment  of  many  of  these  small  but  important  projects? 

Ms.  Griffin.  As  Mr.  Reynolds  just  pointed  out  this  does  depend 
on  our  ability  to  find  the  FTE  ceiling  to  hire  day  labor. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Mr.  Chairman.  A  further  effect  is  that  if  we  can- 
not do  it  by  day  labor  and  we  must  contract  for  it,  the  expense  will 
be  greater.  I  do  not  think  it  is  possible  for  us  to  overestimate  the 
effects  on  park  operations  of  the  FTE  ceilings  in  terms  of  the  kinds 
of  questions  that  you  are  asking  now. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Will  it  accomplish  the  same  kind  of  work  if  the 
contract  had  to  be  let? 

Ms.  Griffin.  Sir,  I  think  it  is  a  pretty  safe  assumption  that  it 
would  cost  mor^  if  we  contracted  it.  We  could  not  also  guarantee 
that  it  would  not  be  a  contractor  that  would  come  from  another 
State. 

Chairman  Byrd.  These  types  of  employees  also  do  work  to  help 
the  park  to  address  its  maintenance  backlog? 

Ms.  Griffin.  Yes,  sir;  we  can  certainly  use  day  labor  to  do  that. 

KAYMOOR  development 

Chairman  Byrd.  Let's  talk  about  Ka3rmoor. 
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The  fiscal  year  1993  Interior  bill  included  $600,000  to  begin  the 
design  work  for  the  historic  minesite  at  Kaymoor. 

This  project  will  involve  stabilization  of  the  remaining  structures 
but  not  a  full-blown  restoration. 

At  what  stage  is  the  planning  and  design  work  for  Kaymoor? 

Ms.  Griffin.  The  design  on  Kaymoor  is  on  hold  until  next  year 
because  we  have  some  difficult  access  problems.  Very  steep  areas 
I  can  personally  attest  to  that.  We  have  some  hazardous  material 
that  we  have  to  get  cleared.  So  our  design  is  on  hold  right  now. 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  is  the  current  schedule  for  completion  of 
design  and  initiation  of  construction? 

Ms.  Griffin.  We  are  expecting  to  complete  design  in  1996.  I  am 
sorry,  1995. 

Mr.  Clapper.  With  construction  scheduled  in  fiscal  year  1996. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Construction  in  fiscal  year  1996? 

Mr.  Clapper.  1997. 

Chairman  Byrd.  1997. 

Why  is  so  much  time  required  for  planning  and  design? 

Ms.  Griffin.  As  I  mentioned  that  is  just  an  especially  difficult 
site.  The  steepness  has  got  to  be  resolved  so  that  visitors  can  enter 
on  foot.  We  have  to  work  with  the  destroyed  historic  structures 
there  that  present  more  complexities  as  well  as  the  hazardous  ma- 
terials. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Are  there  archeological  surveys  that  have  to  be 
completed? 

Ms.  Griffin.  I  do  not  know  that.  I  will  have  to  get  that. 

Mr.  Clapper.  There  will  be  archeological  investigations  as  part 
of  the  project.  Both  prior  to  construction  and  during  construction. 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  is  your  current  estimate  of  the  design  cost 
for  this  project? 

Ms.  Griffin.  About  $1.2  million. 

Chairman  Byrd.  How  does  the  location  of  the  Kaymoor  minesite 
affect  the  design  cost? 

Ms.  Griffin.  The  minesite  and  the  head  house,  the  whole  oper- 
ation, is  from  the  top  of  the  hill  to  the  bottom  of  the  hill,  a  very 
steep  hill,  probably  going  up  1,000  feet.  So  there  are  structures 
along  that  entire  steep  slope. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Why  have  the  estimated  design  costs  increased 
by  $300,000,  or  33  percent,  in  a  single  year? 

Mr.  Clapper.  Most  of  those  costs  can  be  attributed  to  our  having 
to  deal  with  the  investigation  of  hazardous  materials  and  how 
those  would  be  removed  from  the  site. 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  is  the  estimated  construction  cost  for  the 
rehabilitation  proposed  by  the  Park  Service? 

Ms.  Griffin.  $5.5  million. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Is  that  an  increase  over  the  estimate  of  a  year 
ago  by  $300,000? 

Ms.  Griffin.  I  think  the  design  cost  was  increased;  construction 
I  am  not  aware  of 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  is  your  degree  of  confidence  in  this  cost 
estimate? 

Ms.  Griffin.  It  is  a  class  C  estimate  until  we  complete  design. 
Chairman  Byrd.  Class  C  meaning? 
Ms.  Griffin.  It  would  be  preliminary. 
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Chairman  Byrd.  Very  preliminary. 

Is  there  something  else?  A  little  secret? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Mr.  Chairman.  My  little  secret  is  that  I  want  to 
be  sure  that  we  gave  you  way  back  there  about  eight  questions  ago 
the  right  answer  and  I  am  still  just  kind  of  foggy. 

Chairman  Byrd.  The  one  dealing  in  reprogramming? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  No,  sir.  [Laughter.] 

I  think  I  gave  you  the  right  answer  that  time. 

Since  I  am  fresh  to  this  particular  relationship  I  did  not  know 
precisely  what  the  method  was  for  amending  a  budget  book  if  it 
needed  to  be  amended.  I  just  want  to  be  sure  that  if  I  needed  to 
ask  for  that  permission  that  I  had  done  that  now  rather  than  later. 

FAYETTE  STATION  BRIDGE 

Chairman  Byrd.  Now  on  the  Fayette  Station  Bridge. 

In  fiscal  year  1993  Congress  provided  $4.2  million  for  the  State 
of  West  Virginia  to  replace  the  Fayette  Station  Bridge  which  was 
closed  for  safety  reasons  in  1979.  In  exchange  the  state  was  to  re- 
pair two  other  bridges  in  the  park. 

Have  the  funds  been  transferred  to  the  State? 

Ms.  Griffin.  Yes,  sir;  in  April. 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  would  be  the  role  of  the  National  Park 
Service  in  the  necessary  historical  inventories  and  surveys  that 
need  to  be  accomplished  before  work  on  a  replacement  bridge  can 
begin? 

Ms.  Griffin.  Since  the  money  has  been  transferred  the  clear- 
ances would  be  done  between  the  Federal  Highway  Administration, 
the  State  Department  of  Highways  and  the  historical  preservation 
people  with  the  State. 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  is  the  current  schedule  for  completion  of 
this  project  based  on  the  evaluations  from  the  State  highway  engi- 
neer? 

Ms.  Griffin.  I  do  not  have  that.  Charlie,  you  have  that? 

Mr.  Clapper.  I  do  not  think  we  have  the  long  term  schedule.  We 
understand  that  the  State  has  developed  several  alternatives  in- 
cluding the  reconstruction  of  the  present  bridge  or  constructing  a 
new  bridge  parallel  to  the  old  bridge.  But  I  do  not  know  the  sched- 
ule for  actual  completion  of  the  work. 

Ms.  Griffin.  Would  you  like  me  to  check  on  that? 

Chairman  Byrd.  If  you  would  for  the  record  please. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Fayette  Station  Bridge 

The  West  Virginia  Department  of  Highways  (WVDOH)  has  begun  the  planning 
process  necessary  for  this  construction  package.  A  spokesman  for  WVDOH  informs 
us  that  two  documents  have  been  completed;  (1)  Alternative  for  Replacement  of  the 
Old  Fayette  Station  Bridge  and  (2)  Cost  Analysis  for  Repair  of  the  Old  Fayette  Sta- 
tion Bridge.  No  dates  have  been  set  for  public  meetings.  Design  is  expected  to  be 
completed  by  April  1995  and  construction  is  targeted  to  be  completed  by  December 
1996. 

DESIGN  AND  DEVELOPMENT  ISSUES 

Chairman  Byrd.  Now  the  money  was  appropriated  with  the  un- 
derstanding that  it  would  be  used  to  replace  the  old  bridge.  Is  that 


934 

correct?  Has  the  cost  estimate  changed  at  all  from  the  amount  esti- 
mated at  the  time  that  the  provision  was  made? 

Ms.  Griffin.  I  do  not  know.  Not  to  my  knowledge. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Director  Kennedy.  We  have  just  gone  through 
an  extensive  list  of  development  activities  in  the  New  River  Gorge 
that  appear  to  be  languishing  forever  in  the  design  process. 

Why  does  it  take  so  long  to  get  projects  through  the  design  stage 
and  what  steps  are  you  taking  to  try  and  improve  that  process?  I 
understand  the  problems  you  are  having  with  CSX  but  aside  from 
that  how  would  you  answer  that  question? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  There  is  a  difficulty  in  understanding  why  this 
kind  of  work  takes  the  amount  of  time  it  does.  It  is  baffling  to 
those  of  us  who  come  from  a  different  kind  of  background  and 
training.  The  requirements  that  are  present  because  it  is  work  with 
a  multitude  of  governmental  regulations  to  be  attended  to  far  ex- 
ceeds that  than  would  be  required  in  an  ordinary  planning  process 
in  the  private  sector.  It  just  is  so. 

Having  said  that  we  are  addressing  that  question  as  sensibly  as 
we  can  as  part  of  this  process  of  trying  to  reorder  our  affairs  for 
the  better.  I  cannot  promise  you  a  very  rapid  result  but  we  are 
pressing  at  it. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Now  you  have  got  lots  of  room  for  improvement. 

SERVICEWIDE  CONSTRUCTION  PROCESS 

What  incentives  does  the  Park  Service  provide  to  its  planners 
and  engineers  to  bring  projects  in  on  time  and  within  the  original 
cost  estimate? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  That  is  one  of  the  questions  we  are  addressing.  It 
is  one  which  occurs  to  one. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Let  us  know  whenever  you 

Mr.  Kennedy.  We  are  going  to  strive  to  do  that,  sir. 

Chairman  Byrd.  To  what  extent  does  your  project  review  process 
subject  the  wishes  and/or  desires  of  your  park  superintendents  and 
regional  directors  to  the  constraints  of  the  budget  environment? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  I  would  have  thought  they  were  determinative  un- 
less I  didn't  grasp  the  question. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Let  me  repeat  it. 

To  what  extent  does  your  project  review  process  subject  the  wish- 
es and/or  desires  of  your  park  superintendents  and  regional  direc- 
tors to  the  constraints  of  the  budget  environment? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Mr.  Chairman.  As  the  budget  environment  has 
matured  over  the  past  4  or  5  years  those  constraints  become  more 
and  more  determinant  as  we  have  discussed  here  in  previous  years. 
They  are  more  and  more  strictly  followed  by  superintendents  and 
regional  directors  in  their  decision  making  than  they  have  ever 
been. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  I  would  like  to  add  to  that,  sir. 

It  strikes  me  that  one  of  the  ways  in  which  that  occurs  is  that 
the  budgetary  environment  inhibits  the  expedition  with  which 
some  of  these  questions  must  be  addressed  because  you  cannot 
throw  people  at  them  to  get  them  done  fast.  You  have  got  to  find 
people  when  you  can  find  them.  Often  they  are  already  locked  up 
in  something  else.  Therefore,  the  budgetary  environment  does  slow 
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the  process  down  as  well  as  inhibiting  the  range  of  things  that  you 
can  do.  It  does.  You  can  do  it  a  good  deal  faster  with  more  money. 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  steps  are  you  instituting  within  the  Park 
Service  to  gain  better  control  over  the  cost? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  That  is  a  regular  process.  The  efforts  to  bring 
them  in  on  cost  are  addressed  with  some  regularity  because  it  is 
not  just  cost,  is  it?  It  is  also  the  number  of  persons  you  have  to 
address  these  matters.  And  that  brings  us  back  to  the  FTE  ques- 
tion. 

Could  I  ask  Mr.  Galvin  to  assist  me  in  that  response? 

Chairman  Byrd.  Yes. 

DEPARTMENTAL  OVERSIGHT  OF  CONSTRUCTION  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Galvin.  Mr.  Chairman.  Last  year  the  conference  report  di- 
rected the  Secretary  to  look  at  some  of  the  issues  you  are  talking 
about:  the  National  Park  System  setting  priorities;  the  process  by 
which  the  scope  of  projects — which  is  largely,  I  think,  the  issue  you 
allude  to — that  it  is  not  so  much  how  much  the  project  costs  as  it 
is  the  size  of  the  project  that  determines  the  cost.  That  study  is  un- 
derway by  the  Department.  The  Park  Service  is  participating  in  it. 
We  expect  to  have  some  preliminary  conclusions  on  priorities  sys- 
tem in  midsummer.  We  expect  to  have  the  entire  study  completed 
by  the  fall. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Is  that  what  you  were  after  in  that  inquiry,  sir? 

Chairman  Byrd.  Well  let's  ask  it  again. 

SERVICEWIDE  CONSTRUCTION  COST  CONTROL 

What  steps  are  you  instituting  within  the  Park  Service  to  gain 
better  control  over  the  costs? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  You  are  not  asking  about  priority  you  are  asking 
about  cost  constraint  I  thought.  Is  that  right,  sir? 

Mr.  Galvin.  The  second  part  of  the  study,  the  scope  of  the 
project — one  of  the  perceptions  is  that  when  a  project  gains  priority 
through  a  series  of  pressures  the  project  is  enlarged.  That  is,  there 
is  more  to  the  project  than  the  perception  of  the  Congress,  the  per- 
ception of  the  Department,  of  0MB  and  so  what  somebody  buys 
into  as  a  $2  or  $3  million  project  becomes  a  $10  or  $15  million 
project.  Not  necessarily  because  the  project  is  more  expensive  per 
unit  but  because  there  are  more  units  to  the  project.  And  that  is 
precisely  what  the  study  will  look  at.  It  will  look  at  the  history  of 
the  project  and  examine  the  pressures  in  the  system  to  expand  the 
scope  of  the  project  and  recommend  ways  that  those  scopes  can  be 
earlier  agreed  to  and  adhered  to. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Well,  actions  are  going  to  have  to  be  taken  to 
get  the  construction  program  under  control  and  to  lessen  somehow 
the  expectations  as  to  how  much  we  can  afford  to  spend  on  individ- 
ual facilities.  There  will  not  be  any  money  left  to  address  things 
like  ecosystems  and  ranger  futures  or  organizational  renewal. 

HARPERS  FERRY  NATIONAL  HISTORICAL  PARK 

Shifting  gears  just  a  little  let's  now  turn  to  Harpers  Ferry  Na- 
tional Historical  Park. 
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Harpers  Ferry  Park  celebrates  its  50th  anniversary  this  year.  I 
am  scheduled  to  participate  in  commemorative  events  at  the  park 
on  July  2. 

What  new  facilities  will  be  completed  and  open  to  the  public  by 
the  time  of  the  July  event? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Mr.  Stanton  has  joined  us,  Mr.  Byrd. 

Chairman  Byrd,  He  is  a  good  one.  He  and  I  have  been  talking 
about  this  park  awhile.  I  have  got  a  really  tough  question  coming 
up. 

Mr.  Stanton.  OK,  thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Let  me  just  mention  that  subsequent  to  your  visit  in  1990  when 
we  inaugurated  the  visitor  transportation  system,  we  have  opened 
nine  new  buildings  representing  nine  major  new  exhibits.  In  addi- 
tion to  the  opening  of  the  exhibits,  the  John  Brown  expanded  Mu- 
seum will  open  on  July  2  with  you,  sir,  as  our  invited  guest.  Also 
we  will  be  opening  the  industrial  exhibit  of  Harpers  Ferry  that 
same  day.  That  will  bring  the  total  to  nine  new  exhibits  since  1990. 

Chairman  Byrd.  When  was  the  film  used  in  the  visitors  center 
last  updated? 

Mr.  Stanton.  It  has  not  been  updated  since  the  John  Brown  Mu- 
seum was  dedicated,  I  believe,  in  1985. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Was  it  updated  then? 

Mr.  Stanton.  It  was  a  film  that  had  narration  by  James  Earl 
Jones.  We  had  proposed  to  upgrade  that  film  as  a  part  of  the  50th 
anniversary  and  it  is  still  a  part  of  our  program.  But  it  will  not  be 
updated  for  the  presentation. 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  would  be  the  cost  to  produce  a  new  film? 

Mr.  Stanton.  Subsequent  to  our  discussion  last  year,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, we  asked  Mr.  David  Wright  and  his  staff  and  Superintendent 
Campbell  to  take  a  look  at  a  new  film  version  that  would  be  at  a 
less  cost  but  would  still  depict  the  six  major  themes  of  Harpers 
Ferry  Park.  We  will  not  have  the  cost  estimate  on  that  until  the 
latter  part  of  this  summer. 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  did  it  cost  to  produce  the  old  film? 

Mr.  Stanton.  I  do  not  know  the  cost  on  that  unless  Mr.  Wright 
can  tell  you. 

Mr.  Wright.  I  cannot  give  an  exact  cost  on  this  but  it  was  in  the 
neighborhood  of  $250,000. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  For  the  new  one? 

Mr.  Wright.  No  for  the  old  one. 

lower  town  development 

Chairman  Byrd.  In  1993  and  fiscal  year  1994  a  total  of  $5.4  mil- 
lion was  provided  for  continued  development  in  lower  town.  These 
funds  are  to  be  used  for  package  116,  for  the  restoration  of  several 
buildings  including  the  dry  good  store,  the  Daingerfield  House,  and 
the  Provost  Marshal's  Office.  These  buildings  are  located  on  Shen- 
andoah Street  and  are  among  the  first  structures  that  the  visitor 
sees  after  being  dropped  off  by  the  shuttle  bus. 

Is  the  planning  completed  for  that  package? 

Mr.  Stanton.  The  planning  as  well  as  the  design  is  completed. 
We  would  anticipate  awarding  the  contract  in  July  or  August  for 
the  completion  of  that  package.  I  might  add  that  we  will  have  an 
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artist's  rendering  of  what  the  completed  program  will  look  at  for 
the  50th  anniversary  program. 

There  is  unfortunately  a  shortfall  in  the  amount  of  funds  that 
currently  is  available  that  will  not  allow  us  to  put  in  all  the  nec- 
essary exhibitry  and  furnishings. 

We  will,  however,  obligate  the  entire  balance  for  planning,  de- 
sign, and  construction  for  Harpers  Ferry  in  the  July  award. 

Chairman  Byrd.  When  do  you  anticipate  completing  the  con- 
struction? 

Mr.  Stanton.  It  will  probably  run  between  12  to  18  months. 

Chairman  Byrd.  And  you  will  begin  as  soon  as  the  contract  is 
awarded? 

Mr.  Stanton.  Yes;  we  anticipate  the  contractor  coming  on  site  in 
July  or  August. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Do  you  have  sufficient  funds  available  to  allow 
you  to  proceed  with  the  construction? 

Mr.  Stanton.  Yes;  we  do. 

The  manner  in  which  we  have  packaged  the  bid  document  would 
allow  for  the  project  to  proceed  within  available  funds.  If  the  bid 
comes  in  lower  than  we  anticipated,  we  will  be  able  to  keep  some- 
thing called  bid  additives.  So  it  allows  for  that  flexibility. 

Chairman  Byrd.  The  package  involves  seven  different  buildings? 

Mr.  Stanton.  That  is  correct  but  they  are  adjoining  buildings.  So 
there  will  be  a  common  utility  system  and  these  kinds  of  things. 

We  are  also  assured  that  they  are  accessible  to  the  disabled  in 
accordance  with  the  new  standards. 

Chairman  Byrd.  So  they  can  share  one  mechanical  system  and 
one  contract  can  be  awarded  for  all  of  this? 

Mr.  Stanton.  That  is  correct. 

Chairman  Byrd.  If  sufficient  funds  are  provided  to  complete  this 
project  in  fiscal  year  1995,  when  would  you  expect  construction  to 
be  complete?  I  guess  you  have  already  answered  that. 

Mr.  Stanton.  Yes;  within  18  months. 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  is  the  level  of  funding  necessary  to  allow 
this  project  to  proceed  to  construction? 

Mr.  Stanton.  For  the  entire  project  as  designed,  and  that  is  in- 
cluded in  the  package,  we  would  need  an  additional  $2  million. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Is  that  a  pretty  firm  estimate? 

Mr.  Stanton.  That  is  a  pretty  firm  estimate. 

ENTRANCE  FEE 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  is  the  current  entrance  fee  of  Harpers 
Ferry  Park? 

Mr.  Stanton.  Pardon  me? 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  is  the  current  entrance  fee? 

Mr.  Stanton.  Pardon  me,  Mr.  Chairman;  if  I  may,  I  need  to  cor- 
rect the  estimated  cost  of  additional  funds  needed  to  complete 
package  116.  The  $2  million  I  mentioned  was  for  the  construction. 
The  total  bill  of  restoration  would  need  an  additional  $1  million  for 
exhibits  and  furnishings  and  audiovisual  production.  So  a  total  of 
$3  million.  I  am  sorry. 

With  respect  to  the  entrance  fee 

Chairman  Byrd.  Would  you  recheck  those  numbers  please? 

Mr.  Stanton.  Yes. 
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[The  information  follows:] 

HARPERS  FERRY  NATIONAL  HISTORICAL  PARK 

The  funding  detail  for  completing  the  Industrial  Building  complex  and  exhibits  at 
Harpers  Ferry  National  Historical  Park  is  as  follows: 

HARPERS  FERRY  NATIONAL  HISTORICAL  PARK 
[In  thousands  of  dollars] 

Project  identification  Description  Amount 

Buildings: 

34  and  35  Artifact  curation  $45 

32  through  36  Park  architect  75 

33  Exhibit  planning  212 

34  Furnishing  acquisition 50 

34  Furnishing  production 174 

35  Furnishing  production 60 

32  through  36  Audiovisual  planning/production 127 

Interactive  video  planning/production 95 

Audiovisual/video  equipment 135 

32  through  36  Construction 2,247 

Total  3,220 

ENTRANCE  FEE 

Chairman  Byrd.  Proceed. 

Mr.  Stanton.  With  respect  to  the  entrance  fee  we  have  $3  per 
person,  $5  per  car,  and  then  for  those  who  are  frequent  visitors  to 
the  park  we  have  what  we  call  the  annual  $15  permit  which  allows 
you  to  come  and  go  on  an  unlimited  basis. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Do  you  view  the  proposed  new  fee  structure  as 
an  improvement  for  Harpers  Ferry? 

Mr.  Stanton.  If  we  were  to  adjust  it? 

Chairman  BYRD.  Yes;  if  it  is  affected  by  the  coming  fee  proposal. 

Mr.  Stanton.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  that  one  of  the  provisions 
of  the  proposed  legislation  would  allow  for  the  retention  of  some  of 
the  revenue  generated  through  the  fee  program  to  be  allocated  to 
specific  park  improvement  programs. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Would  the  park  retain  more  of  the  revenue  that 
it  generates  than  is  presently  the  case? 

Mr.  Stanton.  That  is  correct,  sir. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Now  do  you  assume  that  visitation  is  going  to 
stay  the  same? 

Mr.  Stanton.  We  would  anticipate,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  with  the 
opening  of  the  John  Brown  Museum,  the  industrial  exhibit,  as  well 
as  some  additional  printed  material  that  we  will  have  on  the  park, 
expansion  of  our  outreach  program  with  the  State  tourism  offices 
and  what  have  you,  that  over  a  period  of  time  we  would  anticipate 
visitation  increasing. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Have  there  been  any  discussions  with  the  local 
community  about  the  impact  of  the  fee?  What  has  been  the  reac- 
tion? 

Mr.  Stanton.  There  has  not  been  much  discussion  with  the  com- 
munity relative  to  the  legislation  that  is  now  before  Congress  that 
would  allow  for  fee  entrances  and  how  the  fees  could  be  applied  to 
the  park.  We  anticipate  having  those  discussions. 
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WHEELING  NATIONAL  HERITAGE  AREA  PROJECT 

Chairman  Byrd.  Last  year  going  over  now  to  the  Ohio  River — 
we  are  going  from  the  eastern  panhandle  to  the  Potomac  and  she 
is  going  over  there  with  us.  [Laughter.] 

Last  year  a  total  of  $5.3  million  was  appropriated  for  continued 
assistance  and  planning  for  the  Wheeling  National  Heritage  Area 
project.  Of  this  amount  $3.4  million  was  provided  for  completion  of 
the  Artisan's  Center. 

This  year's  budget  includes  a  request  of  $2.5  million  to  continue 
progress  on  the  Wheeling  project. 

What  activities  are  proposed  to  be  conducted  using  the  $2.5  mil- 
lion included  in  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget? 

Ms.  Griffin.  Major  components  of  that  would  go  for  National 
Park  Service  technical  assistance,  the  Heritage  Port  work  on  the 
waterfront,  signage  and  interpretive  development,  lighting,  and 
conservation. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Are  these  projects  consistent  with  the  priorities 
identified  by  the  local  cooperators? 

Ms.  Griffin.  They  are  consistent  with  the  plan. 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  are  the  estimated  construction  costs  for 
the  Heritage  Port  project? 

Ms.  Griffin.  $450,000  out  of  the  $2.5  million  for  this  year.  That's 
for  1995. 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  about  construction  costs? 

Ms.  Griffin.  The  whole  plan  is  $10.9  million.  It  is  spread  out  I 
think  until  the  year  2000. 

Chairman  Byrd.  How  much  of  that  is  estimated  for  construction 
for  the  Heritage  Port  project? 

Ms.  Griffin.  I  do  not  have  that  breakout. 

Chairman  Byrd.  OK. 

The  figure  that  you  gave  is  that  the  most  accurate  cost  estimate 
available? 

Ms.  Griffin.  Yes,  sir. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Did  you  say  that  was  $10  million? 

Ms.  Griffin.  $10.9  million. 

Chairman  Byrd.  And  that  is  inclusive  of  what? 

Ms.  Griffin.  This  would  be  the  estimate  for  the  Waterfront  Her- 
itage Port  project. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Is  that  a  shared  cost? 

Ms.  Griffin.  Yes,  sir;  it  is  expected  that  about  $3  million  of  it 
would  be  shared,  over  $3  million  of  it  would  come  from  outside, 
from  external  sources. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Leaving  $7  million  for  Federal? 

Ms.  Griffin.  About  $7.3  million  for  Federal. 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  is  the  current  schedule  for  the  Artisan 
Center  project? 

Ms.  Griffin.  The  design  work  is  complete.  They  have  opened 
bids  and  the  city  is  preparing  to  select  a  contractor.  They  have  esti- 
mated completion  in  the  fall  of  1995. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Well,  I  have  been  working  to  see  that  legisla- 
tion affecting  the  Wheeling  area  is  enacted  by  Congress.  Mr.  Mollo- 
han  over  on  the  other  side  has  introduced  similar  legislation.  The 
House  gave  him  a  little  trouble. 
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The  bill  that  was  reported  in  the  House  National  Resources  Com- 
mittee contains  a  spending  limitation  of  $6  million. 

What  are  the  major  capital  investments  envisioned  in  the  1992 
plan  that  would  be  affected  by  such  a  cap? 

Ms.  Griffin.  Well  certainly  the  Heritage  Port  part  of  the  project 
would  be.  A  permanent  visitors  center  and  interpretive  facilities 
downtown  would  probably  not  be  able  to  be  built. 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  discussions  has  the  Park  Service  had  with 
the  local  supporters  of  the  effort  to  prioritize  the  remaining  compo- 
nents of  the  plan  in  the  event  the  cap  is  lifted? 

Ms.  Griffin.  We  have  had  some  discussion^  with  them  in  an  ef- 
fort to  put  a  project  together  that  would  fit  within  the  cap.  Also 
they  are  looking  at  other  funding  sources  to  help  out. 

Chairman  Byrd.  One  of  the  objectives  of  the  Wheeling  Heritage 
area  is  for  this  project  to  be  self-sustaining  over  time  with  non-Fed- 
eral entities  responsible  for  the  operation  of  the  park. 

Given  the  rising  pressures  to  reduce  Federal  staffing  won't  these 
kind  of  cooperative  arrangements  help  to  reduce  the  demand  for 
Federal  FTE's? 

Ms.  Griffin.  Yes,  sir;  heritage  area  legislation  would  envision 
that  the  Park  Service  could  be  involved  in  the  earlier  part  of  the 
project  but  the  role  would  diminish  as  plans  were  completed  and 
as  other  funds  overtook  the  Federal  investment.  It  certainly  would 
help  with  the  FTE  issue  that  we  talked  about  earlier. 

Chairman  Byrd.  I  continue  to  support  the  partnership  between 
the  National  Park  Service  and  the  community  of  Wheeling  in  the 
development  of  this  Heritage  area.  I  want  to  see  the  project  go  for- 
ward, recognizing  that  the  constraints  of  the  budget  will  affect 
what  can  be  done.  It  is  for  this  reason  that  I  continue  to  urge  the 
local  supporters  of  the  project,  as  I  did  2  or  3  weeks  or  4  weeks 
ago,  to  come  forward,  not  only  with  their  ideas  and  goals  but  also 
with  the  non-Federal  financial  contributions  which,  when  combined 
with  the  Federal  support,  will  make  this  vision  become  a  reality. 

Old  men  have  dreams  young  men  still  have  visions.  That  is  what 
the  Bible  says. 

So  I  continue  to  have  visions.  [Laughter.] 

That  is  a  delayed  reaction.  [Laughter.] 

You  did  not  catch  on. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Some  of  us  are  not  commenting  on. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Well  I  can  understand  that. 

I  am  having  my  57th  wedding  anniversary  2  weeks  from  this 
coming  Sunday.  Sure  I  have  been  around  awhile.  I  am  not  what 
you  would  call  a  spring  chicken. 

You  do  not  have  to  comment  but  you  can  laugh.  [Laughter.] 

CALIFORNIA  DESERT  PARKS  PROPOSAL 

In  the  debate  over  the  California  desert  legislation  the  Depart- 
ment contended  that  it  could  absorb  the  cost  of  this  new  area  with- 
in existing  funds  as  presented  in  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget. 

One  of  the  other  Senators  alluded  to  this  earlier.  As  I  mentioned 
earlier,  however,  it  is  not  likely  that  you  will  receive  all  of  the 
funding  that  you  have  requested  for  fiscal  year  1995. 
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What  reductions  from  the  fiscal  year  1994  levels  provided  for 
parks  in  California  will  you  make  in  order  to  fund  the  require- 
ments of  the  California  desert? 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  We  have  a  small  amount  of  operating  dollars 
which  we  have  associated  with  the  California  desert  proposal,  that 
admittedly  is  pending  and  not  yet  passed,  in  the  1995  budget  for 
operations.  That  is  all  there  is,  nothing  beyond  that,  nothing  pro- 
posed in  1995  for  the  land  acquisition  or  construction  costs  that  we 
discussed  earlier. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Pardon  me? 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  There  is  nothing  beyond  a  small  operating  start- 
up cost  that  we  proposed  in  the  1995  budget,  so  we  would  not  at 
this  point  see  the  need  to  alter  that  proposal  even  if  the  legislation 
were  passed.  There  would  be  future  requirements  in  1996  and  be- 
yond almost  certainly  if  the  legislation  passes. 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  do  you  anticipate  they  will  be? 

Mr.  Reynolds.  The  first  year  operations  cost  of  the  Mojave 
Desert  will  be  $1.9  million,  in  its  first  full  year.  For  Joshua  Tree, 
there  would  be  increase  of  $50,000  over  its  present  budget.  For 
Death  Valley  an  increase  of  $77,000  over  its  present  budget.  For 
a  total  of  $2  million  increase. 

When  the  parks  are  in  full  operation  it  would  be  a  total  of  $4.7 
million  increase  over  today's  level. 

Chairman  Byrd.  The  question  is,  if  you  do  not  have  any  addi- 
tional operating  money  you  are  going  to  have  to  cut  elsewhere  in 
California,  and  where  will  you  do  that? 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  I  do  not  know  in  the  budget  formulation  process 
for,  say,  the  1996  budget,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  we  would  have  to  cut 
operations  an3rwhere  to  afford  this.  We  may  look  to  other  accounts 
to  make  adjustments  in  order  to  afford  this  if  our  allowances  are 
insufficient  to  cover  these  increases. 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  staffing  reductions  will  be  made  else- 
where in  California  to  accommodate  the  three  new  parks? 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  Again  I  would  not  anticipate  at  this  time  having 
to  make  staffing  reductions  to  accommodate  these  parks.  That  is, 
staffing  reductions  from  California.  It  may  very  well  be  if  our  FTE 
ceiling  restrictions  remain  as  strict  as  they  appear  to  be  now  that 
we  will  have  to  look  elsewhere  in  £he  National  Park  System  to  pro- 
vide the  additional  staff  for  this  park. 

Chairman  Byrd.  That  is  what  I  said  on  the  Senate  floor.  The 
reason  I  voted  against  it.  I  said  that  very  thing. 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  Quite  right,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Byrd.  How  are  you  going  to  deal  with  the  increased 
costs  associated  with  the  California  desert  in  the  out  years  when 
the  costs  grow  if  additional  operating  dollars  cannot  be  provided? 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  Again  we  would  be  looking  at  it  on  an  annual 
basis  and  see  what  kind  of  options  are  available  to  us,  the  Sec- 
retary as  he  sets  priorities,  and  the  like.  It  will  be  very  difficult  to 
predict  specifically  where  the  funds  would  have  to  actually  be  de- 
rived from  at  this  time,  sir. 

Chairman  Byrd.  But  they  are  going  to  have  to  come  out  of  some- 
body else's  parks. 
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Mr.  Sheaffer.  Yes;  the  numbers  that  we  see  in  the  future  years 
are  very  restrictive  as  I  am  sure  you  do,  Mr.  Chairman.  Undoubt- 
edly it  will  affect  some  other  organization. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Without  more  money  they  are  going  to  have  to 
come  out  of  somewhere  else  in  the  park  system. 

Chairman  Byrd.  That  is  the  old  math  and  the  new.  Isn't  it? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Zero  sum  they  call  it. 

PRESIDIO 

Chairman  Byrd.  As  to  the  Presidio,  were  reductions  at  other 
parks  necessary  in  order  to  accommodate  the  staffing  needs  at  the 
Presidio,  for  which  the  FTE's  increased  from  34  in  fiscal  year  1993 
to  175  in  fiscal  year  1994? 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  Those  additional  FTE's  were  provided  to  us  by 
the  Department.  Where  they  were  able  to  derive  them  from,  sir,  I 
cannot  say  as  we  go  through  that  operation  process.  In  the  future 
almost  certainly  we  will  all  be  looking  for  those  kinds  of  offsets.  Al- 
most no  question  with  respect  to  FTE  restrictions  that  are  being 
placed  on  us. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Now  when  you  endorsed  this  proposal,  why  did 
you  not  point  out  those  things? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  That  I  am  afraid  is  my  responsibility,  sir  rather 
than  his. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Why  did  you  not  point  them  out? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  We  had  to  assume  that  we  were  going  to  acquire 
those  FTE's  from  elsewhere  in  the  Department.  We  think  we  will. 

authorization  and  appropriations  process 

Chairman  Byrd.  Well  that  is  the  problem  you  see. 

We  get  the  endorsement  of  the  Park  Service  no  strings  attached, 
and  when  it  comes  down  to  the  Appropriations  Committee  when 
they  adopt  these  authorizing  bills.  Senators  all  let  out  a  big 
whoopie  and  get  out  the  press  releases  and  the  Park  Service  comes 
up  with  a  ringing  endorsement  of  the  project.  And  there  are  no 
thoughts,  no  questions  asked  about  how  we  are  going  to  pay  for 
these.  And  the  Senators  all  go  down  to  the  President's  office,  the 
Oval  Office,  and  he  says  "Well  the  weather  is  nice  outside.  Let's  go 
out  on  the  lawn.  Let's  have  this  out  on  the  lawn." 

So  they  have  it  out  on  the  lawn.  They  have  a  lot  of  chairs  out 
there  and  the  Senators,  especially  those  who  are  beating  the  drums 
for  the  new  authorization  bill,  they  all  stand  behind  the  President. 
He  calls  them  up  later  and  they  stand  behind  him  and  he  signs 
with  a  little  bitty  pen  and  hands  the  pen  back  to  them  and  then 
he  signs  a  little  more  and  hands  the  pen  back  again.  So  all  of  these 
great  personages  up  here  who  pass  these  authorization  bills  it  is 
a  faucet.  I  envision  that  as  a  faucet  that  is  up  here  about  this  alti- 
tude. So  they  pass  the  authorization  bill.  That  is  the  authorization 
faucet. 

From  then  on  the  pressure  is  downhill.  The  pressure  comes  on 
down  here  to  the  appropriations  faucet.  It  is  down  here.  And  when 
it  gets  down  to  the  appropriations  faucet,  the  pressure  groups  want 
to  fund  these  new  programs.  The  Senators  from  the  affected  States 
they  want  to  fund  the  new  programs.  But  no  questions  are  asked 
at  the  time  the  appropriations  faucet  is  turned  on.  It  is  open. 
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So  OK,  the  Park  Service  asks  for  its  endorsement.  It  send  up  a 
shining  endorsement  "Yes,  we  will  do  that."  Statements  are  issued 
that  "Well  the  funds  are  in  the  budget.  Do  not  worry.  That  will  be 
funded." 

And  those  poor  devils  who  are  sitting  on  the  Appropriations 
Committee,  we  have  to  scratch  our  heads.  It  is  a  wonder  I  still 
have  a  good  head  of  hair.  And  we  have  to  scratch  our  heads  as  to 
where  we  find  these  moneys. 

I  think  that  is  not  funny. 

CAREERS  INITIATIVE 

Now  for  fiscal  year  1995  the  Park  Service  is  proposing  an  in- 
crease of  $30.4  million  for  its  careers  initiative.  That  is  a  lot  of 
money. 

In  general  the  objective  of  this  effort  is  to  enhance  the  profes- 
sionalism of  the  career  core  of  Park  Service  personnel.  This  effort 
is  an  outgrowth  of  the  recommendations  resulting  from  the  75th 
anniversary  Vail  Sjrmposium. 

Within  the  $30.4  million  requested  for  this  initiative  $18  million 
is  proposed  for  recruitment  career  management  and  training. 

UNIFORM  COSTS 

The  budget  indicates  that  a  total  of  nearly  $3  million  is  included 
for  increased  uniform  costs. 

Director  Kennedy,  please  explain  to  the  committee  why  getting 
more  Park  Service  personnel  into  uniforms  is  more  important  than 
providing  adequate  funding  for  maintenance,  visitor  facilities,  staff- 
ing, and  other  park  base  operational  needs. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  It  is  not  so  much,  in  fact,  it  is  not  at  all  a  matter 
of  getting  more  Park  Service  employees  into  uniforms.  It  is  a  mat- 
ter of  getting  Park  Service  people  in  uniforms  that  cover  their  en- 
tire anatomies  with  some  dignity. 

Mr.  Finley,  would  you  respond  to  that  question? 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  do  you  mean  by  covering  their  anatomies 
with  some  dignity? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Well,  uniforms  wear  out.  And  when  you  have  to 
buy  new  ones  they  cost  more  money  than  they  used  to.  With  the 
exception  of  a  few  of  us  who  wear  them  temporarily  and  probably 
will  not  have  to  wear  them  out.  People  in  the  career  service  do 
have  to  buy  new  ones.  And  when  they  do  they  cost  more  than  they 
used  to.  Mr.  Finley  is  prepared  to  give  you  a  detailed  response  to 
that  question. 

Chairman  Byrd.  How  much  additional  money  is  being  spent  on 
uniforms  in  fiscal  year  1994  in  order  to  comply  with  your  uniform 
directive? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  As  I  understand  it,  sir — and  I  think  I  do — ^this  is 
not  my  offering*  a  directive,  but  rather  a  matter  of  how  much  it 
costs  people  in  the  Service  to  buy  and  use  the  uniforms  which  they 
are  supposed  to  wear.  This  is  not  new  people  wearing  uniforms. 
Am  I  not  correct  in  that,  Mr.  Finley? 

Mr.  Finley.  Let  me  explain  that,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  may. 

Chairman  Byrd.  OK. 

Mr.  Finley.  In  fiscal  year  1993  we  authorized  $4,416,000  for  uni- 
forms. 
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The  problem  is  that  over  the  years  since  the  uniform  allowance 
ceiling  of  $400  that  Congress  imposed  in  1976,  items  have  in- 
creased with  inflation.  For  example,  right  now,  a  man  or  woman 
who  would  be  authorized  to  wear  this  type  of  uniform  including  a 
field  version,  a  class  A  uniform,  could  expect  to  expend  $1,000  to 
be  totally  outfitted.  Yet  currently  our  ceiling  that  we  provide  them 
is  $400  a  year  annually.  If  you  wear  out  pants  and  shirts  launder- 
ing them  and  working  in  the  field  as  these  people  do,  it  would  take 
6  years  to  acquire  all  the  items  on  the  list,  assuming  that  your  re- 
placement is  just  in  a  modest  term. 

So  what  we  are  asking  is  the  ability  to  increase  the  allowance 
provided  to  these  people  which  would  still  be  about  80  percent,  we 
calculate,  of  the  full  expense. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Does  this  improve  the  working  conditions  and 
visitor  services  delivered  at  the  park  level? 

Mr.  FiNLEY.  It  does  improve  in  many  aspects  the  working  condi- 
tions for  the  rangers.  Many  of  these  items  that  were  developed  over 
the  years  involve  newer  and  better  fabrics  such  as  gortex,  newer 
and  better  boots  and  materials.  These  materials  are  warmer  in  the 
winter  and  cooler  in  the  summer.  It  provides  a  more  comfortable 
working  environment  for  the  employees  and  in  many  cases  a  safer 
working  environment  for  these  employees. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Were  these  costs  budgeted  for  in  the  fiscal  year 
1994  budget? 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  The  substantial  increase  we  are  talking  about  be- 
gins in  1995.  There  was  a  modest  increase  granted  in  replacement 
costs  for  class  A  uniforms  prior  to  this  which  was  covered  within 
the  operating  bases  of  all  parks  that  have  uniformed  employees. 

Chairman  Byrd.  So  the  costs  were  not  budgeted  in  the  fiscal 
year  1994  budget? 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  Not  specifically.  No,  sir. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Where  do  they  come  from? 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  They  would  be  derived  from  within  the  individual 
park  operating  budget.  The  operating  budgets  of  the  parks  that 
had  uniformed  employees.  Just  like  if  you  hire  an  employee  he 
must  come  up  with  the  additional  uniform  costs. 

Chairman  Byrd.  I  have  been  holding  this  hearing  a  long  time 
through  the  years.  I  have  never  seen  this  many  people  in  uniform. 
I  do  not  think  it  improves  the  testimony  any.  I  am  wondering  if  it 
improves  the  service  out  there  in  the  park.  That  is  a  lot  of  money. 

So  how  much  again  is  in  this  budget  for  uniforms? 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  $2.8  million  additional. 

JEFFERSON  NATIONAL  EXPANSION  MEMORIAL 

Chairman  Byrd.  An  increase  of  $900,000  and  13  FTE's  is  re- 
quested in  the  budget  for  the  Jefferson  National  Expansion  Memo- 
rial in  St.  Louis.  The  Arch.  The  justification  for  this  increase  is 
that  an  increase  of  5  to  10  million  visitors  is  expected  due  to  the 
opening  of  gambling  operations  adjacent  to  the  park. 

What  is  the  current  fee  charged  at  this  park? 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  Just  a  second,  Mr.  Chairman.  It  is  a  walk-in 
park,  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  $2  a  person. 

Chairman  Byrd.  How  is  this  fee  proposed  to  change  in  response 
to  the  presence  of  these  gambling  operations? 
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Mr.  Sheaffer.  It  is  not  proposed  to  change. 

We  would  have  the  authority  under  the  proposed  fee  legislation 
to  raise  that  fee  but  there  is  no  specific  proposal  to  raise  it  in  re- 
sponse to  the  impact  of  the  gambling  that  you  refer  to. 

Chairman  Byrd.  The  budget  states  on  page  136  that  "Pressure 
will  be  tremendous  from  the  city  of  St.  Louis  and  the  casino  busi- 
ness community  to  open  the  park  grounds  to  visitors  even  longer 
than  at  present". 

What  are  the  expected  revenues  from  these  gambling  operations? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Going  to  the  city  of  St.  Louis  or  in  general  to  the 
operators? 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  are  the  expected  revenues? 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  We  do  not  know,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Byrd.  How  much  is  the  city  and  the  business  commu- 
nity willing  to  contribute  to  keep  the  park  open  longer  hours? 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  We  do  not  know  that  that  has  been  pursued,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  It  is  a  question  worth  pursuing. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Why  is  it  a  responsibility  of  the  Park  Service 
to  accommodate  the  desires  of  the  gambling  community  as  its  bene- 
ficiary? 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  I  think  that  we  are  simply  responding  to  the  im- 
pact of  the  visitation  that  is  going  to  occur  as  a  result  of  the  gam- 
bling, the  riverboat  gambling. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Right,  I  do  not  think  that  accommodation  is  our 
policy  there. 

There  are  going  to  be  more  law  enforcement  problems  in  this 
park.  It  is  open  ground  as  well  as  the  museum  area,  and  under 
those  circumstances  we  are  going  to  have  to  police  it  harder  and 
it  is  going  to  have  to  cost  us  more  money. 

Chairman  Byrd.  That  was  not  our  choice. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  No,  sir;  it  was  not. 

Chairman  Byrd.  It  was  not  your  choice. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  No,  sir. 

Chairman  Byrd.  The  gambling  interests  ought  to  pay  for  it. 
What  about  making  some  overtures  to  them? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Not  overtures,  but  put  out  the  lines  of  commu- 
nication saying  "How  much  are  you  going  to  put  on  the  barrel 
head?" 

Do  you  think  that  is  a  pretty  good  idea? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  I  think  that  is  an  excellent  idea,  Senator. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Will  we  know  something  before  we  mark  up  the 
bill? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  About  such  conversation? 

Chairman  Byrd.  Yes. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  I  assume  that  what  I  should  do  is  commence  with 
the  mayor  because  Mr.  Gentry  is  not  known  to  me.  I  will  make 
that  opening. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Jefferson  National  Expansion  Memorial 

Prior  to  the  determination  to  include  the  operating  increase  in  the  fiscal  year 
1995  budget  request,  contacts  were  made  with  casino  owners  and  the  mayor  of  St. 
Louis.  The  casino  owners  indicated  that  since  revenues  are  going  to  the  State  of 
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Missouri  as  authorized  by  the  statutes  that  authorize  riverboat  gambling,  they  felt 
that  these  revenues  were  sufficient  to  meet  increased  law  enforcement  and  security 
requirements.  According  to  the  law,  two  percent  of  the  adjusted  gross  receipts  of  riv- 
erboat gambling  is  to  be  distributed  to  the  city  and  county  for  law  enforcement  pur- 
poses. The  city  has  countered  that  the  casinos  should  pay  for  the  additional 
riverfront  law  enforcement  requirements  and  that  the  funds  to  be  received  under 
the  law  will  be  programmed  for  citjrwide  law  enforcement  needs  rather  than  specifi- 
cally earmarked  for  the  riverfront.  There  is  no  provision  in  the  law  for  Federal  use 
of  these  funds. 

In  the  interest  of  ensuring  that  sufficient  funds  to  address  increased  law  enforce- 
ment needs  at  the  park  would  be  available,  the  increases  was  included  in  the  fiscal 
year  1995  budget  request  of  the  National  Park  Service.  Even  without  the  additional 
pressure  anticipated  to  be  generated  from  the  riverboat  gambling  activity,  the  park 
was  in  need  of  additional  visitor  protection  capability.  Jefferson  National  Expansion 
Memorial  has  over  300  law  enforcement  cases  go  to  trial  before  the  Federal  Mag- 
istrate each  month.  In  1993,  the  park  reported  4,949  criminal  cases  and  1,053  inci- 
dents. Robbery,  larceny,  theft,  car  clouting  and  drug  incidents  are  among  the  cases 
handled  each  month.  In  addition,  a  homicide  occurred  during  the  commission  of  an 
armed  robbery  in  the  Arch  parking  lot  in  1993. 

CSX  CORP.  UNRESOLVED  ISSUES 

Chairman  Byrd.  Well  I  think  we  have  had  a  fairly  good  hearing. 

There  will  be  several  questions  that  I  have  here  in  writing  which 
I  will  present,  and  other  members  may  also  have  some  questions 
for  the  record. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  you  will  also  be  contacting  someone 
with  CSX  to  see  if  those  issues  can  be  expedited  and  resolved? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir. 

CONCLUDING  REMARKS 

Chairman  Byrd.  We  have  been  pretty  busy  here  this  afternoon. 

This  young  lady  puts  things  before  you. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  So  I  have  noted.  Senator. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Is  there  an3d:hing  you  would  like  to  say  in  clos- 
ing? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  No,  I  think  we  are  fully  utilized  this  afternoon, 
Senator. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Have  you  been  properly  dressed  down? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  I  think  so. 

Chairman  Byrd.  With  respect  to  reprogramming? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  I  think  so. 

ADDITIONAL  COMMITTEE  QUESTIONS 

Chairman  Byrd.  All  right.  I  thank  you  for  your  testimony  and 
your  time.  And  that  of  all  your  associates.  You  will  be  getting  addi- 
tional questions  sent  to  you.  Thank  you  very  much. 

[The  following  questions  were  not  asked  at  the  hearing,  but  were 
submitted  to  the  Department  for  response  subsequent  to  the  hear- 
ing:] 
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ADDITIONAL  COMMITTEE  QUESTIONS 

NPS  REORGANIZATION 

1.  Question.  Many  of  the  small  parks  in  the  system  are  dependent  on  the  Regional 
Offices  for  services  such  as  budget,  personnel,  procurement,  and  finance.  How  are 
the  interests  of  these  parks  being  addressed  as  you  develop  your  streamlining/reor- 
ganization alternatives? 

Answer.  We  are  taking  care  that  none  of  the  downsizing  anticipated  in  central  of- 
fices diminishes  services  that  parks  need  in  order  to  maintain  operations  at  current 
levels.  We  are  fully  participating  in  the  Administration's  and  Department's  efforts 
to  streamline  functions  such  as  personnel,  budget,  procurement  and  finance  in  order 
that  remaining  staff  in  these  areas  will  be  aole  to  provide  better  services  to  the 
field. 

NPS  STAFFING  ISSUES 

The  Department  has  indicated  that  one  of  its  primary  objectives  in  allocating 
staffing  reductions  throughout  the  Bureaus  is  to  protect  the  delivery  of  on-the- 

g"oun(C  park-level  services,  and  to  concentrate  reductions  at  the  Regional  and 
entral  Office  levels.  But  in  looking  at  the  FTE  reductions  between  fiscal  year  1993 
and  fiscal  year  1994,  the  distribution  appears  to  be  random. 

For  example,  please  explain: 

2a.  Question.  Why  does  staffing  for  the  mining  and  minerals  program  increase  by 
6  FTEs  when  the  dollars  decrease  by  $14,000? 

Answer.  The  22  FTEs  utilized  in  fiscal  year  1993  for  the  mining  and  minerals  pro- 
gram simply  represents  an  under-utilization  of  their  FTE  target  of  28.  There  is  no 
increase  in  their  FTE  target  between  fiscal  year  1993  and  fiscal  year  1994. 

2b.  Question.  Conversely,  why  does  staffing  at  New  River  Gorge  decrease  by  31 
FTEs  (-28  percent)  when  its  dollars  increase  by  $300,000? 

Answer.  New  River  Gorge  was  one  of  many  National  Park  Service  units  which 
exceeded  its  FTE  target  in  fiscal  year  1993.  The  park  exceeded  its  FTE  target  by 
56  in  fiscal  year  1993.  To  compensate  for  this  overuse,  the  Regional  Office  adjusted 
upward  the  park's  FTE  target  by  56  FTEs  in  fiscal  year  1994.  At  the  target  level 
of  110  FTE  in  fiscal  year  1994,  compared  to  actual  usage  of  110  in  fiscal  year  1993, 
the  park  should  be  able  to  operate  effectively  in  fiscal  year  1993  despite  the  overall 
FTE  constraints  being  faced  by  the  Federal  Government. 

2c.  Question.  Or,  why  does  Lassen  Volcanic  National  Park  staffing  grow  by  4 
FTEs  for  a  $75,000  funding  increase  while  Lake  Mead  National  Recreation  Area 
staffing  rises  by  just  1  FTE  despite  a  $1.8  million  funding  increase? 

Answer.  The  Regional  Office  adjusted  the  FTE  allocation  of  Lassen  Volcanic  to 
correct  a  long  standing  problem  in  their  FTE  allocation.  A  similar  problem  exists 
at  Lake  Mead;  however  tne  magnitude  makes  it  much  more  difficult  to  correct  with- 
in current  FTE  allocations  for  the  Service.  The  upward  adjustment  of  3  FTEs  at 
Lassen  corrected  the  problem  at  the  park;  the  mucn  more  generous  upward  adjust- 
ment of  18  FTEs  at  Lake  Mead  could  not  address  the  complete  FTE  problem  at 
Lake  Mead.  The  Service  has  attempted,  within  the  FTE  allocation  provided  to  it  to 
place  FTEs  at  the  location  where  they  are  most  needed.  Unfortunately,  some  parks 
do  not  have  as  large  an  FTE  allocation  as  may  be  desirable.  In  attempting  to  rectify 
this  ongoing  situation  and,  at  the  same  time,  to  stay  within  the  legislative  mandates 
of  the  Workforce  Restructuring  Act  of  1994,  the  Service  is  undergoing  an  exercise 
to  move  headquarters  and  Regional  Office  staff  to  parks,  when  possible.  This  is  an 
ongoing  process  and  the  results  have  only  been  felt  in  fiscal  year  1994  on  a  limited 
basis. 

2d.  Question.  Wnat  is  happening  at  Gateway  National  Recreation  Area  to  explain 
a  funding  increase  of  $1.4  million  but  a  staffing  decrease  of  41  FTEs? 

Answer.  Gateway  National  Recreation  Area  exceeded  its  FTE  target  in  fiscal  year 
1994  by  58  FTEs.  As  large  an  adjustment  was  made  in  fiscal  vear  1994  as  possible, 
within  the  confines  of  the  FTE  target  provided  to  the  National  Park  Service.  Never- 
theless, the  result  is  a  perception  that  the  FTE  target  for  Gateway  has  been  re- 
duced; rather,  it  has  been  increased  by  17  FTEs  for  fiscal  year  1994. 

2e.  Question.  Were  these  reductions  at  other  parks  necessary  in  order  to  accommo- 
date the  staffing  needs  at  the  Presidio,  whose  FTEs  increased  from  34  in  fiscal  year 
1993  to  175  in  fiscal  year  1994? 

Answer.  The  National  Park  Service  must  consider  all  needs  of  the  Service  in  allo- 
cating the  FTEs  available  to  it.  Certainly,  the  increase  which  built  to  the  175  FTEs 
estimated  to  be  needed  at  the  Presidio  were  a  factor  in  the  overall  allocation  of 
FTEs.  If  the  Presidio  were  not  part  of  the  Park  System,  the  175  FTEs  slated  for 
use  there  would  probably  have  been  allocated  to  come  other  Government  agency. 
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However,  the  fact  remains  that  the  Presidio  is  a  new  area  of  the  National  Park  Sys- 
tem and  Congress  has  approved  approximately  $25  million  for  its  operation  as  the 
transition  is  made  from  army  base  to  park  unit.  Accordingly,  staffing  is  required. 
It  should  be  noted  that  the  additional  FTEs  provided  for  the  Presidio  were  a  specific 
addition  to  the  Service  FTE  target  approved  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  for 
that  purpose,  and  were  not  "taken"  from  other  park  FTE  allocations. 

FTE  STRATEGY 

As  part  of  the  streamlining  proposal,  the  budget  decreases  base  funding  by  a  total 
of  $15  million  and  some  600  FTEs  for  the  Park  Service.  About  half  of  these  FTEs 
are  re-couped  through  program  funding  increases  proposed  in  the  budget  this  year, 
but  they  are  not  necessarily  restored  at  the  same  parks  where  reductions  are  pro- 
posed. 

3a.  Question.  What  is  your  strategy  for  dealing  with  these  FTE  reductions?  It  ap- 
pears that  some  parks  are  being  asked  to  give  up  staff  in  order  to  put  more  person- 
nel in  other  parks.  How  do  you  propose  to  persuade  Members  of  Congress  (and  indi- 
vidual park  superintendents)  that  this  is  in  the  best  interest  of  the  system? 

Answer.  FTE  allocations  to  parks  do  not  decrease  from  fiscal  year  1994  to  fiscal 
year  1995.  Individual  park  FTE  needs,  however,  do  fluctuate  temporarily  at  times 
depending  upon  the  funding  of  specific  project  work  that  the  superintendent  thinks 
is  best  accomplished  through  the  hiring  of  temporary  employees.  Another  reason 
that  a  park's  FTE  allocation  might  appear  to  go  down  is  caused  by  situations  where 
a  park  exceeded  its  previous  year's  allocation;  thus  its  current  year  allocation, 
though  it  remained  the  same  as  the  allocation  of  the  preceding  year,  would  be  lower 
than  the  prior  year's  usage. 

It  is  one  of  the  specific  intents  of  the  National  Park  Service's  reorganization  ef- 
forts that  FTE  levels  at  parks  remain  adequate  and  are  not  reduced.  In  fact,  it  is 
part  of  our  plan  to  enhance  park  level  FTE  amounts.  In  any  case,  if  it  were  ever 
necessary  to  transfer  staff  from  one  park  to  another  in  the  interests  of  the  System, 
we  would  hope  that  Members  of  Congress  and  the  affected  superintendents  would 
be  as  equally  convinced  of  the  necessity  of  the  moves  as  would  the  managers  of  the 
National  Park  System. 

3b.  Question.  What  is  happening  in  the  Park  Service  with  buyouts?  Is  this  helping 
your  FTE  situation  at  all? 

Answer.  The  400  buyouts  that  occurred  in  April  of  this  year  will  help  our  FTE 
situation  in  fiscal  year  1995  significantly. 

3c.  Question.  If  total  ONPS  appropriations  are  kept  at  the  fiscal  year  1994  level 
in  fiscal  year  1995,  what  would  be  your  recommendations  as  to  how  best  to  struc- 
ture the  program? 

Answer.  The  total  fiscal  year  1995  appropriation  request  for  the  National  Park 
Service  is  below  the  enacted  amount  for  fiscal  year  1994.  The  necessity  of  requesting 
increases  in  the  Operation  of  the  National  Park  System  (ONPS)  account  was  given 
full  and  deliberate  consideration  before  reductions  were  made  to  the  request  levels 
of  our  other  accounts.  Park  operational  levels  must  increase  if  they  are  to  keep  pace 
with  increasing  visitation  and  resource  protection  demands.  If  it  becomes  truly  nec- 
essary to  keep  ONPS  at  its  fiscal  year  1994  level,  we  would  request  that  any  fund- 
ing coming  available  as  an  offset  to  our  streamlining  reductions  be  added  to  the  op- 
erating accounts  of  our  parks. 

3d.  Question.  Would  staffing  reductions  be  directed  across-the-board,  or  would  you 
still  try  to  put  more  resources  in  some  parks? 

Answer.  We  intend  to  take  all  of  our  required  staffing  reductions  in  central  offices. 
We  would  only  be  able  to  increase  funding  and  staffing  levels  at  parks  as  allowed 
by  the  eventual  appropriations  act  and  the  final  FTE  allocation  given  to  NPS  for 
fiscal  year  1995. 

3e.  Question.  If  increases  are  sought  for  particular  parks,  which  ones  would  they 
be  and  why?  What  makes  their  needs  greater  than  any  other  park? 

Answer.  The  $20  million  in  increases  requested  for  specific  parks  in  the  fiscal  year 
1995  Justifications  were  selected  as  our  priorities  based  on  the  following  criteria: 
(1)  health  and  safety  considerations;  (2)  protection  of  natural  and  cultural  resources; 
(3)  new  areas,  facilities  or  responsibilities;  (4)  urban  parks;  and  (5)  parks  affected 
by  increased  usage. 

4.  Question.  Director  Kennedy,  one  of  the  objectives  of  the  Vice-President's  Na- 
tional Performance  Review  is  that  fund  availability  should  dictate  the  staffing  deci- 
sions of  the  Federal  Government.  Do  you  believe  this  to  be  the  case  with  your  budg- 
et this  year? 
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Answer.  The  budget  request  of  the  National  Park  Service  is  not  in  conformance 
with  the  National  Performance  Review  goal  that  fund  availability  should  dictate  the 
staffing  decisions  of  the  Federal  Government. 

The  main  goal  of  the  National  Performance  Review,  in  our  opinion,  was  to  set  in 
motion  a  vast  array  of  streamlining  techniques,  to  modernize  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment so  that  it  could  do  more  with  less,  so  that  eventually  its  managers  on  the 
ground  like  our  superintendents  could  be  free  of  oppressive  rules  and  regulated 
process.  In  that  not  too  distant  future,  the  manager  would  not  be  burdened  by  FTE 
ceilings.  But,  in  the  short-term,  the  Government  needs  to  be  nudged  onto  the 
streamlining  path,  to  debacle  itself  of  wasteful  layers  of  management  and  adminis- 
tration. To  do  that  the  Administration  imposed  FTE  ceilings,  a  method  with  which 
the  Congress  agreed  by  passing  Public  Law  103-226. 

CONSOLIDATION  OF  PERSONNEL  FUNCTIONS 

Approximately  252  of  the  600  FTE  reduction  in  the  base  is  associated  with  the 
Department's  proposal  to  consolidate  personnel  functions. 

5a.  Question.  What  will  be  the  effect  of  the  proposal  to  remove  the  personnel  func- 
tions from  the  parks  and  service  centers?  Will  personnel  be  transferred?  Will  the 
reductions  be  achieved  fully  through  attrition  and  reassignment? 

Answer.  The  Department  of  the  Interior  has  modified  its  proposed  Human  Re- 
source Streamlining  plan  somewhat  since  submitting  the  Budget  Justifications.  At 
present,  it  appears  that  the  technical  and  operational  personnel  support  function 
will  remain  with  the  Bureaus,  albeit  at  significantly  reduced  levels.  The  personnel 
policy  function  and,  perhaps,  the  processing  function  will  be  removed  from  Bureaus 
and  consolidated  at  the  Departmental  level.  In  addition,  options  for  clustering  of 
personnel  functions  are  being  explored  at  the  Departmental  level. 

If  implemented  as  currently  proposed,  processing  personnel  staffs  would  be  re- 
moved from  parks,  field  locations  and  Regions.  The  Department  would  accomplish 
all  personnel  processing  at  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  level  in  Denver,  Colorado. 

The  National  Park  Service  maintains  that  processing  staffs  currently  assigned  to 
our  operation  should  have  the  opportunity  to  move  to  the  centralized  processing 
unit;  however,  most  of  these  individuals  are  lower  graded  and  their  mobility  is 
doubtful.  We  have  proposed  an  out  placement  program  to  assist  these  employees 
and  are  optimistic  about  our  chances  at  placement  within  the  National  Park  Serv- 
ice. 

5b.  Question.  What  will  happen  to  those  personnel,  such  as  at  the  Harpers  Ferry 
Interpretive  Design  Center,  who  do  not  wish  to  be  relocated?  Will  other  jobs  be 
found  for  these  people,  or  will  they  be  terminated? 

Answer.  As  an  organization,  the  National  Park  Service,  is  proud  of  our  track 
record  of  concern  for  our  employees.  Early  in  the  streamlining  process,  we  estab- 
lished an  out  placement  program  for  the  movement  of  central  office  (Washington 
and  Regional)  and  Service  Center  employees  to  positions  in  field  locations.  As  we 
progressed,  we  have  accelerated  those  efforts  and  are  in  the  process  of  instituting 
an    incident  command"  approach  to  placing  our  employees  witnin  the  organization. 

5c.  Question.  How  will  the  consolidated  personnel  centers  be  structured  to  deal 
with  the  volume  of  personnel  actions  associated  with  the  seasonal  hiring  in  the  Na- 
tional Park  Service? 

Answer.  Concern  for  our  fluctuating  and  demanding  workload  associated  with  sea- 
sonal hiring  is  of  utmost  concern  to  the  Management  of  our  organization.  We  are 
hopeful  that  the  majority  of  personnel  work  associated  with  seasonal  hiring  can  be 
accomplished  at  the  field  level.  We  remain  concerned  with  the  ability  of  a  central- 
ized Departmental  processing  center  to  respond  to  these  workload  demands.  Par- 
ticular attention  must  be  paid  to  the  current  state  of  our  automation  program;  the 
Assistant  Secretary,  Policy,  Management  and  Budget  has  committed  to  studying 
this  particular  issue  and  not  to  proceed  forward  if  the  organization  is  not  automated 
to  such  a  point  which  would  allow  the  successful  transition. 

5d.  Question.  Does  the  cost  estimate  for  the  anticipated  savings  associated  with 
this  consolidation  include  funding  to  cover  separation  or  termination  costs  in  the 
event  they  are  incurred? 

Answer.  The  National  Park  Service  believes  that  separation  or  relocation  costs 
will  have  to  be  assessed.  Once  a  final  proposal  is  developed,  this  will  be  an  integral 
point  in  determining  its  viability. 

5e.  Question.  Are  the  personnel  FTEs  transferred  to  the  Office  of  the  Secretary, 
but  the  dollars  to  pay  for  them  remaining  in  the  Park  Service  budget?  What  is  the 
basis  for  this  arrangement? 

Answer.  The  budget  request  assumes  reduction  of  FTEs  due  to  a  transfer  to  the 
Office  of  the  Secretary.  The  dollars  to  pay  the  staff  proposed  for  transfer  remain  in 
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the  NPS  budget.  These  funds  would  have  been  used  to  buy  back  reimbursable  serv- 
ices from  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  staff  dealing  with  NPS  personnel  functions  and 
processes. 

LAND  ACQUISITION  REPROGRAMMING 

The  Subcommittee  received  a  letter,  dated  April  21,  1994,  from  Assistant  Sec- 
retary Cohen  proposing  to  reprogram  $850,000  of  National  Park  Service  land  acqui- 
sition funding  to  cover  increased  administrative  costs  of  the  land  acquisition  pro- 
gram. 

With  the  growing  funding  pressure  on  the  Interior  Appropriations  Bill,  including 
probable  enactment  of  additional  authorization  measures  like  the  Payments-in-Lieu- 
of-Taxes  legislation,  I  foresee  even  less  funding  available  for  land  acquisition.  Your 
own  budget  makes  the  tradeoff  of  land  acquisition  and  construction  dollars  in  order 
to  maintain  the  operating  budget,  as  I  mentioned  in  my  opening  remarks. 

6a.  Question.  Why  should  the  Subcommittee  approve  adding  additional  personnel 
to  manage  land  acquisitions  activities,  when  the  budget  is  decreasing? 

Answer.  The  funds  requested  in  the  reprogramming  will  be  used  to  fund  the 
shortfall  that  exists  this  fiscal  year  in  the  land  acquisition  management  account.  A 
portion  of  the  funds  requested  for  land  acquisition  management  in  fiscal  year  1995 
will  be  used  to  promote  an  aggressive  exchange  program.  We  envision  making  great- 
er use  of  exchanges  in  the  future.  Exchanges,  however,  are  labor  intensive  and  re- 
sult in  greater  administrative  expenses. 

6b.  Question.  Do  you  expect  that  streamlining  of  land  acquisition  administration 
will  be  part  of  the  overall  plan  to  reorganize  the  NPS?  You  do  not  intend  to  exempt 
it,  do  you? 

Answer.  The  land  acquisition  function  of  the  Service  is  being  examined,  as  are  all 
other  functions  during  the  Service's  ongoing  review  of  its  organization.  Streamlining 
and  consolidation  of  Regional  land  acquisition  programs  is  under  consideration.  A 
final  determination  has  not  been  made  at  this  time. 

6c.  Question.  Does  each  Regional  Office  currently  have  land  acquisition  employees 
as  part  of  its  organization? 

Answer.  All  Regional  Offices  currently  have  land  acquisition  personnel  except  for 
the  North  Atlantic  and  National  Capital  Regions.  The  land  acquisition  program  for 
those  two  Regions  is  handled  by  the  Mid-Atlantic  Region. 

6d.  Question.  Has  NPS  looked  at  the  possibility  of  moving  employees  from  areas 
where  there  is  now  minimal  land  acquisition  activity  to  the  higher  priority  areas 
mentioned  in  the  reprogramming  request? 

Answer.  In  addition  to  Regional  Office  staff,  the  Service  currently  has  land  acqui- 
sition employees  at  Appalachian  National  Scenic  Trail,  Big  Thicket  National  Pre- 
serve, Buffalo  National  River,  Delaware  Water  Gap  National  Recreational  Area, 
New  River  Gtorge  National  River,  and  at  Naples,  Florida,  an  office  that  handles  the 
Big  Cypress  and  Everglades  land  acquisition  program.  Traditionally  as  the  land  ac- 
quisition program  at  one  area  is  completed  or  funding  is  reduced,  employees  are 
transferred  to  areas  that  need  additional  land  acquisition  staff.  The  Service  will  con- 
tinue this  policy  wherever  possible. 

PARK  OPERATIONS 

7.  Question.  One  of  the  budget  initiatives  is  a  proposed  $12  million,  or  2  percent, 
across-the-board  operating  increase  for  all  parks.  Is  this  considered  to  be  an  "invest- 
ment?" Why? 

Answer.  The  Administration  has  included  all  funds  requested  for  park  operations 
in  its  investment  initiative  for  fiscal  year  1994.  This  simply  reiterates  the  impor- 
tance and  priority  that  the  Administration  places  on  park  operations  and  land  man- 
agement. There  is  the  belief  that  providing  exemplary  stewardship  for  the  resources 
entrusted  to  the  care  of  the  National  Park  Service  is,  in  a  sense,  an  "investment" 
to  ensure  that  the  resources  are  there  for  future  generations. 

8.  Question.  Your  budget  also  includes  a  reduction  of  $10.2  million  in  the  oper- 
ational account  for  administrative  streamlining.  Is  this  considered  to  be  a  dis- 
investment?" Why  not? 

Answer.  The  streamlining  reduction  is  intended  to  reflect  our  commitment  to  use 
the  funds  available  to  us  in  better  and  more  efficient  ways  by  transferring  funds 
from  administrative  tasks  to  field  level  operational  needs.  It  is  certainly  not  a  "dis- 
investment," since  it  actually  contributes  to  the  investment  in  our  resources  in  two 
ways:  freeing  up  funds  for  more  productive  uses  and  keeping  Government  expendi- 
tures down  at  the  same  time  contributes  to  the  strength  of  America  in  a  better  way 
than  by  just  increasing  our  investment. 
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9a.  Question.  It  appears  that  a  shell  game  is  going  on  here — reductions  in  the 
name  of  "administrative  streamlining,"  but  then  increases  in  the  name  of  "invest- 
ment." What  will  be  the  real  effect  of  the  across-the-board  increase?  Will  parks  get 
ahead,  or  will  it  simply  help  them  to  keep  their  heads  above  water? 

Answer.  The  2  percent  across-the-board  increase  requested  in  fiscal  year  1995  is 
to  keep  parks  even  with  the  increased  costs  of  doing  business,  and  not  to  allow 
parks  to  do  more  work.  While  park  increases  of  this  nature  have  occasionally  been 
negated  in  the  past  by  required  absorptions  of  pay  or  travel  funding  reductions,  it 
is  hoped  that  the  streamlining  efforts  of  the  current  Administration  and  Congress, 
especially  in  the  area  of  procurement,  will  eillow  a  park  dollar  to  be  stretched  fur- 
ther, thus  allowing  their  streamlining  reductions  to  have  no  negative  impact. 

9b.  Question.  What  would  be  your  assessment  if  the  Committee  reduced  funding 
for  special  initiatives  and  instead  applied  it  to  across-the-board  increases  for  all 
parks,  so  that  real  gains  might  be  haa? 

Answer.  In  a  sense,  we  have  already  provided  our  assessment  of  this  proposition. 
We  decided  that  our  "special  initiatives"  were  of  higher  priority  than  a  larger  across- 
the-board  increase.  But  since  park  operational  levels  are  one  of  our  highest  con- 
cerns, we  would  have  to  analyze  the  extent  of  your  proposed  reductions  before  giving 
a  final  answer  to  this  question. 

PAY  COSTS 

The  budget  also  proposes  an  increase  of  $5,975  million  for  the  anticipated  costs 
of  the  January  1995  pay  increase. 

10a.  Question.  Will  this  amount  fund  the  full  amount  of  this  scheduled  pay  in- 
crease? 

Answer.  The  amount  is  sufficient  to  provide  for  the  additional  costs  of  a  1.6  per- 
cent increase  for  National  Park  Service  employees  from  January  1,  1995  to  Septem- 
ber 30,  1995.  Standard  policy  is  to  ask  for  the  amount  necessary  to  cover  the  re- 
maining one  quarter  of  tne  year's  costs  in  fiscal  year  1996,  the  year  in  which  it  will 
be  accrued.  Of  course,  if  the  pay  raise  that  is  approved  is  greater  than  1.6  percent, 
or  if  further  locality  pay  is  approved,  the  amount  would  not  be  sufficient. 

10b.  Question.  What  were  the  additional  costs  to  the  Park  Service  of  locality  pay 
in  fiscal  year  1994?  Are  there  some  additional  costs  associated  with  this  increase 
in  fiscal  year  1995? 

Answer.  The  estimated  cost  in  fiscal  year  1994  to  the  National  Park  Service  of 
the  locality  pay  increase  approved  January  1,  1994,  is  estimated  to  be  $10.1  million. 
The  additional  costs  in  fiscau  year  1995  of  this  raise  are  estimated  to  be  $3.4  million. 
This  would  cover  the  costs  associated  with  the  period  October  1,  1994  to  September 
30,  1994. 

10c.  Question.  How  are  the  locality  pay  increases  being  paid  for  by  the  parks?  Are 
they  having  to  take  money  away  from  other  programs  in  order  to  fund  the  addi- 
tional costs  of  the  personnel  already  on  board? 

Answer.  Locality  pay  increases  are  being  absorbed  within  the  existing  base  budg- 
ets of  parks  and  Regional  and  headquarters  offices.  The  parks  are  utilizing  part  of 
the  4.7  percent  across-the-board  increase  provided  in  fiscal  year  1994  to  cover  these 
costs.  In  addition,  parks  are  using  money  saved  from  lapsed  positions,  or  deferring 
or  canceling  low  priority  projects  and  programs  to  accommodate  the  increased  costs. 

SPECIAL  PARK  INCREASES 

In  total,  the  budget  requests  an  additional  $20  million  for  special  increases  at  se- 
lected parks.  The  objective  is  to  allocate  these  funds  to  parks  where  there  are  spe- 
cial resource  protection  needs,  new  areas  of  responsibility,  and  increased  visitation. 
It  is  to  these  purposes  where  the  FTE  redistributions  in  the  budget  are  occurring. 

The  criteria  for  which  parks  might  benefit  from  this  increase  include  health  and 
safety,  resource  protection,  and  added  responsibilities.  An  additional  criteria  is 
whether  a  park  is  in  an  urban  area. 

11a.  Question.  Why  do  you  consider  the  needs  of  urban  parks  to  be  greater  than 
those  of  non-urban  parks  in  terms  of  health  and  safety,  resource  protection,  added 
responsibility,  and  visitation  growth? 

Answer.  The  fact  that  a  park  was  located  in  an  urban  area  was  only  one  of  the 
criteria  used  in  selecting  the  final  list  of  parks  to  be  included  in  the  budget  request. 
The  Administration  has  placed  a  high  priority  on  programs  which  benefit  urban 
areas  and  those  who  Uve  in  and  near  cities.  The  Administration  has  also  place  a 
high  priority  in  providing  adequate  operational  funding  to  parks.  Health  ana  safety 
concerns,  high  or  unusual  visitation  patterns,  threats  to  resources  and  the  incum- 
bent responsibility  to  address  new  facilities,  lands  and  park  units  all  had  greater 
weight  in  the  selection  of  the  candidate  parks  than  the  single  "urban"  criterion. 
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lib.  Question.  Which  parks  benefit  the  most  by  including  proximity  to  urban 
areas  as  a  criteria? 

Answer.  No  park  was  selected  solely  on  the  basis  of  it  being  located  in  an  urban 
area.  If  the  requested  increases  for  parks  located  in  an  urban  setting  are  exam- 
ined— General  Grant  National  Memorial,  National  Capital  Parks-East,  Jefferson 
National  Expansion  Memorial,  George  Washington  Memorial  Parkway  and  Golden 
Gate  National  Recreation  Area  are  prime  examples — the  prime  reasons  for  their  in- 
clusion in  the  budget  would  be  found  to  be  health  and  safety  concerns  or  serious 
threats  to  resources. 

12a.  Question.  Another  aspect  of  this  $20  million  initiative  is  to  "extend  the  avail- 
ability of  facilities  beyond  routine  hours  and  seasons."  Is  extending  the  availability 
of  facilities  at  some  parks  a  higher  priority  than  maintaining  basic  operations  at  all 
parks? 

Answer.  Both  of  these  areas  are  a  concern  to  the  National  Park  Service.  In  formu- 
lating the  budget  request  for  fiscal  year  1994  and  fiscal  year  1995,  the  Service 
adopted  a  dual  strategy  in  addressing  park  operations  by  including  requests  for  both 
an  across-the-board  increase  and  an  initiative  to  adcfress  special  problems  such  as 
availability  of  resources  to  visitors.  The  Service  has  requested  a  nine  percent  across- 
the-board  increase  over  the  past  two  budget  years  because  of  the  concern  for  main- 
taining basic  operations.  Conversely,  the  Service  has  advanced  ideas  to  spread  out 
visitation  to  address  serious  overcrowding  issues  at  parks.  Even  without  encourage- 
ment, the  Service  is  seeing  a  change  in  patterns  of  visitation.  This  increase  was 
crafted  to  address  the  highest  priority  incidence  of  this  occurrence. 

12b.  Question.  If  not,  then  why  in  distributing  your  FTEs  in  fiscal  year  1994  are 
some  parks  reduced  significantly  below  the  fiscal  year  1993  level,  while  others  are 
increased? 

Answer.  The  fiscal  year  1995  FTE  allocation  attempted  to  provide  additional 
FTEs  for  approved  increases  in  the  President's  fiscal  year  1994  budget  request  and 
to  make  allowances,  as  possible,  to  rectify  situations  where  parks  had  exceeded  their 
FTE  target.  This  resulted  in  some  parks  being  reduced  below  actual  fiscal  year  1993 
usage  levels. 

12c.  Question.  What  is  the  basis  for  selecting  the  parks  where  new  facilities  are 
coming  on-line?  For  example,  why  is  an  increase  provided  for  Steamtown,  but  not 
for  Cuyahoga? 

Answer.  The  budget  process  takes  into  account  priorities  set  at  all  levels  of  the 
Service,  beginning  with  the  park  superintendent,  through  the  Regional  Director,  to 
the  Director  of  the  National  Park  Service.  The  final  list  of  increases  included  in  the 
budget  justifications  represents  the  best  collective  judgment  of  top  National  Park 
Service  management  as  to  the  highest  unfunded  park  operational  requirements  of 
the  Service. 

In  any  given  year,  top  management  of  the  National  Park  Service  must  juggle  lim- 
ited budget  allowances  and  FTE  targets  to  meet  growing  needs.  In  fiscal  year  1994, 
Cuyahoga  Valley  received  approval  for  budget  increases  totaling  over  $1.8  million. 
The  increase  for  Steamtown  in  fiscal  year  1994  was  $670,000.  Both  parks  have  tre- 
mendous needs  as  a  result  of  new  facilities  coming  on  line.  Thus,  in  fiscal  year  1995, 
Steamtown  was  included  for  a  proposed  increase  of  $1.3  million  and  Cuyahoga  has 
been  proposed  for  increases  totaling  only  $78,000.  Over  the  2-year  period,  both 
parks  would  have  increased  roughly  $2  million,  should  the  request  for  fiscal  year 

1995  be  approved.  The  budget  request  of  the  Service  attempts  to  balance  many 
worthwhile,  competing  needs  within  an  allowance  that  is  less  than  optimally  desir- 
able and  also  includes  FTE  restrictions. 

12d.  Question.  How  will  the  budget  as  proposed  address  the  additional  require- 
ments associated  with  the  completion  of  the  visitor  facilities  at  Biscayne  and  Lyn- 
don B.  Johnson? 

Answer.  Funding  of  $250,000  was  enacted  in  fiscal  year  1994  for  operations  at  the 
new  visitor  center  at  Lyndon  B.  Johnson  National  Historical  Park.  Since  the  visitor 
center  will  not  be  completed  until  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1994,  many  one-time  costs 
associated  with  the  operation  of  the  visitor  center  have  been  accommodated  with  the 
fiscal  year  1994  funding  and  the  $250,000,  in  its  entirety,  will  be  available  for  visi- 
tor center  operations  beginning  in  fiscal  year  1995.  If  additional  funds  are  required 
beyond  that  already  provided,  funding  will  be  sought  through  the  normal  budget 
process. 

The  new  facilities  at  Biscayne  are  scheduled  to  be  completed  in  March  1996. 
Funding  requirements  will  be  identified  and  addressed,  in  the  normal  fiscal  year 

1996  budget  process,  as  budget  allowances  warrant  and  priorities  dictate. 
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CAREERS  INITIATIVE 


For  fiscal  year  1995,  the  Park  Service  is  proposing  an  increase  of  $30.4  million 
for  its  "careers  initiative."  In  general,  the  objective  of  this  effort  is  to  enhance  the 
professionalism  of  the  career  corps  of  Park  Service  personnel.  This  effort  is  an  out- 
growth of  the  recommendations  resulting  from  the  75th  Anniversary  Symposium 
rthe  Vail  Agenda"). 

TEMPORARY  EMPLOYEE  CONVERSIONS 

Part  of  the  careers  initiative  involves  an  increase  of  $6  million  for  the  conversion 
of  temporary  positions  to  permanent.  Such  changes  will  provide  many  long-time 
NPS  employees  with  a  more  comprehensive  benefits  package  than  is  available  when 
they  are  considered  to  be  temporary  employees. 

13a.  Question.  How  many  employees  are  being  converted  from  temporary  to  per- 
manent in  fiscal  year  1994?  What  are  the  costs  associated  with  these  conversions, 
and  how  are  they  being  paid? 

Answer.  A  limited  number  of  long-term  temporary  employees  will  be  converted  to 
permanent  status  during  fiscal  year  1994.  The  cost  of  benefits  can  ranee  from  an 
additional  29  percent  to  38  percent  of  an  individual  employee's  base  salary.  These 
are  costs  which  cannot  be  aosorbed  by  benefiting  park  accounts  without  affecting 
the  park's  ability  to  hire  seasonal  staffs  or  procure  needed  supplies. 

Conversions  that  are  occurring  during  fiscal  year  1994  will  be  absorbed  by  the 
manager's  benefiting  account  and  will  result  in  a  savings  or  reduction  of  another 
program  element. 

13b.  Question.  How  many  more  do  you  expect  will  be  converted  in  fiscal  year 
1995? 

Answer.  We  hope  to  convert  up  to  2,600  temporary  employees  in  fiscal  year  1994 
and  fiscal  year  19995. 

13c.  Question.  Will  the  first  priority  for  the  use  of  the  fiscal  year  1995  funds  be 
to  reimburse  the  base  funding  for  those  parks  that  engaged  in  conversions  during 
prior  years?  If  not,  why  not,  since  those  parks  have  incurred  costs  associated  with 
complying  with  this  new  policy? 

Answer.  We  have  not  determined  that  the  "first  priority"  for  use  of  the  fiscal  vear 
1995  funds  for  conversion  of  temporary  employees  will  be  to  reimburse  the  base 
funding  for  parks  that  have  converted  temporary  employees  to  permanent  status, 
though  that  will  be  a  primary  consideration.  The  distribution  will  be  made  by  a 
management  decision  taking  into  account  the  situation  at  all  parks. 

13d.  Question.  What  will  be  the  effect  of  these  conversions  on  your  FTE  situation? 
By  keeping  personnel  on-board  permanently,  won't  that  increase  your  FTE  count 
without  your  adding  any  additional  persons? 

Answer.  This  action  will  not  affect  the  FTE  count;  the  individual  employee  that 
has  been  converted  from  temporary  status  to  permanent  will  maintain  the  same 
length  of  season  and  work  schedule.  An  increase  to  the  length  of  an  employee's  term 
is  a  separate  management  decision,  and  not  a  part  of  this  budget  request.  For  a 
manager  to  make  such  a  decision,  he/she  would  have  to  have  the  required  funds  and 
FTEs  sJready  available. 

13e.  Question.  How  will  you  be  able  to  accommodate  these  FTE  implications  given 
the  reductions  you  are  having  to  achieve  Systemwide? 

Answer.  While  the  National  Park  Service  will  probably  have  to  reduce  FTEs  in 
future  years  to  help  in  meeting  the  overall  target  assigned  to  the  Department  of  the 
Interior,  the  Service  is  expected  to  receive  a  limited  number  of  additional  FTEs  for 
prograimmatic  thrusts.  Should  these  new  requirements  be  judged  of  sufficient  prior- 
ity, FTE  adjustments  will  be  made.  The  Service,  in  achievir^  its  FTE  reductions, 
has  focused  exclusively  on  the  headquarters  and  Regional  Ofnce  functions  and  has 
exempted  parks  from  these  exercises.  This  is  not  to  say  that  some  parks  will  not 
show  FTE  reductions;  rather  the  Service  is  continually  striving  to  place  the  proper 
number  of  staff  at  the  appropriate  locations. 

13f  Question.  Is  the  Service's  allocation  of  FTEs  in  1994  and  1995  taking  into  ac- 
count the  FTE  ramifications  of  conversions  that  have  already  occurred? 

Answer.  The  conversion  of  temporary  employees  into  positions  which  will  pay  ben- 
efits will  not  increase  the  FTE  usage  of  the  Service.  The  employee  will  still  work 
the  same  tour  of  duty  as  previous;  should  the  tour  of  duty  change,  the  reason  will 
be  due  to  other  factors  and  requirements,  not  the  conversion  process. 

13g.  Question.  To  what  extent  are  the  discussions  with  the  Office  of  Personnel 
Management  taking  into  consideration  the  appropriate  use  of  temporary  or  seasonal 
employees  in  the  parks? 

Answer.  We  have  responded  to  the  Office  of  Personnel  Management's  (0PM)  pro- 
posed temporary  employment  regulations  based  on  the  nonpermanent  employment 
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policy  developed  by  the  National  Park  Service.  Throughout  our  discussions  with 
0PM  we  have  maintained  that  artificial  or  unnecessary  limits  should  not  be  placed 
on  our  usage  of  temporary  or  seasonal  employees.  These  individuals  are  an  essential 
part  of  our  workforce.  The  need  for  seasonal  or  temporary  workers  in  the  National 
Park  Service  will  not  decrease.  The  nature  of  the  organization  and  our  work  flow 
necessitates  the  need  for  workers  that  are  other  than  permanent,  year-round  em- 
ployees. 

POSITION  UPGRADES 

Another  component  of  the  careers  initiative  is  to  increase  all  ranger  positions  by 
two  pay  grades.  The  budget  includes  $12.7  million  for  this  purpose. 

14a.  Question.  Does  the  $12.7  million  estimate  represent  the  costs  associated  with 
increasing  all  ranger  positions  at  once? 

Answer.  This  estimate  represents  the  costs  associated  with  moving  permanent 
park  rangers  at  grade  5  and  grade  7  to  the  GS-09  level,  as  well  as  funding  for  the 
requisite  promotions  of  supervisors.  In  addition,  this  estimate  includes  the  costs  as- 
sociated with  moving  some  rangers  to  nine  appropriate  professional  classification  se- 
ries, such  as  Historian,  Natural  Resources  Management,  Education  Specialist. 

14b.  Question.  What  is  the  basis  of  the  decision  to  increase  by  two  grades  in  one 
year?  Why  isn't  an  incremental  approach  acceptable? 

Answer.  We  have,  in  fact,  adopted  an  incremental  approach  spanning  two  fiscal 
years.  Ranger  promotions  during  fiscal  year  1995  will  complete  the  process  begun 
with  one-grade  promotions  in  fiscal  year  1994.  The  promotions  reflect  our  obligation 
to  compensate  our  employees  at  the  appropriate  rate  for  the  work  they  perform.  As 
a  result  of  our  comprehensive  study  of  the  park  ranger  occupation,  the  full  perform- 
ance level  of  park  ranger  work  has  been  established  at  GS-09.  Since  our  rangers 
have  long  been  undervalued  at  the  GS-05  level,  we  have  determined  to  correct  this 
situation  without  undue  delay — by  proposing  the  reprogramming  of  funds  in  fiscal 
year  1994  to  promote  GS-05's  to  GS-07  and  by  seeking  additional  appropriations 
in  fiscal  year  1995  to  promote  GS-07's  to  GS-09.  This  is  both  a  fair-and-equitable 
treatment  issue  and  a  legally  mandated  correction  of  classification. 

15a.  Question.  Before  increasing  all  ranger  series,  it  seems  that  the  Park  Service 
must  first  complete  its  program  to  reclassify  job  series  that  are  not  true  ranger  func- 
tions. What  is  the  status  of  this  effort? 

Answer.  All  reclassifications  out  of  the  GS-025  Park  Ranger  Series  will  be  com- 
pleted by  June  1994. 

15b.  Question.  If  the  reclassifications  are  not  yet  complete,  why  is  it  appropriate 
to  proceed  with  an  upgrade  of  ranger  positions  at  this  time? 

Answer.  Reclassification  of  nonranger  work  into  appropriate  series  is  being  com- 
pleted as  the  first  action  in  the  conversion  to  Ranger  Careers,  prior  to  upgrading 
of  the  Park  Ranger  Series. 

15c.  Question.  What  recourse  will  persons  currently  in  ranger  positions  have  to 
challenge  the  proposed  reclassification?  Aren't  you  setting  yourselves  up  for  a  situa- 
tion, similar  to  the  buyouts,  where  attrition  and  retirements  come  to  a  grinding  halt 
in  anticipation  of  increased  financial  reward? 

Answer.  To  reduce  the  potential  for  misunderstandings,  all  reclassifications  out  of 
the  Park  Ranger  Series  are  being  centrally  managed,  individually  tracked,  and  thor- 
oughly analyzed  by  the  NPS  Equal  Employment  staff,  the  Personnel  staff,  and  the 
Ranger  Careers  staff.  We  have  committed  to  avoiding  adverse  impacts  to  any  cur- 
rent GS-025  employee  caused  by  the  NPS  converting  to  the  new  Ranger  Careers 
System.  In  addition  to  receiving  detailed  career  counseling  by  their  supervisors, 
every  park  employee  who  indicates  a  desire  to  perform  park  ranger  duties  in  the 
future  is  being  placed  on  a  "personal  attention"  list  maintained  by  the  Ranger  Ca- 
reers Manager  in  our  Washington  Ranger  Activities  Office.  We  have  committed  to 
use  every  personnel  tool  at  our  disposal  to  return  such  employees  to  the  Ranger  Ca- 
reers System  within  the  next  2  years. 

As  to  whether  individual  retirement  decisions  will  be  based  on  anticipation  of  in- 
creased financial  rewards  due  to  Ranger  Careers  reclassification,  that  is  a  situation 
that  the  NPS  cannot  control.  The  Park  Service  is  committed  to  a  policy  of  fairly 
compensating  employees  for  the  work  the  preform. 

15d.  Question.  Will  we  see  any  savings  as  a  result  of  such  reclassifications?  Where 
are  they  reflected  in  the  budget?  Answer:  The  reclassification  of  technical  duties 
from  one  series  to  another  will  not  result  in  a  change  in  costs.  Employees  will  essen- 
tially be  performing  the  same  duties  for  the  same  pay,  but  in  the  proper  classifica- 
tion series.  The  primary  savings  to  be  derived  from  Rangers  reclassification  will  be 
nonmonetary — i.e.,  from  an  empowered,  better  trained  and  more  focused  profes- 
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sional  park  ranger  who  is  fairly  compensated  for  rendering  excellent  service  to  the 
National  Park  %stem. 

OBJECT  CLASS  DISTRIBUTION 

In  the  budget  explanation  (p.  185),  funding  in  the  "other  services"  category  in- 
creases between  fiscal  year  1993  and  fiscal  year  1994  by  $112.8  million,  or  75  per- 
cent. In  fiscal  year  1995,  it  increases  by  another  $19  million,  for  a  total  increase 
of  88  percent  between  1993  and  1995. 

16.  Question.  Why  is  the  funding  allocated  to  this  category  increasing  by  so  much? 

Answer.  In  fiscal  year  1994,  the  National  Park  Service  received  over  $110  million 
in  operational  increases.  FTE  allocations  for  fiscal  year  1994  rose  only  by  a  net 
amount  of  300.  In  fiscal  year  1995,  $80  million  in  proposed  increases  are  accom- 
panying a  decrease  of  300  FTEs.  The  actions  taken  by  the  Administration  and  Con- 
gress to  reduce  the  number  of  Federal  employees  will  result  in  the  Service  having 
to  contract  out  more  work  than  previously.  Thus,  the  increase  in  "other  services' 
will  likely  continue  in  future  budgets. 

17a.  Question.  As  you  may  be  aware,  there  are  many  in  Congress  who  seek  to 
achieve  greater  reductions  in  discretionary  spending  through  the  across-the-board 
approach,  or  through  proposed  reductions  in  so-called  "administrative"  budget  cat- 
egories. Such  a  reduction  was  proposed  during  the  Senate  debate  over  the  supple- 
mental back  in  February.  Do  you  consider  the  types  of  expenditures  funded  in  your 
"other  services"  budget  category  to  be  administrative  in  nature? 

Answer.  To  the  contrary,  very  little,  if  any  of  these  funds  are  used  for  "adminis- 
trative" purposes.  Funds  in  this  category  are  used  to  pay  for  any  and  all  services 
or  activities  performed  by  individuals  and  organizations  outside  of  the  National 
Park  Service.  As  the  Service  is  expected  to  reduce  its  employment  level,  funds  in 
this  category  should  be  expected  to  increase  if  our  level  of  operations  is  to  continue. 
These  services  range  from  such  things  as  trash  removal,  automobile  repairs  and  cus- 
todial contracts  to  paving  roads  and  painting  buildings.  In  addition,  they  include  co- 
operative agreements  and  contracts  to  provide  technical  and  professional  services  in 
such  areas  as  planning,  research  and  studies. 

17b.  Question.  If  a  reduction  were  taken  against  the  funds  estimated  for  these 
purposes,  what  would  it  mean  at  the  park  level? 

Answer.  Without  the  ability  to  contract  for  services,  parks  would  find  it  necessary 
to  perform  more  tasks  with  >Jational  Park  Service  employees,  forego  necessary  work, 
reduce  the  level  of  services  provided  for  our  visitors  and  our  resources,  and  attempt 
to  replace  personal  services  and  contacts  with  machinies  and  other  nonpersonal  de- 
vices. 

HISTORICALLY  BLACK  COLLEGES  AND  UNIVERSITIES 

An  increase  of  $2  million  is  proposed  for  the  Historic  Preservation  Fund  to  fund, 
on  a  cost-shared  basis,  restoration  of  historically  significant  buildings  on  the  cam- 
puses of  Historically  Black  Colleges  and  Universities  (HBClTs). 

18a.  Question.  Do  the  current  authorities  allow  the  use  of  Historic  Preservation 
Fund  dollars  for  restoration  projects  at  HBCUs? 

Answer.  Yes,  they  do.  However,  the  portion  that  each  State  receives  of  the  $31 
million  appropriated  allows  very  little,  if  any,  money  for  subgrant  projects  and  not 
every  State  may  be  able  to  respond  to  such-reques»s. 

18b.  Question.  If  these  projects  are  important  to  each  State,  could  they  be  funded 
through  the  State's  use  of  its  share  of  the  Historic  Preservation  Fund? 

Answer.  Yes,  States  could  devote  their  share  of  Historic  Preservation  Funds  to 
these  projects,  however,  the  magnitude  of  the  amounts  needed  for  many  of  the 
HBCU  buildings  for  exceed  the  funds  available  for  subgrants  from  States. 

18c.  Question.  What  are  the  total  estimated  costs  to  the  Federal  Government  of 
this  initiative? 

Answer.  The  total  estimated  costs  of  repairs  to  the  11  HBCUs  with  completed  con- 
dition assessments  Are  currently  $23  million  (adjusted  for  inflation  since  the  assess- 
ments were  completed  in  1991).  Based  on  a  50  percent  matehing  grant  program,  the 
total  Federal  costs  are  estimated  to  the  $11.5  million. 

18d.  Question.  Why  should  the  Committee  proceed  with  this  initiative  at  this  time 
when  it  has  refused  to  provide  the  funding  requested  in  the  budget  for  this  purpose 
in  each  of  the  last  2  years? 

Answer.  The  NPS  has  requested  funding  for  renovation  of  buildings  on  the  cam- 
puses of  Historically  Black  Colleges  and  Universities  because  the  buildings  are  of 
considerable  historical  significance  and  their  physical  condition  and  stability  con- 
tinue to  deteriorate.  If  funding  is  provided  in  fiscal  year  1995,  the  NPS  would  be 
able  to  enter  into  a  partnership  with  the  United  Negro  College  Fund  that  has  com- 
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mitted  to  match  any  Federal  funding  on  a  50-50  basis.  This  public-private  partner- 
ship will  double  the  Federal  investment  and  provide  substantial  benefit  to  these 
universities. 

18e.  Question.  How  are  the  restoration  needs  at  HBCUs  greater  than  those  at 
land  grant  colleges,  or  2-year  colleges,  or  women's  colleges,  or  other  historically  sig- 
nificant university  buildings,  regardless  of  location? 

Answer.  Historically  Black  Colleges  and  Universities,  on  average,  have  a  smaller 
fundraising  base  and  their  historic  buildings  have  been  subjected  to  a  longer  period 
of  deferred  maintenance  and  decay  than  buildings  at  other  types  of  universities. 

LEGISLATION  AUTHORIZING  FUNDING  SUPPORT 

The  House  has  passed  legislation,  H.R.  2921,  which  would  authorize  appropria- 
tions for  this  purpose.  The  legislation  includes  the  following  language: 

"Section  3(a)  *  *  *  from  the  amounts  made  available  to  carry  out  the  National 
Historic  Preservation  Act  for  the  fiscal  years  1995  through  1998,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  shall  make  grants  in  accordance  with  this  section  to  eligible  Historically 
Black  Colleges  and  Universities  ♦  *  *  .  Section  3(d)(2)  *  *  *  Of  the  amounts 
made  availaole  *  *  *  for  fiscal  year  1995,  $5,000,000  shall  be  available  only  for 
grants  under  subsection  (a)  to  Fisk  University. 

Section  3(d)(3)  *  *  *  Of  the  amounts  made  available  *  *  *  for  fiscal  year  1995, 
$10,000,000  shall  be  available  only  for  grants  under  subsection  (a)  to  liiose  Histori- 
cally Black  Colleges  and  Universities  identified  ♦  *  ♦  ." 

19a.  Question.  Director  Kennedy,  this  suggests  that  the  first  claim  to  any  funds 
appropriated  pursuant  to  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  are  to  be  provided 
for  Historically  Black  Colleges  and  Universities.  Is  this  the  intention  of  tne  Park 
Service? 

Answer.  No.  While  House  Report  2921  includes  up  to  $20  million  for  HBCU 
grants,  we  believe  this  language  would  simply  authorize  grants  from  funds  appro- 
priated based  on  a  specific  request  by  the  Administration  and  an  appropriation  by 
Congress.  The  amount  included  in  the  Administration's  fiscal  year  1995  request  is 
$2  million  under  the  provisions  of  Section  101(e)(3)(B)  of  the  Act.  This  is  an  increase 
over  and  above  the  $40  million  requested  for  States,  the  National  Trust,  and  Indian 
tribes.  While  it  is  not  our  position  that  funding  for  HBCUs  should  have  the  first 
claim  on  available  funds,  we  do  strongly  believe  that  their  needs  for  financial  assist- 
ance are  critical. 

19b.  Question.  Do  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Ofiicers  and  the  National  Trust 
for  Historic  Preservation  agree  that  this  should  be  the  first  priority  for  use  of  His- 
toric Preservation  Funds? 

Answer.  States  and  the  National  Trust  agree  with  the  Service's  position  that 
funding  is  needed  by  the  HBCUs,  but  not  necessarily  as  the  first  priority  for  the 
use  of  Historic  Preservation  Fund  grants. 

RADIO  TECHNOLOGY 

The  Park  Service's  fiscal  year  1995  budget  (p.  81)  requests  an  increase  of  $400 
thousand  for  radio  technology  to  address  new  requirements  included  in  last  year's 
Reconciliation  bill  (Public  Law  103-66)  which  requires  the  Federal  Government  to 
replace  all  radio  communications  equipment  with  new  technology  by  the  year  2005. 

20a.  Question.  What  are  the  problems  with  the  current  system  that  require  such 
a  change?  What  are  the  savings  associated  with  the  switch  in  radio  bands? 

Answer.  The  equipment  that  is  currently  in  use  by  the  National  Park  Service  will 
not  be  compatible  with  the  National  Telecommunications  and  Information  Adminis- 
tration (N'TIA)  mandatory  narrowbanding  radiowave  transmissions  that  are  slated 
to  go  into  effect  in  2005.  If  narrowbanding  were  not  an  issue,  the  current  technology 
in  use  by  the  Park  Service  is  sufficient  to  meet  current  needs. 

The  NPS  does  not  anticipate  monetary  savings  from  the  conversion  to  the  new 
narrowbanding  technology.  Rather,  the  conversion  to  narrowbanding  would  require 
that  the  NPS  invest  an  estimated  $175  million  for  the  purchase  of  new  equipment 
and  technology.  Moreover,  for  the  future  the  Park  Service  anticipates  that  it  will 
face  higher  repair  and  replacement  costs  associated  with  the  new  technology. 

20b.  Question.  Are  only  Federal  radios  affected  by  this  change,  or  are  private 
radio  communications  also  affected? 

Answer.  All  radios  will  be  affected,  both  in  the  Federal  and  private  sectors. 

20c.  Question.  How  many  radio  units  are  there  in  the  National  Park  Service?  Are 
all  radio  units  affected  by  this  change? 

Answer.  It  is  difficult  to  answer  this  question  because  of  the  numerous  compo- 
nents involved  in  radio  "systems"  at  most  national  park  sites.  However,  to  dem- 
onstrate  the   magnitude   of  units   involved,    the   NPS   has   approximately    15,000 
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portables,  6,500  mobile  radios,  and  2,000  other  miscellaneous  pieces  including 
mountain  top  repeaters,  base  stations  and  wildlife  monitoring  equipment. 

20d.  Question.  What  are  the  estimated  costs  for  the  Park  Service  to  participate 
in  this  conversion? 

Answer.  At  the  present  time,  it  is  estimated  that  the  total  cost  for  this  conversion 
will  be  $175-$180  million. 

20e.  Question.  What  are  the  estimated  costs  Governmentwide? 

Answer.  The  NPS  does  not  have  this  information. 

20f  Question.  How  much  does  the  Park  Service  currently  spend  on  radio  replace- 
ment annually?  What  is  the  average  unit  cost?  How  does  the  unit  cost  of  the  old 
radios  compare  with  the  new  technologies? 

Answer.  Currently,  annual  NPS  portable  radio  replacement  costs  are  approxi- 
mately $100,000,  with  the  average  cost  of  a  portable  unit  approximately  $500.  This 
is  significantly  less  than  the  $2,000  to  $3,000  cost  of  units  for  the  narrowband  tech- 
nology. 

20g.  Question.  If  the  current  funding  level  for  radio  replacement  is  all  that  can 
be  provided,  when  would  you  expect  the  Park  Service  to  come  into  compliance  with 
the  new  requirements? 

Answer.  The  NPS  would  never  come  into  compliance  because  the  current  level  of 
funding  only  allows  the  present  technology  to  meet  replacement  of  operational  re- 
quirements. 

20h.  Question.  What  happens  if  NPS  fails  to  meet  the  2005  deadline? 

Answer.  By  the  year  2005,  there  will  be  a  loss  of  Federal  radio  spectrum  and  a 
redistribution  of  Federal  radio  frequencies.  If  the  NPS  has  not  converted  its  radio 
equipment  by  2005,  they  will  lose  their  frequencies,  the  radio  system  will  no  longer 
be  licensed  (legal)  and  would  be  allowed  to  operate  under  Federal  rules  and  regula- 
tions. 

20i.  Question.  Under  the  legislation,  will  the  current  radio  spectrums  cease  to  be 
available  if  agencies  fail  to  meet  the  2005  deadline? 

Answer.  Yes,  there  will  be  a  redistribution  of  frequencies  by  the  year  2005,  and 
NPS  equipment  must  be  converted  to  participate.  All  equipment  operating  on  NPS 
frequencies  must  be  capable  of  operating  within  a  12.5  kHz  bandwidth  (tolerance). 
Present  Federal  equipment  operates  on  a  25  kHz  bandwidth.  After  January  1,  2005, 
NPS  equipment  must  meet  the  NTIA  narrowband  mandate. 

NEW  RIVER  GORGE:  GRAND  VIEW 

To  date,  $950,000  has  been  provided  to  begin  the  planning  for  a  cultural  heritage 
center  at  Grandview.  It  was  envisioned  that  this  center  will  offer  opportunities  for 
the  display,  demonstration,  and  interpretation  of  numerous  Appalachian  traditions 
and  crafts.  The  Park  Service  has  issued  a  draft  development  concept  plan  for  Grand- 
view. 

21a.  Question.  What  alternatives  has  NPS  identified  for  a  possible  cultural  herit- 
age center  at  Grandview?  What  would  be  the  various  components  under  each  alter- 
native? 

Answer.  The  National  Park  Service  has  identified  five  possible  alternatives.  All 
of  the  options  would  provide  opportunities  for  visitors  to  learn  about,  watch  and  par- 
ticipate in  demonstrations  of  traditionaKcultural  activities.  The  major  differences 
among  the  alternatives  deal  with  the  type  and  mix  of  facilities  and  services  that 
would  be  provided  in  support  of  those  objectives. 

21b.  Question.  How  do  the  cost  estimates  vary  among  the  alternatives  that  are 
being  discussed? 

Answer.  They  range  from  a  no-action  alternative  to  one  that  would  cost  about  $41 
million.  The  most  expensive  alternative  would  involve  a  major  food  pavilion,  lodging, 
sales  areas,  crafts  center,  and  a  cultural  research  center.  A  median  estimate  of 
about  $25  million  would  provide  for  needed  infrastructure  improvements  at  Grand- 
view. 

21c.  Question.  What  are  the  operational  requirements  associated  with  each  alter- 
native? Would  these  be  covered  by  the  Park  Service,  or  would  a  concessioner  be  in- 
volved? 

Answer.  The  National  Park  Service  would  prefer  to  have  an  outside  interest  man- 
age the  site,  because  of  the  limits  on  operational  funding  and  FTEs. 

2 Id.  Question.  Is  the  Park  Service's  ability  to  attract  a  concessioner  for  Grandview 
dependent  on  the  type  of  facilities  to  be  constructed? 

Answer.  Yes.  An  alternative  that  only  creates  a  research  center  would  not  have 
much  of  a  chance  of  attracting  outside  commercial  interests. 
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21e.  Question.  If  a  concessioner  couldn't  be  attracted  to  manage  this  site,  what 
would  be  the  effect  of  the  increased  operational  requirements  at  Grandview  on  the 
rest  of  New  River  Gorge? 

Answer.  It  would  be  another  program  need  competing  for  scarce  dollars  and  staff- 
ing. 

2 If  Question.  Where  would  the  staffing  have  to  come  from  if  this  major  new  facil- 
ity were  brought  on  line? 

Answer.  Because  of  FTE  ceilings  for  the  coming  years,  the  National  Park  Service 
would  try  to  staff  the  facility  though  contracts  or  cooperative  agreements.  If  that 
couldn't  be  done,  FTEs  would  be  shifted  from  other  NPS  sites  or  programs,  if  that 
were  possible  and  if  this  operation  were  considered  a  high  priority. 

22a.  Question.  The  State  of  West  Virginia  has  announced  plans  to  proceed  with 
an  arts  and  crafts  sales  project  along  the  West  Virginia  Turnpike,  not  too  far  from 
where  Grandview  is  located.  How  will  the  presence  of  this  project  affect  what  is  con- 
templated at  Grandview? 

Answer.  Because  the  Turnpike  project  will  involve  sales,  it  could  affect  the  projec- 
tions used  in  the  National  Park  Service's  planning  effort  regarding  the  financial  fea- 
sibility of  a  cultural  heritage  center  at  Grandview. 

22b.  Question.  Does  it  make  sense  to  proceed  with  a  major  cultural  facility  at 
Grandview  in  light  of  the  State's  actions? 

Answer.  The  prudent  thing  to  do  would  be  to  wait  and  see  exactly  what  the  State 
does  and  then  determine  its  effect  on  the  Grandview  alternatives. 

22c.  Question.  Have  you  considered  "sitting  tight"  insofar  as  what  to  do  at  Grand- 
view  is  concerned  in  order  to  evaluate  the  effect  of  the  turnpike  facility? 

Answer.  Yes,  that  is  our  position. 

22d.  Question.  Are  there  improvements  that  could  be  made  at  Grandview  to  deal 
with  its  current  visitation  regardless  of  whether  a  cultural  center  or  program  is  pur- 
sued? 

Answer.  Yes.  Visitor  protection,  maintenance  and  interpretation  services,  sewage 
treatment,  park  operations  center,  employee  housing,  a  visitor  contact  station,  roads 
and  parking,  and  improvements  to  the  amphitheater  still  could  be  addressed. 

22e.  Question.  What  are  the  most  critical  improvements  needed  at  Grandview  ab- 
sent a  cultural  center?  Do  you  have  a  cost  estimate? 

Answer.  Potential  improvements  of  Grandview  include  water  and  sewer  upgrades, 
road  improvements,  parking,  trails,  picnic  areas,  and  improvements  to  the  amphi- 
theater. Cost  estimates  for  these  improvements  are  not  available  at  this  time. 

NPS  INVESTMENT  INITIATIVES 

Your  budget  indicates  that  the  Park  Service  fiscal  year  1995  request  includes 
$1,145  billion  for  priority  investments. 

23a.  Question.  How  does  the  proposed  level  of  fiscal  year  1995  investment  com- 
pare with  fiscal  year  1994? 

Answer.  Since  the  submission  of  the  fiscal  year  1994  budget,  the  Department  has 
redefined  the  investment  package  in  the  National  Park  Service  to  include  the  entire 
operating  account  rather  than  discrete  portions  of  certain  park  base  funding.  In  fis- 
cal year  1995,  the  Department  identified  $80  million  of  selected  Operation  of  the 
National  Park  System  (ONPS)  appropriation  increases  as  "investment,"  compared  to 
the  $1,145  billion  in  fiscal  year  1995. 

23b.  Question.  How  does  your  current  accounting  for  the  fiscal  year  1994  level  of 
investment  compare  with  the  fiscal  year  1994  President's  budget? 

Answer.  About  $48  million  of  the  President's  investment  package  for  fiscal  year 
1994  was  enacted. 

23c.  Question.  Why  are  things  now  considered  to  be  investment  that  were  not  cat- 
egorized as  such  in  last  year's  budget? 

Answer.  It  was  determined  that  prior  year  categorization  of  the  investment  pro- 
posal resulted  in  certain  anomalies.  For  example,  the  proposed  investments  in  the 
National  Park  Service  in  fiscal  year  1994  included  certain  portions  of  additional 
park  operating  funds,  namely  additional  maintenance  and  professionalization  fund- 
ing, yet  left  out  the  remaining  funding  in  these  categories.  This  categorization  im- 
plied that  those  increments  were  the  only  investments  in  the  National  Park  System, 
even  though  base  funding  in  those  areas,  as  well  as  other  increases  proposed  in  the 
park  operating  accounts,  were  very  similar.  Redefining  investment  to  include  the 
park  operating  account  is  based  upon  the  rationale  that  the  entire  park  operating 
account  is  an  important  investment  in  the  health  and  welfare  of  the  parks  and 
should  be  highlighted  as  such. 

23d.  Question.  What  elements  of  the  Park  Service  budget  are  considered  to  be  a 
part  of  the  investment  package? 
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Answer.  For  fiscal  year  1995,  the  Department  has  identified  all  of  the  ONPS  ac- 
count, as  well  as  land  acquisition  and  construction  costs  associated  with  the  South 
Florida  Ecosystem  initiative  as  "investment." 

23e.  Question.  Why  are  some  normal  day-to-day  management  responsibilities  of 
the  parks  considered  to  be  investment  and  others  are  not? 

Answer.  For  fiscal  year  1995,  all  operational  costs  of  the  National  Park  Service 
are  considered  to  be  investment. 

RESOURCE  STEWARDSHIP  PROFESSIONALIZATION 

An  increase  of  $4.1  million  is  requested  in  fiscal  year  1995  to  increase  the  profes- 
sional, scientific  resource  capability  of  the  Park  Service.  Most  of  these  funds  will  be 
allocated  to  specific  parks  for  particular  needs.  A  total  of  $5. 1  million  was  provided 
for  this  initiative  in  fiscal  year  1994. 

24a.  Question.  How  are  the  fiscal  year  1994  funds  being  used?  Are  additional  per- 
sonnel being  hired? 

Answer.  Yes,  additional  personnel  are  being  hired.  The  Resource  Stewardship  ac- 
tivity within  the  National  Park  Service  has  both  a  natural  and  cultural  coi^onent. 
Funding  provided  in  fiscal  year  1994  for  professionalization  was  treated  differently 
by  the  program  managers  within  the  two  disciplines.  The  $2.8  million  allocated  to 
cultural  resource  professionalization  provided  support  for  15  currently  authorized  on 
board  permanent  positions,  and  40  new  positions,  as  well  as  support  costs,  at  26 
parks,  all  10  Regional  Offices,  and  5  resource  centers.  The  55  positions  include  13 
archeologists,  11  museum  curators,  6  each  historians  and  historical  landscape  archi- 
tects, 5  each  historical  architects  and  conservators/museum  specialists,  1  each  cul- 
tural anthropologist,  archivist  and  museum  registrar,  2  exhibit  specialists,  and  4 
cultural  resource  management  specialists.  The  $5.1  million  allocated  to  the  natural 
resource  professionalization  program  is  being  used  to  hire  85  professionals  including 
specialists  in  the  biological  fields,  physical  scientists,  and  geographic  information 
system  specialists. 

Within  the  constraints  of  the  Service's  current  hiring  freeze  and  our  program  to 
reduce  FTEs,  we  have  placed  a  high  priority  on  carrying  out  the  professionalization 
program.  Regions  and  parks  are  proceeding  with  plans  to  advertise  and  fill  new  po- 
sitions identified  under  the  cultural  resources  professionalization  plan  for  fiscal  year 
1994. 

24b.  Question.  Are  sufficient  funds  available  in  fiscal  year  1994  to  support  the  ad- 
ditional positions? 

Answer.  Within  the  cultural  resource  program,  the  $2.8  million  appropriated  is 
sufficient  to  cover  existing  and  new  positions  identified  in  the  cultural  resources 
professionalization  plan  for  fiscal  year  1994.  With  the  natural  resources  program, 
a  minor  shortfall  has  been  identified  in  12  of  the  85  positions. 

24c.  Question.  Why,  rather  than  adding  so  many  positions,  didn't  you  provide  suf- 
ficient support  within  the  funds  provided  to  the  positions  you  added? 

Answer.  The  need  for  professional  expertise  is  so  great  in  some  parks  that  deci- 
sions were  made  to  get  tne  personnel  on  board  and  worry  about  the  support  later. 
Sufficient  funds  had  been  requested  but  the  appropriation  for  these  positions  was 
reduced  43  percent  from  the  request.  Further,  language  in  the  Appropriations  Act 
prevented  proportionately  lowering  increases  to  parks  that  nad  been  given 
unrequested  funds.  The  result  was  that  the  latter  parks  received  the  full  level  of 
requested  support  funding  but  the  remaining  parks  that  were  also  recommended  for 
increases  were  reduced  by  more  than  43  percent.  In  most  cases,  Regional  mangers 
chose  to  allocate  reduced  levels  of  funding  to  all  parks,  rather  than  to  fund  a  small- 
er number  of  the  parks  at  higher  levels.  In  some  cases,  this  resulted  in  reducing 
a  park  from  multiple  positions  to  one  well-funded  position;  in  others  it  resulted  in 
less-than-optimally  funded  positions. 

24d.  Question.  If  you  fail  to  support  adequately  new  positions  when  the^  are 
added,  doesn't  the  Park  Service  put  itself  in  the  position  of  always  having  to  '  catch 
up?" 

Answer.  Yes,  it  does,  however,  as  was  indicated  in  an  earlier  response,  only  12 
of  a  total  125  positions  lack  adequate  support  funding.  Also,  positions  along  with 
salary  and  support  costs  were  identified  by  Regions  and  parks  based  on  the  new 
funds  being  made  available  under  the  fiscal  year  1994  budget  and  existing  operating 
base  funds.  Allowances  were  made  for  adequately  funding  most  positions.  The  in- 
ability at  times  of  succeeding  appropriations  to  keep  up  with  inflation  and  increased 
operating  costs  is  a  variable  factor  that  sometimes  puts  us  in  a  "catchup"  position. 

24e.  Question.  Of  the  $4.1  million  requested  in  fiscal  year  1995,  how  much  is  asso- 
ciated with  support  (technicians,  supplies,  equipment)  for  the  positions  added  in  fis- 
cal year  1994? 
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Answer.  For  cultural  resources,  approximately  90  percent  of  the  funds  are  associ- 
ated with  salary  and  benefits  and  10  percent  for  support  costs.  None  of  this  funding 
is  for  support  for  positions  added  in  fiscal  year  1994.  For  natural  resources 
professionaiization,  $293,000  of  the  $2.7  million  is  associated  with  additional  sup- 
port for  fiscal  year  1994  positions. 

SOUTH  FLORIDA/EVERGLADES 

Mr.  Frampton,  the  fiscal  year  1995  Interior  Department  budget  proposes  an  in- 
crease of  $28.9  million  for  South  Florida  ecosystem  restoration.  Of  this  amount, 
$15.6  million  is  in  included  in  the  Park  Service  request. 

25a.  Question.  Of  the  various  components  that  make  up  this  initiative,  which  one 
do  you  consider  to  be  the  most  important? 

Answer.  Within  the  total  request  for  the  National  Park  Service,  we  consider  the 
$4.2  million  base  increase  (ONPS)  to  the  South  Florida  parks  as  the  most  important 
component,  followed  hy  the  $4.5  million  for  modified  water  deliveries  (construction), 
land  acquisition  funding  for  Big  Cypress  National  Preserve,  and  land  acquisition 
funding  for  Everglades  National  Park. 

25b.  Question.  Is  the  $4.8  million  proposed  for  a  grant  for  the  South  Florida  Water 
Management  District  still  necessary  given  the  bill  language  included  in  the  supple- 
mental passback  in  February? 

Answer.  Yes.  The  intent  of  the  legislation  was  for  Federal  financial  support 
through  grants  for  acquisition  of  buffer  lands  that  would  total  25  percent  of  the  land 
acquisition  costs,  of  wnich  the  Federal  share  is  approximately  $30  million.  The  $4.8 
million  requested  in  fiscal  year  1995  will  be  necessary  as  the  second  installment, 
as  will  future  year  appropriations,  until  the  $30  million  is  reached. 

25c.  Question.  Why  are  17  additional  staff  positions  necessary  to  accomplish  the 
objective  of  more  coordinated  management  in  South  Florida?  Why  can't  some  of 
these  objectives  be  met  within  existing  staffing  levels? 

Answer.  The  additional  staff  positions  are  needed  for  added  research  necessary  to 
support  the  ecosystem  restoration  projects  and  added  planning  and  design  necessary 
to  assure  that  projects  are  accomplished  properly.  The  scope  and  scale  of  the  res- 
toration projects  underway  by  local,  State,  and  other  Federal  agencies  far  exceed 
this  agency's  existing  capability. 

WATER  DELIVERY  MODIFICATIONS 

The  budget  indicates  that  the  cost  estimate  for  the  water  delivery  modifications 
funded  in  the  construction  appropriation  account  have  increased  from  $97.8  million 
to  $107  million  ( -1-9.4  percent). 

26a.  Question.  What  accounts  for  this  increase?  Are  we  to  expect  such  large  per- 
centage changes  each  year  for  this  project? 

Answer.  The  increase  in  the  estimated  total  cost  for  the  water  delivery  modifica- 
tions are  due,  in  part,  to  project  delays.  As  a  result  of  these  delays,  cost  estimates 
must  be  updated  each  year  to  factor  in  inflation.  In  addition,  the  development  of 
an  operating  plan  this  year  that  includes  an  experimental  testing  program  led  to 
increased  engineering  and  design  costs.  Temporary  pumping  stations  were  added  at 
S-332  to  evaluate  additional  water  flow  volumes  into  Taylor  Slough,  resulting  in  in- 
creased costs  for  acquisition  and  operation  of  portable  pumps.  We  do  not  expect  such 
large  percentage  changes  each  year.  However,  slight  increase  adjustments  for  infla- 
tion can  be  expected. 

26b.  Question.  What  is  the  current  status  of  the  design  effort  for  this  project? 
When  do  you  expect  the  funds  requested  in  the  budget  to  be  obligated? 

Answer.  The  General  Design  Memorandum  and  two  of  the  five  Feature  Design 
Memorandums  have  been  completed.  Plans  and  specifications  for  modifications  to  S- 
334  and  for  raising  the  Tigertail  Camp  have  been  completed  so  that  contract  award 
can  take  place  in  early  fiscal  year  1995.  The  funding  for  the  various  water  deliveries 
modifications  will  be  obligated  over  the  next  7  years. 

THE  PRESIDIO,  CALIFORNIA 

Pursuant  to  the  1972  legislation  establishing  the  Golden  Gate  National  Recreation 
Area,  any  decision  by  the  Army  that  the  Presidio  is  excess  to  their  needs  requires 
that  this  property  be  transferred  to  the  National  Park  Service.  The  initial  estimate 
was  that  the  Army  would  leave  the  Presidio  by  September  30,  1994. 

27a.  Question.  What  is  the  current  situation  at  the  Presidio?  Is  part  of  the  Sixth 
Army  now  staying  at  the  Presidio? 

Answer.  The  Department  of  the  Army  and  the  Department  of  the  Interior  are  cur- 
rently in  negotiations  about  future  use  and  occupancy  at  the  Presidio.  It  is  the  in- 
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tent  of  both  parties  to  secure  an  agreement,  allowed  under  the  Base  Realignment 
and  Closure  Commission  (BRAC  1993),  for  the  Sixth  Army  headquarters  to  remain 
at  the  Presidio. 

27b.  Question.  How  has  this  change  affected  the  planning  and  transition  efforts 
associated  with  the  many  facilities  on  the  base? 

Answer.  The  future  use  of  approximately  1.8  million  square  feet  of  building  space 
(of  6.3  million  square  feet)  by  the  Sixth  Army  under  a  permit  arrangement  has 
changed  the  course  of  the  transition  activities,  specifically  the  leasing  program. 
With  a  large  tenant  now  secured,  the  NPS  can  concentrate  its  efforts  to  lease  the 
remaining  buildings  to  other  non-Government  tenants.  In  regard  to  planning,  no 
major  modifications  to  the  general  management  plan  are  anticipated. 

27c.  Question.  Is  the  need  for  Park  Service  funding  diminished  at  all  by  the  deci- 
sion to  keep  part  of  the  Sixth  Army  at  the  Presidio? 

Answer.  There  is  not  a  diminished  need  for  the  $25.0  million  request  by  the  Na- 
tional Park  Service  in  fiscal  year  1995  for  operations  at  the  Presidio.  The  Sixth 
Army's  projected  payment/cost  offset  of  $12.0  million  toward  common  operating 
costs  and  direct  costs  will  reduce  the  overall  budget  of  $38.0  million  to  approxi- 
mately $26.0  million.  Other  tenant  payments/offsets  in  fiscal  year  1995  are  antici- 
pated to  generate  approximately  $1.0  million  in  lease  fees.  Thus,  the  overall  need 
in  fiscal  year  1995  is  still  $25.0  million. 

27d.  Question.  How  much  funding  did  you  get  in  the  fiscal  year  1994  Defense  ap- 
propriation bill  for  the  Presidio?  How  are  these  funds  being  used? 

Answer.  The  Department  of  Defense  appropriated  $22.8  million  for  common  oper- 
ating costs  and  $12.5  million  for  building  repair.  Common  operating  funds  coyer 
day-to-day  expenses  such  as  maintenance,  management,  and  utility  charges.  Build- 
ing repair  funds  are  being  used  to  rehabilitate  buildings  for  leasing  and  cyclic  main- 
tenance of  national  historic  landmark  buildings. 

27e.  Question.  Are  there  additional  DOD  funds  proposed  in  fiscal  year  1995  for 
the  Presidio? 

Answer.  There  is  no  proposal  for  Department  of  Defense  funds  to  be  transferred 
directly  to  the  National  Park  Service  in  fiscal  year  1995  for  the  Presidio.  However, 
under  the  proposed  Army/National  Park  Service  reuse  agreement,  the  Sixth  Army 
will  reimburse  the  National  Park  Service  for  a  prorata  share  of  common  operating 
costs  at  the  Presidio  estimated  at  approximately  $3.0  million,  and  in  addition  will 
provide  approximately  $9.0  million  to  directly  offset  utility  and  maintenance. costs 
for  a  total  $12.0  million. 

CONTRIBUTION  IN  AID  TO  CONSTRUCTION  TAX 

The  budget  proposes  $7.9  million  in  fiscal  year  1995  in  the  Park  Service  construc- 
tion account  for  an  ownership/transfer  fee  and  construction  tax  associated  with  the 
electrical  utility  system  at  the  Presidio. 

28a.  Question.  Why  is  the  Federal  Government  paying  for  the  rehabilitation  of  the 
Presidio  electrical  distribution  system,  and  then  having  to  pay  a  transfer  fee  to  the 
Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company? 

Answer.  Under  funding  from  the  fiscal  year  1993-94  infrastructure  program,  the 
Federal  Government  anticipates  replacing  the  existing  4KV  primary  electrical  dis- 
tribution system  with  an  industry  standard  12KV  primary  distribution  system. 
Funding  requested  in  fiscal  year  1995  includes  $5.5  million  for  the  payment  of  a 
cost  of  ownership/transfer  fee  to  the  selected  electrical  service  organization.  This  ex- 
pense provides  funding  for  the  revenue  gap  which  the  electrical  company  might  ex- 
pect between  system-generated  revenues  and  short-term  operations,  maintenance, 
system  management,  and  capital  expenses  anticipated  and  unanticipated.  This  own- 
ership/transfer fee  is  based  on  California  Public  Utility  Commission  requirements, 
as  is  the  Contribution  in  Aid  to  Construction  (CIAC)  tax,  estimated  at  $2.3  million. 

28b.  Question.  Why  isn't  the  Department  of  Defense  paying  these  fees  if  they  are 
the  ones  responsible  for  the  rehabilitation? 

Answer.  The  transfer  fee  is  beyond  the  scope  of  current  infrastructure  funds  allo- 
cated by  the  Department  of  Defense  in  the  fiscal  year  1993-94  program.  It  is  the 
National  Park  Service's  decision  to  have  a  system  provider  that  will  operate,  main- 
tain, and  manage  the  new  system  once  installed,  as  well  as  have  the  new  provider 
assume  ownership.  National  Park  Service  policy  is  to  use  municipal  or  other  utility 
providers  whenever  economically  and  environmentally  practical. 

28c.  Question.  Are  there  savings  associated  with  the  proposed  transfer  of  the  sys- 
tem? If  so,  what  are  they? 

Answer.  There  will  be  savings  to  the  Federal  Government  realized  with  the  trans- 
fer of  the  primary/secondary  electrical  system  to  a  provider.  The  exact  savings  will 
be  determined  during  the  selection  process  for  this  provider  which  will  occur  within 
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several  months.  Areas  of  savings  include:  costs  associated  with  future  system  re- 
placement; operations  and  maintenance  savings  realized  from  not  having  to  staff  up 
a  Federal  workforce  for  these  services;  and  capital  cost  savings  from  future  year  an- 
ticipated or  unanticipated  repair  or  rehabilitation  of  the  system. 

28d.  Question.  What  is  the  value  of  the  Presidio  electrical  system?  Why  isn't  Pa- 
cific Gas  and  Electric  (PG&E)  compensating  the  Federal  Government  for  the  trans- 
fer of  this  asset? 

Answer.  The  exact  value  of  the  Presidio  electrical  distribution  system  will  be  de- 
termined during  the  evaluation  and  negotiation  process  for  the  selection  of  an  elec- 
trical service  provider,  which  may  or  may  not  be  PG&E.  These  values  include  the 
capital  cost  of  replacement  plus  the  potential  of  revenue  from  future  year  oper- 
ations. Initial  estimates  for  the  replacement  range  from  $5.0  million  to  $11.0  mil- 
lion. Pursuant  to  California  Public  Utility  commission  requirements,  the  National 
Park  Service  will  be  paying  an  ownership/transfer  fee  to  the  selected  provider. 

What  the  NPS  will  get  in  return  for  this  investment  in  the  transfer  cost  is  a  quali- 
fied electrical  service  provider  for  the  Presidio,  reliable  service  for  tenants  at  guar- 
anteed rates,  alleviation  from  the  NPS  role  as  utility  company  with  the  accompany- 
ing responsibility  and  expense  of  providing  the  skilled  management  and  the  operat- 
ing and  maintenance  organization  of  a  large  utility,  and  relief  from  long-term  cap- 
ital improvement  costs.  The  provider  will  also  be  responsible  for  repair  and  replace- 
ment of  segments  of  the  system  damaged  by  uncontrollable  forces,  such  as  earth- 
quakes, at  no  Government  expense. 

The  transfer  and  ownership  fee  is  based  on  California  Public  Utility  Commission 
requirements  for  system  transfer  to  a  local  utility  company.  The  transfer  and  owner- 
ship fee  is  not  redundant  of  the  initial  costs  to  fix  up  the  system,  but  relates  rather 
to  the  longer-term  gap  which  a  utility  might  expect  between  system-generated  reve- 
nues and  operations  and  maintenance,  management,  and  capital  expenses.  If  not  re- 
covered up  front,  it  would  need  to  be  recovered  through  a  higher  rate  structure. 

METROPOLITAN  CONSERVATION  ASSISTANCE 

An  increase  of  $500,000  is  requested  for  a  new  metropolitan  conservation  assist- 
ance initiative,  to  create  partnerships  with  urban  centers  and  provide  Federal  as- 
sistance and  support  of  local  open  space  and  river  restoration  projects. 

29a.  Question.  Please  explain  to  the  Committee  why  this  is  an  essential  project 
to  start  during  these  times  of  decreasing  budgets. 

Answer.  In  our  Nation's  metropolitan  areas,  urban  sprawl  has  continued  unabated 
for  decades,  and  land  conservation  and  development  needs  are  increasingly  unbal- 
anced. We  have  overcrowded  parks  and  vandalized  recreation  facilities,  extensive 
natural  resource  degradation  and  ecosystem  fragmentation.  Many  of  our  cities  have 
lost  environmental  resources  key  to  maintaining  a  healthy  community.  The  unique 
qualities  of  their  landscapes  have  been  destroyed. 

Despite  these  problems,  there  is  a  growing  movement  to  establish  a  creative,  af- 
firmative, and  visionary  conservation  agenda  in  many  of  our  urban  areas.  Local  gov- 
ernments and  organizations  are  recognizing  the  need  to  stop  working  at  cross  pur- 
poses or  in  different  directions  on  conservation  issues;  they  are  agreeing  to  pool  re- 
sources and  develop  common  conservation  goals. 

The  River  and  Trails  Conservation  Act  (RCTA)  program  has  the  skills  and  the 
reputation  to  facilitate  the  creation  of  these  urban  conservation  agendas.  By 
refocusing  and  coordinating  existing  programs,  pooling  Federal  resources,  and  help- 
ing communities  to  set  their  own  agenda,  we  can  create  refreshing  new  low-cost  ap- 
proaches to  our  urban  environmental  problems. 

29b.  Question.  How  are  these  projects  different  from  the  River  and  Trails  Con- 
servation Program?  Will  a  different  selection  process  be  used?  If  so,  why? 

Answer.  In  addition  to  building  strong  partnerships  among  all  levels  of  govern- 
ment and  the  private  sector,  employing  an  intensive  public  involvement  process,  and 
focusing  on  community  action  and  results,  Metropolitan  Conservation  Assistance 
projects  will  also  focus  on  creating  partnerships  with  a  broader  range  of  social  serv- 
ice and  economic  development  organizations. 

A  key  element  of  the  urban  vision  will  be  the  reconnection  of  our  cities  with  na- 
ture through  a  greening  of  the  infrastructure.  We  hope  to  achieve  a  system  of  inter- 
connected natural  and  recreational  resources  that  serve  the  multiple  purposes  of  en- 
hanced recreation  and  alternative  transportation  opportunities,  open  space  protec- 
tion, floodplain  management,  and  ecosystem  sustainability. 

To  accomplish  this,  RTCA  will  make  a  priority  of  coordinating  roles,  responsibil- 
ities, and  program  objectives  with  relevant  Federal  agencies  in  order  to  avoid  dupli- 
cation and  capitalize  on  individual  Federal  program  strengths. 
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The  selection  process  will  be  similar  to  the  current  selection  process  for  river  and 
trail  projects.  The  primary  change  will  be  the  addition  of  the  aoove  as  new  criteria 
in  determining  the  final  list. 

29c.  Question.  Will  there  be  cost  sharing  associated  with  these  projects?  If  so,  how 
much? 

Answer.  As  with  all  RTCA  projects,  cost  sharing  will  be  integral  to  these  projects' 
success.  RTCA  is  based  on  the  principle  of  partnerships  through  which  we  leverage 
staff  work,  money,  and  commitment.  A  recent  analysis  of  four  RTCA  projects  re- 
vealed that  with  a  Federal  investment  in  staff  time  and  accompanying  expenses  of 
less  than  $200,000  during  the  multiyear  life  span  of  each  project,  more  than  $20 
million  was  generated  by  a  variety  of  partners. 

The  Metropolitan  Conservation  Assistance  initiative  would  be  no  exception  to  this 
rule.  Due  to  the  complex  economic  and  social  issues  faced  by  America's  cities,  RTCA 
would  cast  its  partnership  net  even  further  to  include  a  broad  range  of  organizations 
and  programs  that  focus  on  economic  development,  youth  at  risk,  and  job  creation. 
In  every  case,  part  of  RTCA's  agreement  to  participate  in  any  project  is  predicated 
on  commitments  by  the  other  key  partners  to  provide  resources  (staff  time,  dollars, 
etcetera)  toward  the  effort. 

29d.  Question.  What  is  the  total  Federal  cost  associated  with  these  projects?  What 
are  the  estimated  long-term  savings  to  the  Federal  Government  by  engaging  in  this 
initiative? 

Answer.  The  Federal  Government  is  currently  spending  many  billions  of  dollars 
in  the  Nation's  cities,  involving  work  by  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Department 
of  Transportation,  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  and  the  Federal  Emergency 
Management  Agency.  Our  hope  is  to  "direcf '  some  of  these  investments  througn  our 
facilitating  and  coordinating  roles,  to  broaden  and  leverage  the  environmental  and 
social  benefits  of  these  expenditures. 

The  direct  cost  to  the  National  Park  Service  for  a  typical  metropolitan  conserva- 
tion assistance  project  would  be  $50,000  to  $100,000  per  year,  depending  on  the 
scope  of  the  project. 

While  an  exact  amount  of  long-term  savings  cannot  be  determined,  there  would 
be  savings  to  the  Federal  Government  through  several  aspects  of  the  projects:  the 
requirement  that  other  partners  commit  resources  toward  the  project,  tne  coordina- 
tion of  Federal  agencies  in  order  to  eliminate  duplication  and  competition,  and  the 
overall  approach  of  getting  communities  to  draw  on  local  resources  and  come  up 
with  local  solutions  to  the  problems.  By  working  together,  we  would  not  just  save 
money,  we  would  see  more  conservation  results  per  dollar  expended. 

29e.  Question.  Have  the  locations  for  these  projects  been  determined? 

Answer.  While  the  final  locations  for  the  Metropolitan  Conservation  Assistance 
projects  have  not  been  determined,  RTCA  staff  have  identified  the  following  cities 
in  which  there  is  strong  potential  for  a  project  in  fiscal  year  1995: 

Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania. 

Baltimore,  Maryland-Washington,  District  of  Columbia. 

New  York  Citv,  New  York. 

Providence,  Rnode  Island. 

Bridgeport,  Connecticut. 

Newark,  New  Jersey. 

Union,  New  Jersey. 

Atlanta,  Georgia. 

Chattanooga,  Tennessee. 

Chicago,  Illinois. 

Detroit,  Michigan. 

Denver,  Colorado. 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado. 

Austin,  Texas. 

Dallas,  Texas. 

San  Francisco,  California. 

Los  Angeles,  California. 

Seattle,  Washington. 

Portland,  Oregon. 

29f  Question.  Why  are  these  projects  proposed  for  funding  in  the  NPS  budget  in 
fiscal  year  1995,  when  the  Committee  explicitly  rejected  a  similar  effort  when  it  was 
proposed  by  the  House  as  an  add-on  to  the  Forest  Service  budget  in  fiscal  year 
1994? 

Answer.  Our  understanding  of  the  fiscal  year  1994  Forest  Service  proposal  (Na- 
tional Metropolitan  Greenspace  Initiative)  is  that  it  entailed  pass-through  funds  to 
one  organization  in  each  of  four  major  cities.  The  RTCA  initiative  would  not  entail 
any  pass-through  funds;  a  range  of  organizations  in  each  city  would  be  eligible  for 
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assistance;  and  while  the  four  cities  targeted  in  the  Forest  Service's  proposal  would 
most  likely  be  included,  it  would  also  include  other  major  urban  areas  as  well  as 
smaller  cities  that  are  just  beginning  to  experience  serious  environmental  problems. 
An  ongoing  program  would  enable  us  to  begin  fresh  projects  in  additional  cities  as 
our  involvement  in  the  initial  cities  winds  down. 

ELWHA  RIVER,  WASHINGTON 

The  budget  proposes  $3.5  million  for  continued  planning  and  assessment  associ- 
ated with  the  possible  removal  of  two  dams  along  the  Elwha  River  on  the  Oljonpic 
Peninsula  in  Washington. 

30a.  Question.  What  additional  activities  are  contemplated  in  fiscal  year  1995  to 
justify  a  25  percent  increase  in  funding  for  this  project  above  last  year's  level? 

Answer.  It  is  not  "additional"  activities  that  would  cause  accomplished,  a  cost  in- 
crease, but  rather  that  we  have  moved  into  the  next  phase  of  the  project  and  the 
estimate  for  that  phase  is  $3.5  million.  The  $2.8  million- funded  in  fiscal  year  1994 
is  necessary  to  complete  the  report  required  by  Public  Law  102—495  ("The  Elwha 
Report")  and  to  initiate  the  development  of  an  environmental  impact  statement 
(EIS)  and  the  advanced  planning  needed  before  the  actual  engineering  design  can 
begin.  The  $3.5  million  budgeted  in  fiscal  year  1995  will  allow  us  to  complete  the 
EIS  and  advance  the  planning  process. 

30b.  Question.  What  is  the  current  cost  estimate  associated  with  removal  of  these 
two  dams  and  associated  habitat  restoration  activities? 

Answer.  Estimates  of  total  costs  (including  dam  removal,  sediment  management, 
habitat  restoration,  fish  restoration,  water  quality  protection,  project  acquisition,  fis- 
cal year  1994/1995  EIS  and  planning  costs  range  from  $148  million  to  $307  million. 
The  EIS  planning  process  will  further  refine  these  costs.  However,  we  anticipate  the 
cost  range  of  the  preferred  alternative  to  be  $148  million  to  $203  million. 

30c.  Question.  What  steps  are  being  taken  by  the  Park  Service,  and  the  Depart- 
ment, to  address  the  language  in  last  year's  Conference  Report  about  spending 
funds  on  restoration  projects  rather  than  dam  removal? 

Answer.  The  Department  considered  very  carefully  the  Conference  Report  lan- 
guage concerning  the  Elwha  Dam.  The  Elwha  Report  concludes  that  dam  removal 
is  the  only  option  that  will  result  in  full  ecosystem  restoration,  as  required  by  the 
authorizing  legislation.  However,  the  Department  is  aware  of  overall  funding  con- 
straints and  submitted  the  fiscal  year  1995  request  for  Elwha  Dam  activities  based 
upon  a  determination  of  ecosystem  needs  both  at  the  Elwha  River  and  in  other 
parts  of  the  country.  Future  funding  requests  will  also  consider  the  costs  of  actions 
on  the  Elwha  River  in  comparison  to  other  ecosystem  restoration  projects  elsewhere. 

30d.  Question.  Are  additional  funds  in  support  of  this  project  included  in  other 
parts  of  the  Interior  Department's  budget?  If  so,  how  much  and  where? 

Answer.  In  addition  to  the  $3.5  million  requested  as  part  of  the  National  Park 
Service  budget,  $400,000  is  also  requested  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation.  Appropria- 
tion language  has  been  proposed  to  allow  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  authority  to 
request  funding  for  their  project. 

TRANSPORTATION  PLANNING 

A  total  of  $1  million  is  proposed  in  fiscal  year  1995  for  transportation  planning 
activities  to  attempt  to  address  visitor  congestion  and  resource  degradation  prob- 
lems caused  by  extensive  automobile  and  bus  traffic  in  parks. 

31a.  Question.  How  do  you  plan  to  use  these  funds  in  fiscal  year  1995?  Will  plan- 
ning be  undertaken  in  support  of  specific  transportation  system  changes  at  particu- 
lar parks?  If  so,  where? 

Answer.  Transportation  alternatives  have  been  recently  analyzed  at  five  parks; 
Denali,  Yosemite,  Yellowstone,  Grand  Canyon,  and  Zion.  This  request  will  extend 
those  studies.  Only  Zion  is  sufficiently  advanced  to  enter  the  design  phase  and  a 
portion  of  these  funds  will  be  used  there.  Other  studies  will  investigate  vehicle  con- 
figurations (size,  mode  of  power)  suggested  in  current  study  alternatives.  The  fea- 
sibility of  day  use  reservation  systems  may  also  be  studied. 

31b.  Question.  At  which  parks  do  you  envision  implementing  transportation  sys- 
tem changes  in  fiscal  year  1995? 

Answer.  At  Denali  National  Park,  we  expect  to  have  the  bus  system  operated  en- 
tirely by  a  concessioner.  No  other  major  changes  are  expected  in  1995. 
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TRANSPORTATION  STUDIES 

The  Park  Service  recently  completed  transportation  studies  at  three  parks 
(Denali,  Yellowstone,  and  Yosemite)  directed  in  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transpor- 
tation Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA). 

32a.  Question.  What  are  the  recommendations  of  these  studies?  Are  new  transpor- 
tation proposals  forthcoming  to  address  visitor  congestion  at  these  parks? 

Answer.  The  studies  will  be  sent  to  the  Congress  this  summer.  They  analyze  the 
cost  and  feasibility  of  alternative  systems.  There  are  no  specific  recommendations, 
and  the  selection  of  appropriate  systems  will  depend  on  further  planning  and  design 
efforts. 

32b.  Question.  What  are  the  costs  associated  with  planning,  developing,  and  im- 
plementing major  new  transportation  systems  at  any  of  these  three  parks? 

Answer.  The  studies  looked  at  a  wide  range  of  alternatives  with  a  wide  range  of 
costs.  At  Denali,  for  example,  the  improvements  range  from  a  few  thousand  dollars 
for  larger  buses  to  a  cog  railway  which  would  cost  over  $100  million. 

LAND  ACQUISITION 

BIG  THICKET  NATIONAL  PRESERVE 

The  budget  proposes  $2,000,000  for  land  acquisition  expenses  at  Big  Thicket  Na- 
tional Preserve  (p.  330).  The  funding  would  cover  expenses  associated  with  land  ex- 
changes involving  three  timber  companies  and  10,766  acres.  Forest  Service  lands 
would  be  used  in  the  exchange,  which  must  be  completed,  by  law,  by  July  1,  1995. 

33a.  Question.  Is  the  $2  million  requested  the  full  amount  of  the  authorization? 

Answer.  The  $2  million  requested  is  the  amount  estimated  that  will  be  needed 
to  complete  the  acquisition  of  land  added  by  the  July  1,  1993,  legislation.  The  July 
1,  1993,  legislation,  Public  Law  103-46,  authorized  the  appropriation  of  such  sums 
as  necessary.  33b.  Question.  Is  the  $2  million  request  based  on  any  sort  of  analysis 
as  to  what  the  actual  costs  of  the  exchanges  might  be? 

Answer.  Yes,  the  private  and  Federal  land  that  will  used  in  the  exchange  must 
be  surveyed,  mapped,  timber  cruised,  and  appraised.  An  archeological  survey  must 
also  be  performed  on  the  Federal  land.  The  cost  to  perform  these  functions  is  all 
part  of  the  cost  of  the  exchange. 

33c.  Question.  Would  you  provide  a  breakdown  of  the  estimated  costs  for  the 
record? 

Answer.  The  cost  to  complete  the  exchange  is  as  follows: 

Tract^boundary  survey  $490,000 

Mapping/aerial  photography  221,000 

Title  evidence  150,000 

Timber  cruise/valuation  estimate/appraisals  354,000 

USFS  exchange  cost  (archaeological  surveys,  hazardous  material  surveys, 
environmental  assessments,  threatened  and  endangered  species  sur- 
veys)    500,000 

Relocation/closing  cost  100,000 

Terminate  recreational  cabin  leases  on  land  of  timber  companies  185,000 

Total  2,000,000 

33d.  Question.  It  seems  that  the  authorizing  legislation  provides  an  extremely 
tight  timetable  to  complete  these  three  exchanges — only  9  months  after  the  begin- 
ning of  fiscal  year  1995.  Has  work  already  begun  on  the  exchanges? 

Answer.  An  interagency  agreement  has  been  signed  with  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  to  supervise  survey  contracts  and  an  interagency  agreement  has  been 
signed  with  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  to  effect  the  exchange.  The  Service  is  currently 
in  the  process  of  selecting  survey  contractors  to  perform  the  boundary  survey  of  var- 
ious units  within  the  expansion  area  once  funds  are  appropriated. 

33e.  Question.  Has  the  Forest  Service  identified  any  of  their  lands  that  could  be 
used  as  the  Federal  portion  of  the  exchange? 

Answer.  The  land  for  the  exchange  has  been  identified. 

33f  Question.  Do  you  expect  that  all  three  exchanges  can  be  completed  by  July 
1,  1995? 

Answer.  All  phases  of  the  exchange  will  be  underway  and  the  $2  million  re- 
quested will  be  obligated  for  contracts,  but  the  work  will  not  actually  be  completed 
by  July  1995.  The  deadline  to  complete  the  exchanges  will  need  to  be  extended. 
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BUFFALO  NATIONAL  RIVER 

The  budget,  on  page  330,  includes  a  request  for  $850,000  for  Buffalo  National 
River,  in  Arkansas,  to  continue  the  resurvey  of  the  park's  boundary  and  also  to  con- 
clude the  land  acquisition  program. 

34a.  Question.  Why  has  it  been  necessary  to  resurvey  the  boundary? 

Answer.  When  the  survey  contract  was  completed,  the  Service  received  complaints 
from  adjacent  landowners.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  was  asked  to 
do  a  spot  check  of  the  survey.  BLM  concluded  that  the  contractor's  research  of  origi- 
nal corners  was  not  complete. 

34b.  Question.  Who  did  the  original  boundary  survey? 

Answer.  The  initial  survey  was  accomplished  between  1978  and  1984  by  Dickin- 
son, MacMillian  and  Bennett  Inc.,  of  Memphis,  Tennessee. 

34c.  Question.  If  it  was  a  private  firm,  is  it  possible  to  collect  damages  for  their 
inaccurate  work? 

Answer.  At  the  time,  our  need  to  resolve  the  problems  created  by  the  original  sur- 
vey was  most  important.  The  likelihood  of  our  being  able  to  collect  any  substantial 
amount  of  damages  without  lengthy  litigation  is  doubtful  and  our  ability  to  initiate 
a  resurvey  would  be  delayed  until  such  litigation  was  completed. 

GAULEY  RIVER  NATIONAL  RECREATION  AREA 

The  budget,  on  page  335,  includes  $496,000  for  land  acquisition  at  the  Gauley 
River  National  Recreation  Area,  in  West  Virginia. 

35a.  Question.  Is  the  acquisition  program  at  Gauley  River  conducted  only  on  a 
willing-seller  basis? 

Answer.  The  land  acquisition  program  at  Gauley  River  is  currently  being  con- 
ducted on  an  opportunity  basis.  If  there  is  a  threat  to  the  resource,  it  may  be  nec- 
essary to  use  condemnation. 

35b.  Question.  Are  there  specific  tracts  that  have  been  identified  for  acquisition 
in  fiscal  year  1995? 

Answer.  The  funds  requested  for  fiscal  year  1995  will  be  used  towards  the  acquisi- 
tion of  undeveloped,  riverfront  tracts  owned  by  two  companies:  Western  Pocahontas 
Properties,  Ltd.  and  Matthews  Properties. 

35c.  Question.  Will  the  acquisitions  include  only  surface  rights,  or  will  subsurface 
rights  be  acquired? 

Answer.  The  acquisition  will  include  both  surface  and  subsurface  rights  if  the  sur- 
face owner  owns  both  interests.  If  the  subsurface  rights  are  owned  by  a  third  party 
a  determination  will  be  made  as  to  the  minimal  interest  needed  to  be  acquired  to 
protect  the  resource. 

SAGUARO  NATIONAL  MONUMENT 

An  additional  $6  million  is  requested,  on  page  338  of  the  budget,  for  land  acquisi- 
tion at  Saguaro  National  Monument,  in  Arizona.  The  Subcommittee  received  a  let- 
ter, dated  May  2,  1994,  from  the  Saguaro  National  Monument  East  Expansion  Coa- 
lition, which  stated,  in  part,  "We  have  received  new  information  from  the  National 
Park  Service  that  if  appropriations  were  increased  to  $8  million  instead  of  $6  mil- 
lion, these  funds  would  allow  them  to  be  able  to  tie  up  the  last  large  parcel  of  the 
expansion  area,  the  X9  Ranch." 

36a.  Question.  Is  this  correct?  If  so,  who  provided  this  new  information  to  the  Coa- 
lition? 

Answer.  The  Administration's  request  of  $6  million  is  the  amount  of  the  contrac- 
tual obligation  to  continue  the  purchase  of  the  Rocking  K  Ranch.  With  regard  to 
the  X9  Ranch,  the  Coalition  is  aware  that  the  NPS  has  been  attempting  to  negotiate 
a  purchase/option  agreement  with  the  X9  Ranch  owners  with  the  financial  assist- 
ance of  The  Conservation  Fund.  The  Coalition  has  not  been  advised  of  the  specific 
amount  needed  to  accomplish  this  acquisition. 

36b.  Question.  Where  would  you  suggest  that  the  Subcommittee  cut  $2  million 
from  your  request,  in  order  to  fund  this  increase? 

Answer.  The  budget  request  for  fiscal  year  1995  identifies  the  Service's  highest 
priority  acquisitions.  We  support  the  appropriation  of  $6  million  for  Saguaro  NM 
and  would  not  seek  any  increase  to  that  request. 

SANTA  MONICA  MOUNTAINS  NATIONAL  RECREATION  AREA 

The  budget,  on  page  339,  proposes  $5  million  for  continued  land  acquisition  at 
Santa  Monica  Mountains  National  Recreation  Area. 
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37.  Question.  Please  provide,  for  the  record,  the  components  that  would  be  funded 
with  this  request,  including  completion  of  the  missing  links  in  the  Backbone  Trail. 

Answer.  All  the  funds  in  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  for  Santa  Monica 
Mountains  National  Recreational  Area  are  identified  for  completion  of  the  missing 
links  in  the  Backbone  Trail. 

UPPER  DELAWARE  SCENIC  AND  RECREATIONAL  RIVER 

The  budget,  on  page  341,  requests  $700,000  for  land  acquisition  at  Upper  Dela- 
ware Scenic  and  Recreational  River,  in  New  York. 

38a.  Question.  Describe  the  nature  to  the  development  threat  to  the  five  prop- 
erties proposed  for  acquisition. 

Answer.  The  five  properties  identified  for  acquisition  at  the  Upper  Delaware  River 
are  threatened  with  subdivision  development.  One  tract  contains  a  historic  structure 
that  is  located  near  the  Zane  Gray  house.  The  historic  structure  would  be  destroyed 
if  the  land  is  subdivided  and  the  historic  scene  surrounding  the  Zane  Gray  house 
would  be  destroyed. 

38b.  Question.  How  imminent  is  the  threat? 

Answer.  The  owner  of  the  historic  tract  recently  died  and  the  heirs  want  to  sell. 
Most  land  along  the  Upper  Delaware  is  being  sold  for  development  and  if  the  land 
is  not  acquired  by  the  Federal  Government  for  the  Upper  Delaware,  all  indications 
are  that  the  land  will  be  subdivided  and  developed  within  the  next  couple  years. 

38c.  Question.  What  would  be  the  result  if  this  appropriation  were  not  provided 
in  fiscal  year  1995? 

Answer.  It  is  expected  that  the  natural  and  historical  resources  of  the  five  tracts 
will  be  lost  as  well  as  further  delaying  the  creation  of  public  access  points  to  the 
river. 

VISITATION 

The  visitation  figures  included  in  the  budget  justification  indicate  that  park  visits 
decreased  in  1993  by  almost  8  million  recreation  visits,  or  nearly  3  percent.  For 
1994,  however,  a  return  to  the  1992  level  is  anticipated. 

39a.  Question.  To  what  do  you  attribute  the  decrease  in  1992? 

Answer.  In  fiscal  year  1993,  NFS  recreational  visits  totaled  273,891,137;  this  is 
an  0.08  percent  increase  from  the  fiscal  year  1992  level  of  273,660,430.  The  number 
of  recreational  visits  shown  in  the  budget  justification  was  based  on  data  reported 
by  the  parks  at  the  time  the  budget  was  prepared.  Since  then,  the  recreational  visi- 
tation data  has  been  updated  and  corrected  to  account  for  late  reporting  and  any 
counting  or  procedural  errors  that  were  detected.  The  revision  of  visitation  data  is 
a  routine  procedure  that  is  done  annually  after  parks  report  final  numbers. 

39b.  Question.  Were  decreases  down  in  general  systemwide,  or  did  particular 
parks  experience  greater  than  normal  fall-off? 

Answer.  As  aforementioned,  in  fiscal  year  1993,  there  was  not  a  decrease  in  rec- 
reational visitation  levels  as  previously  reported.  Revised  data  indicate  that  fiscal 
year  1993  park  recreational  visitation  increased  slightly — 0.08  percent — from  the 
previous  year. 

39c.  Question.  On  what  basis  is  a  return  to  the  1992  level  expected  in  1994? 

Answer.  In  fiscal  year  1994,  park  recreational  visitation  is  projected  to  be  282.1 
million.  This  is  based  on  the  assumption^  that  NFS  recreational  visitation  will  in- 
crease three  percent,  the  average  annual  rate  of  recreational  visitation  growth  from 
1980  to  1993. 

VISITOR  SERVICES  SURVEY 

In  justifying  the  requested  increase  of  $100  thousand  for  a  visitor  services  survey 
project  (p.  69),  the  Chief  Financial  Officers  Act  of  1990  and  the  Government  Per- 
formance and  Results  Act  of  1993  are  cited. 

40a.  Question.  What  specific  provisions  are  included  in  these  two  pieces  of  legisla- 
tion that  require  such  a  survey? 

Answer.  The  Chief  Financial  Officers  (CFO)  Act  of  1990  mandates  that  Federal 
agency  CFOs  "*  *  *  develop  *  *  *  an  integrated  agency  accounting  and  financial 
measurement  system,  including  financial  reporting  which  provides  for  the  system- 
atic measurement  of  performance  *  *  *"  and,  "*  *  *  to  prepare  and  submit  to  the 
agency  head  timely  performance  reports." 

Performance  measurement  is  the  process  of  using  indicators  and  measures  to  as- 
sess and  present  the  achievements  of  an  agency  or  a  program's  mission,  goals,  objec- 
tives and  targets.  For  the  National  Park  Service,  a  useful  performance  measure 
would  be  an  annual  customer  satisfaction  survey  that  provides  feedback  information 
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assessing  such  factors  as  the  adequacy  and  quality  of  park  services,  facilities,  inter- 
pretational  programs,  and  educational  activities.  This  survey  information  would  also 
be  a  valuable  management  tool  since  programmatic  deficiencies  and  weaknesses 
would  be  identified  thus  enabling  program  managers  and  policy  analysts  to  make 
decisions  that  would  utilize  limited  resources  more  effectively  and  efficiently. 

The  Government  Performance  and  Results  Act  of  1993  provides  for  "the  establish- 
ment of  strategic  planning  and  performance  measurement  in  the  Federal 
Government  *  *  *  ."  it  too  calls  for  the  establishment  of  "performance  indicators 
to  be  used  in  measuring  or  assessing  the  relevant  outputs,  service  levels,  and  out- 
comes of  each  program  activity  *  *  *  "  Beginning  in  fiscal  year  1999,  agencies  will 
be  required  to  prepare  annual  performance  reports  that  include  performance  goals 
and  performance  indicators. 

40b.  Question.  What  information  is  gathered  at  present  from  park  visitors?  What 
additional  information  is  expected  to  be  gathered  by  this  new  study? 

Answer.  Current  visitor  services  project  studies,  performed  by  the  University  of 
Colorado  Cooperative  Park  Studies  Unit,  are  focused  on  10  parks  per  year  and  gath- 
er a  variety  of  information  from  visitors  which  includes:  demographic  data,  time 
spent  on  site,  money  spent  on  site,  number  of  visits,  sources  of  pre-trip  information, 
transportation,  reason  for  visit,  visitor  activities,  use  and  usefulness  of  interpreta- 
tional  and  educational  services,  quality  and  importance  of  interpretational  and  edu- 
cational services,  use,  quality,  and  importance  of  facilities,  and  the  use  and  quality 
of  commercial  services. 

The  Visitor  Services  Survey  Project  would  provide  the  NPS  with  useful  informa- 
tion directly  from  customers  regarding  the  quality  and  effectiveness  of  program  ac- 
tivities, facilities  and  services  that  visitors  receive  while  visiting  national  parks.  The 
visitor  reply  form  will  be  self-initiated  by  the  visitors  and  provide  managers  with 
information  that  will  allow  immediate  changes  to  take  place  in  operations.  The  data 
will  also  be  compiled  in  a  database  to  provide  an  overall  effectiveness  rating  on  NPS 
services,  program  activities  and  facilities.  The  studies  currently  being  conducted 
provide  information  for  only  10  national  parks  per  year. 

40c.  Question.  How  is  this  data  used  in  reaching  policy  and  management  deci- 
sions? 

Answer.  The  data  currently  collected  is  used  by  park  managers  to  make  decisions 
regarding  the  kinds  of  services  provided  and  to  determine  which  services  need  im- 
provement. Information  is  also  used  in  conjunction  with  planning  and  construction 
efforts. 

For  example,  the  recent  visitor  services  study  of  the  White  House  provided  impor- 
tant information  in  determining  what  type  of  visitor  services  facilities  were  needed 
to  serve  the  thousands  of  citizens  who  spend  a  considerable  amount  of  time  waiting 
in  line  to  tour  the  White  House.  This  study  contributed  to  the  decision  to  place  visi- 
tor services  in  Balridge  Hall  of  the  Commerce  Building.  In  Grand  Teton  National 
Park,  managers  located  a  new  information  station  at  a  site  different  from  that  origi- 
nally planned  after  learning  that  more  visitors  stopped  at  the  new  site  first.  At  Lin- 
coln Home  National  Historic  Site,  the  visitor  study  helped  managers  plan  ways  to 
make  the  home  more  accessible  to  visitors  with  disabilities.  The  National  Academy 
of  Science's  report  on  the  national  parks  evaluated  the  Visitor  Services  Project  as 
extremely  useful  and  effective  and  cited  several  examples  of  its  use  to  improve  park 
operations  in  the  Academy's  publication,  "Science  and  the  National  Parks." 

The  new  Systemwide  universal  survey  that  the  Park  Service  has  proposed  in  the 
fiscal  year  1995  budget  would  provide  information  that  would  be  used  to  make  deci- 
sions regarding  daily  operations  in  parks  as  well  as  provide  NPS  management  with 
a  means  of  assessing  how  well  customers  are  being  served  and  how  effectively  lim- 
ited resources  are  being  allocated. 

USE  OF  VISITOR  SURVEYS 

The  budget  states  that  the  limited  amount  of  visitor  information  gathered  at 
present  is  used  largely  in  support  of  planning  and  construction  efforts.  This  is  the 
very  part  of  the  budget,  however,  that  is  reduced  most  significantly  this  year. 

41a.  Question.  If  visitor  surveys  are  used  to  explain  the  need  for  more  facilities, 
why  should  they  be  conducted  if  you  aren't  going  to  request  the  funds  necessary  to 
address  the  needs  you  propose  to  identify  in  the  survey  process? 

Answer.  Planning  and  construction  is  only  one  application  of  the  surveys.  Survey 
information  is  also  used  to  make  decisions  about  currently  existing  facilities  and 
operational  policies.  Economics  information  yielded  from  these  surveys  are  used  for 
analysis  such  as  determining  the  economic  impact  of  a  national  park  on  a  commu- 
nity. The  enhanced  survey  that  the  NPS  is  proposing  in  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget 
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would  produce  information  that  would  allow  the  Service  to  better  focus  services  and 
programs  and  utilize  limited  resources  more  efficiently  and  effectively. 

41b.  Question.  Why  should  the  Regional  Offices  be  relieved  of  their  current  fund- 
ing contributions  to  the  cooperative  park  study  unit  at  the  University  of  Idaho? 
Don't  the  Regions  benefit  from  the  services  provided  by  this  unit? 

Answer:  The  initial  efforts  to  establish  the  Visitor  Services  Project  as  part  of  the 
University  of  Idaho  CPSU  were  through  a  small  assessment  from  the  Regions  to  es- 
tablish and  test  the  idea.  Since  1982,  the  project  has  generated  over  50  studies.  No 
funding  was  ever  allocated  to  make  this  project  a  permanent  part  of  the  National 
Park  Service  sociology  program.  This  increase  request  will  formalize  this  tested  and 
useful  program  and  eliminate  the  need  for  the  fund  from  limited  and  reduced  Re- 
gional Office  budgets.  Regional  obligations  would  still  remain  toward  the  funding  of 
specific  studies  which  they  nominate.  Current  cost  for  these  studies,  which  range 
from  $10-$20,000  depending  on  the  size  of  the  survey,  is  usually  funded  by  a  com- 
bination of  Regional,  park,  and  donated  funds.  The  yearly  assessment  to  the  Regions 
was  primarily  to  support  the  work  of  the  Visitor  Services  Project  portion  of  the  coop- 
erative park  study  unit  at  the  University  of  Idaho. 

Information  provided  from  these  surveys  is  used  by  management  at  all  levels,  in- 
cluding the  Regions,  to  help  make  decisions  regarding  the  kinds  of  services  to  pro- 
vide and  determine  which  services,  programs  and  facilities  need  improvement.  This 
information  allows  the  Service  to  allocate  limited  resources  more  effectively. 

41c.  Question.  If  the  Regions  don't  believe  the  Idaho  CPSU  is  not  valuable,  why 
was  it  established?  From  where  did  the  initial  funding  come? 

Answer.  The  Regions  do  believe  that  the  visitor  services  project  which  is  part  of 
the  University  of  Idaho  Cooperative  Park  Studies  Unit  has  value  as  demonstrated 
by  their  yearly  nomination  of  parks  for  study.  Each  year  there  are  over  20  surveys 
nominated  but  current  capabilities  allow  for  the  conducting  of  only  10  per  year. 
There  are  many  letters  from  park  managers  attesting  to  the  usefulness  of  the  stud- 
ies. 

Initial  funding  to  establish  the  University  of  Idaho  Cooperative  Park  Study  Unit 
(CPSU)  came  from  the  Washington  Office,  Regional  assessments  and  particularly 
strong  financial  support  from  the  Pacific  Northwest  Region,  in  which  the  CPSU  is 
located. 

WORKERS  COMPENSATION  PAYMENTS 

The  budget  includes  a  proposed  increase  of  $1.2  million,  or  about  10.2  percent 
above  the  base,  for  workers  compensation  payments. 

42a.  Question.  Are  the  numbers  of  persons  receiving  such  payments  increasing, 
or  are  the  costs  of  the  payments  on  the  rise? 

Answer.  Both  the  number  of  recipients  and  the  amount  of  payments  are  rising. 
The  number  of  persons  receiving  payments  has  increased  about  7  percent  a  year 
since  1989  while  the  costs  of  payments  have  risen  approximately  14  percent  per 
year.  The  average  cost  per  case  has  increased  by  a  total  of  27  percent  over  this  same 
time  period.  The  following  list  reflects  the  actual  costs  billed  to  the  Park  Service 
for  the  last  6  years  along  with  the  number  of  cases  processed  for  each  year: 

Costs  Cases  ''"'''^c'asT'  "'' 


1989  : $6,825,565       2,553      $2,674 

1990  $7,725,543       2,800      $2,759 

1991  8,367,808       3,052       2,742 

1992 9,363,808      2,986       1,136 

1993  10,249,098      3,195      3,208 

1994  11.816,499 3^477 3^ 

42b.  Question.  What  are  the  factors  contributing  to  increased  costs  for  workers 
compensation?  Does  NPS  have  any  control  over  these,  or  must  you  simply  transfer 
funds  to  the  Department  of  Labor? 

Answer.  Several  factors  have  resulted  in  increased  costs  for  workers'  compensa- 
tion. First,  the  workforce  has  increased.  From  1988  to  1993  the  actual  FTE  usage 
has  increased  by  2,705,  or  16  percent.  Second,  the  medical  costs  have  increased  dra- 
matically in  the  last  20  years.  Third,  as  reflected  above,  the  number  of  incidents 
have  increased  each  year.  The  Em.ployees'  Compensation  Fund  is  based  on  a  billing 
from  the  Department  of  Labor  which  covers  the  actual  cost  of  compensation  claims 
(for  injuries  or  deaths  sustained  by  employees  after  December  1,  1960)  awarded  to 
Park  Service  employees  during  a  prior  time  period.  For  instance,  the  fiscal  year 
1994  bill  covered  the  expense  period  July  1,  1990  through  June  30,  1991. 
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42c.  Question.  If  the  increase  is  due  in  part  to  growth  in  the  number  of  claims 
filed,  what  steps  is  the  Park  Service  taking  in  terms  of  worker  safety  education  pro- 
grams to  try  and  reduce  the  rate  of  accidents? 

Answer.  The  National  Park  Service  recognizes  the  high  cost  of  compensation  and 
the  numbers  of  injuries  sustained.  NPS  is  working  with  other  Interior  Bureaus  and 
the  Department  in  establishing  a  strategic  plan  which  has  as  its  goal  to  establish 
a  safe  and  healthful  environment  by  building  a  safety  culture  which  will  move  to- 
ward the  goal  of  zero  loss  to  human  resources,  property,  and  the  environment.  One 
of  the  many  facets  of  this  plan  is  to  share  resources  among  the  Interior  Bureaus 
and  develop  training  packages  that  can  be  used  throughout  each  agency.  One  of  the 
areas  of  concentration  for  this  training  effort  will  be  the  training  of  supervisors  to 
make  them  aware  of  the  needs  of  employees. 

D.C.  WATER  AND  SEWER  PAYMENTS 

The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  proposes  an  increase  of  $934,000  for  increased  pay- 
ments for  water  and  sewer  usage  in  the  District  of  Columbia.  This  represents  an 
increase  of  50  percent  above  the  current  level  of  $1.8  million. 

43a.  Question.  Has  usage  actually  gone  up,  or  are  the  rates  being  charged  by  the 
District  going  up  by  50  percent? 

Answer.  Neither  rates  nor  usage  has  actually  gone  up.  However,  the  funding  pro- 
posed by  the  NPS  for  water  and  sewer  payments  to  the  District  of  Columbia  are 
based  on  estimates  developed  two  years  in  advance.  The  fiscal  year  1995  request 
for  increased  funding  is  attributable  to  actual  usage  of  these  services  which  ex- 
ceeded the  projections  for  fiscal  years  1992  and  1993.  The  NPS  in  essence 
underbudgeted  for  this  service  in  prior  years. 

43b.  Question.  If  the  reason  for  the  increase  is  more  use,  to  what  do  you  attribute 
this?  What  steps  are  being  taken  to  conserve? 

Answer.  As  stated  in  the  previous  response,  the  funding  increase  will  provide  the 
proper  amount  of  funding  for  the  actual  usage  in  fiscal  year  1992  and  1993  and  for 
estimated  usage  in  fiscal  year  1994  and  fiscal  year  1995.  One  factor  that  may  con- 
tribute to  our  ability  to  better  conserve  is  the  use  of  systems  that  do  not  allow  for 
the  recirculation  and  reuse  of  water  where  practical.  Funds  to  purchase  such  state- 
of-the-art  equipment  is  currently  not  available. 

43c.  Question.  What  will  be  the  effect  on  this  payment  when  the  FDR  Memorial 
is  completed  with  all  of  its  water  and  fountains? 

Answer.  The  FDR  Memorial  fountain  system  design  is  a  recirculating  system  com- 
prised of  pools  and  piping  systems.  We  are  hopeful  that  the  conservation  systems 
included  in  the  design  of  the  memorial  will  reduce  the  amount  of  water  usage  nec- 
essary to  a  minimum. 

FTS  MONITORING  COSTS 

The  budget,  on  page  98,  includes  an  increase  of  8  FTEs  and  $571  million  for  FTS 
monitoring. 

44a.  Question.  Can  we  assume  that  the  requested  increase  is  actually  $571,000? 

Answer.  Yes,  the  requested  increase  is  $571,000. 

44b.  Question.  Would  you  describe  the  duties  of  these  positions  and  how  it  is  that 
they  will  help  to  hold  down  costs? 

Answer.  Two  positions  were  requested  last  year  and  eight  this  year,  one  for  each 
regional  area.  The  positions  would  perform  three  critical  telecommunication  func- 
tions: 

1.  Provide  the  expert  staff  that  will  be  needed  to  install  and  manage  the  tele- 
communications processes  that  are  needed  to  support  the  parks. 

2.  Install  and  maintain  NPS  equipment  that  can  permit  the  NPS  parks  to  take 
advantage  of  bulk  phone  rat'^s,  versus  higher  cost  call-by-call  FTS2000  services. 

3.  Monitor  the  day-to-day  use  of  FTS2000  based  service  in  the  regional  area. 
These  jobs  will  be  to  detect  telephone  fraud  quickly,  such  as  the  $40,000  break-in 
on  one  of  our  park  systems  last  year. 

At  present,  the  NPS  has  only  a  tiny  number  of  expert  telecommunications  and 
Information  Resources  Management  (IRM)  staff  in  relation  to  the  other  Department 
of  the  Interior  Bureaus.  At  0.6  percent  of  staff,  this  ratio  is  the  lowest  in  the  DOI 
and  possibly  the  smallest  IRM  support  operations  in  all  of  the  Federal  Government. 
Although  some  Federal  agencies  make  up  for  staff  shortages  by  hiring  contractors, 
the  overall  IRM  budget  per  employee  in  the  NPS  is  also  very  small  in  relation  to 
the  other  DOI  Bureaus. 

44c.  Question.  Why  have  you  chosen  to  locate  the  positions  at  lead  parks,  rather 
than  at  the  Regional  Office  level? 
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Answer.  Although  these  are  Regionwide  support  positions,  we  chose  to  locate  the 
positions  at  large  parks  to  ensure  that  they  will  get  the  on-the-ground  understand- 
ing of  park-level  support  problems.  Our  videoconferencing  and  electronic  mail  com- 
munications will  ensure  that  this  staff  will  stay  closely  coordinated  with  Regions 
and  headquarters  without  excessive  travel.  The  major  benefit  to  the  parks  over  the 
long  run  will  be  the  capability  of  these  strategically  placed,  technically  skilled  peo- 
ple to  monitor,  from  their  location,  the  complex  telecommunications  equipment  in- 
stalled at  our  many  parks.  These  positions  will  permit  us  to  install  IRM  applications 
at  the  park  level  that  will  hold  the  promise  of  improving  a  park's  productivity  with- 
out the  local  cost  of  an  experienced  technician  at  each  of  our  367  park  and  monu- 
ment locations. 

ELECTRONIC  COMMUNICATIONS 

Also  on  page  98  of  the  justifications  is  a  request  for  an  additional  $400,000  to  en- 
hance electronic  communications  capabilities. 

45a.  Question.  Can  you  describe  in  more  detail  what  is  contemplated  by  this  in- 
crease? 

Answer.  This  increase  will  provide  a  local  area  network  connection  for  each  Wash- 
ington Office.  At  present  all  of  our  parks  have  cc:Mail  links,  but  many  of  the  policy 
and  support  positions  in  Washington  do  not.  With  the  reduction  in  Washington 
staff,  it  is  becoming  more  important  to  improve  and  speed  up  the  communications 
between  headquarters  and  park  staff  to  ensure  that  the  critical  policy  approvals  do 
not  delay  the  local  park  business. 

45b.  Question.  If  this  increase  were  approved,  would  all  park  areas  be  linked  to 
"cc:Mail?" 

Answer.  All  of  Washington  would  be  able  to  communicate  with  the  parks  that  now 
have  cc:Mail,  if  this  increase  were  approved. 

PROCUREMENT  WORKFORCE  TRAINING 

On  page  97  of  the  budget,  an  additional  $100,000  is  requested  for  procurement 
workforce  training.  The  justification  refers  to  material  weaknesses  identified  in  1991 
and  Office  of  Federal  Procurement  Policy  Letter  92-3.  It  is  my  understanding  that 
this  Administration  is  attempting  to  simplify  the  way  the  Federal  Government 
makes  its  purchases. 

46a.  Question.  WTiy  are  you  proposing  to  address  issues  raised  in  1991  and  1992, 
when  they  may  not  even  exist  under  a  new,  reinvented  procurement  system? 

Answer.  At  the  time  of  the  request  for  procurement  workforce  training  funds,  the 
reinvention  of  the  procurement  system  was  not  an  issue  or  proposal.  The  funds  were 
requested  as  a  response  to  a  Departmental  initiative  on  "Procurement  Professional- 
ism," which  indicated  that  those  in  the  procurement  series  needed  to  meet  certain 
training  requirements  to  retain  their  skills  levels.  Also,  the  Departmental  Acquisi- 
tion Management  Review  (AMR)  which  found  that  little  procurement  training  had 
been  received  by  the  Service's  headquarters  procurement  personnel  since  1987.  The 
corrective  action  recommendation  required  that  a  training  program  be  implemented 
immediately.  Even  under  a  "new,  reinvented  procurement  system,"  which  is  tied 
heavily  to  automation,  i.e.,  the  Interior  Department  Electronic  Acquisition  System 
(IDEAS),  Electronic  Commerce  System,  training  will  be  required  for  these  auto- 
mated systems,  to  ensure  that  they  work  as  intended,  and  to  meet  the  mandates 
for  Bureau  streamlining. 

46b.  Question.  Does  your  Servicewide  training  program  include  courses  on  pro- 
curement and  contracting? 

Answer.  No,  the  requested  increase  would  allow  the  Employee  Development  Divi- 
sion to  include  courses  on  procurement  and  contracting  as  a  part  of  their  regular 
Servicewide  training  program.  Currently,  such  courses  are  provided  under  contract 
through  outside  vendors  as  available. 

46c.  Question.  Can  those  courses  be  modified  to  meet  the  needs  outlined  in  this 
requested  increase? 

Answer.  No.  Each  new  course  offered  will  contain  the  requisite  requirements  nec- 
essary to  meet  the  new  standards,  and  all  courses  provided  through  outside  vendors 
would  be  required  to  reflect  the  modified  program. 

FINANCIAL  MANAGEMENT 

An  increase  of  $318,000,  and  1  FTE,  is  requested  to  upgrade  financial  manage- 
ment capabilities  (p.  97).  As  described,  the  increase  would  provide  financial  manage- 
ment training  and  would  help  integrate  computer  technology  into  financial  manage- 
ment and  reporting,  preparation  of  budget  documents,  etc. 
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47a.  Question.  How  many  employees  are  currently  employed  at  the  Reston,  Vir- 
ginia, central  finance  office? 

Answer.  There  are  currently  161  employees  in  the  Accounting  Operations  Divi- 
sion. 

47b.  Question.  Aren't  the  employees  in  Reston  the  financial  experts  of  the  NPS? 

Answer.  Yes.  The  Accounting  Operations  Division  (AOD)  staff"  develops 
Servicewide  financial  policies,  procedures,  and  guidelines;  implements  Servicewide 
new  financial  regulations,  policies  and  procedures  promulgated  by  the  Department 
of  Treasury,  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget,  the  Department  of  the  Interior, 
and  others;  operates,  maintains,  and  develops  modifications  to  the  Servicewide  auto- 
mated accounting  system  and  support  systems;  processes  all  NPS  payments  made 
by  check  and  wire  transfers  to  payees'  bank  accounts;  processes  electronic  transfers 
of  funds  to  or  from  other  Federal  agencies;  collects  debts  owed  to  the  Service;  dis- 
tributes all  NPS  receipts  to  appropriate  accounts;  conducts  Servicewide  accounting 
system  and  administrative  compliance  reviews;  issues  standard  internal  and  exter- 
nal financial  reports;  develops  ad  hoc  financial  reports  requested  by  parks  and  of- 
fices; decides  requests  for  exceptions  to  and  waivers  of  various  regulations  and  poli- 
cies; develops  and  implements  Servicewide  new  financial  initiatives  such  as  the 
third-party  draft  payment  system  used  in  321  locations,  and  establishment  of  a 
credit  card  program  whereby  parks  and  offices  can  accept  credit  cards  for  payments 
of  fees,  debts,  and  donations;  conducts  training  for  parks  on  policies  and  procedures 
regarding  travel,  relocations,  imprest  funds,  third-party  drafts,  and  other  processes; 
and  provides  other  financial  services  requested  by  parks  and  offices. 

47c.  Question.  In  this  era  of  reinventing  and  downsizing  Government,  what  is  the 
justification  for  adding  an  additional  employee  whose  sole  duty  is  financial  manage- 
ment training? 

Answer.  The  National  Park  Service  lacks  established  financial  management  train- 
ing programs,  not  only  for  administrative  personnel  in  the  parks  and  offices  who 
perform  day-to-day  finance  and  finance-related  activities,  but  also  for  managers  who 
are  accountable  for  the  resources  made  available  to  them  to  administer  their  oper- 
ations and  programs,  and  accountable  for  compliance  with  a  multitude  of  regula- 
tions that  impose  financial  responsibilities  directly  and  indirectly.  The  need  for  fi- 
nancial management  training  is  recognized  among  the  recommendations  in  the  re- 
port on  the  Vail  Symposium,  and  Governmentwide  in  the  recommendations  in  the 
National  Performance  Review  and  its  financial  supplement. 

There  are  frequent  changes  in  regulations  and  policies  that  affect  financial  oper- 
ations; there  are  new  financial  accountability  requirements  imposed  on  agencies  and 
their  managers,  such  as  the  Chief  Financial  Officers  Act  and  the  Government  Per- 
formance and  Results  Act;  and  the  Federal  Financial  System  (FFS) — the  Depart- 
mental accounting  system  used  Servicewide — is  very  complex.  Since  we  do  not  have 
an  established  financial  management  training  program,  most  training  has  been  con- 
ducted by  Regional  Office  and  headquarters  employees  as  a  collateral  duty.  This 
method  has  proven  unsatisfactory  due  to  the  number  and  frequency  of  changes  in 
regulations  and  procedures,  due  to  staff  turnover  in  finance  positions  throughout  the 
Service,  and  the  limitation  of  time  available  to  employees  to  keep  up  with  changes 
and  conduct  the  training.  The  availability  of  personnel  to  maintain  and  conduct  fi- 
nance training  will  be  reduced,  or  eliminated  in  some  locations,  due  to  reduced  staff- 
ing levels  in  Regional  Offices  and  headquarters  resulting  from  the  downsizing  ef- 
forts. 

To  rectify  the  need  for  financial  management  training,  we  proposed  establishing 
a  financial  management  training  position.  The  incumbent  of  this  position  would  be 
responsible  for  developing  and  maintaining  financial  training  packages  for  adminis- 
trative and  management  personnel  that  would  cover  responsibilities,  liabilities,  and 
procedures;  conducting  training  for  park  and  office  finance  personnel  in  the  use  of 
the  accounting  system,  and  revising  the  training  due  to  FFS  modifications;  conduct- 
ing training  for  park  and  office  budget  and  accounting  personnel  in  the  use  of  the 
Administrative  Financial  System  which  is  used  for  budget  planning  and  execution 
activities;  and  identify  and  conduct,  or  arrange  for  the  conduct  of,  other  subject-spe- 
cific finance  or  finance-related  training  needed  by  park  and  office  personnel. 

47d.  Question.  Hasn't  NPS  already  integrated  computer  technology  into  its  finan- 
cial and  budget  functions?  Are  the  budget  and  finance  offices  already  linked  through 
a  local  area  network? 

Answer.  The  Service  has  made  some  strides  in  integrating  computer  technology 
into  its  operation,  particularly  in  financial  operations.  The  development  and  integra- 
tion of  the  Federal  Financial  System  as  the  Service  accounting  system  has  provided 
new  capabilities  to  the  Service  in  monitoring  and  accounting  for  funds.  However,  the 
Service  is  still  behind  the  technological  curve. 
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Much  of  the  work  associated  with  the  budget  function  results  in  the  production 
of  paper  in  response  to  inquiries  from  Congress,  0MB,  the  Department,  NPS  man- 
agement and  the  pubUc.  The  tasks  are  personnel  intensive,  comprised  of  data  gath- 
ering, number-crunching,  and  the  compilation  of  narrative.  Much  of  this  work  is 
amenable  to  computer  applications,  which  can  be  developed  via  contract. 

Processes,  such  as  preparation  of  the  budget  books,  answering  hearing  questions 
and  answers,  linking  budget  worksheets,  outlay  projections,  object  class  analysis 
and  development,  and  the  automation  of  research  files  for  easy  access,  are  all  worth- 
while and  viable  goals  for  automation  that  could  save  time  and  money  in  the  future. 
Once  these  systems  are  developed,  they  need  to  be  available  for  all  financial  man- 
agement personnel,  no  matter  whether  they  are  located  in  the  parks.  Regions,  serv- 
ice centers  or  headquarters.  The  progress  made  in  automating  the  inventory  of  oper- 
ating budget  requirements,  which  is  in  its  first  phase  of  implementation,  and  the 
efficiencies  found  in  this  application  need  to  be  repeated  for  other  tasks.  As  the 
workload  for  budget  functions  increases  and  the  staff  is  downsized,  the  only  way 
quality  work  can  be  accomplished  in  any  sort  of  a  timely  manner  is  through  the 
complete  integration  of  computer  technology. 

47e.  Question.  What  was  the  total  cost  of  this  network? 

Answer.  The  cost  of  the  hardware  and  software  associated  with  the  network  was 
$162,900.  This  cost  included  the  planned  replacement  of  obsolete  and  malfunction- 
ing personal  computers  for  the  Budget  Division.  The  network  was  installed  and  is 
maintained  by  staff  assigned  to  the  Accounting  Operations  Division  in  Reston,  Vir- 
ginia. 

FORT  WADSWORTH 

Last  year  $10  million  was  provided  during  conference  on  the  Department  of  De- 
fense appropriation  bill  for  Fort  Wadsworth,  located  at  Gateway  National  Recre- 
ation Area,  New  Jersey.  This  is  in  addition  to  the  $15  million  also  in  the  DOD  bill 
for  the  Presidio. 

48a.  Question.  How  are  the  Fort  Wadsworth  funds  being  used  by  the  Park  Service 
in  fiscal  year  1994? 

Answer.  To  date,  approximately  $1  million  has  been  allocated  for  a  Site  Manage- 
ment Plan,  an  Historic  Structures  Report,  an  Interpretive  Plan,  and  various  natural 
and  cultural  resources  compliance  studies. 

48b.  Question.  Are  additional  funds  necessary  in  fiscal  year  1995  to  complete  this 
work?  If  so,  whose  budget  are  they  in? 

Answer.  Since  we  are  still  analyzing  the  extent  of  our  responsibilities  at  Fort 
Wadsworth,  we  are  unable  to  determine  with  any  certainty  whether  or  not  addi- 
tional construction  funds  will  be  needed. 

48c.  Question.  What  are  your  plans  for  Fort  Wadsworth?  How  do  you  propose  to 
fund  them? 

Answer.  We  have  recently  initiated  a  planning  process  that  is  examining  the  fea- 
tures of  Fort  Wadsworth  that  have  natural,  cultural  and  recreational  resource  val- 
ues. It  is  those  aspects  of  the  current  property  that  we  feel  would  be  necessary  to 
protect.  We  are  looking  into  funding  the  necessary  operational  requirements 
through  a  transfer  of  function  from  the  U.S.  Navy,  but  this  issue  has  not  been  re- 
solved. 

48d.  Question.  What  reductions  do  you  propose  in  order  to  proceed  with  any  addi- 
tional activity  at  Fort  Wadsworth? 

Answer.  No  reductions  are  proposed  as  offsets  to  fulfilling  eventual  responsibil- 
ities at  Fort  Wadsworth. 


Question  Submitted  by  Senator  J.  Bennett  Johnston 

ECOSYSTEMS 

I  understand  that  a  number  of  plans  are  under  discussion  to  involve  the  Park 
Service  in  the  protection  of  several  ecosystems,  including  the  Everglades,  the  Colo- 
rado Plateau  and  possibility  the  Lower  Mississippi  Delta.  I  am  particularly  inter- 
ested in  your  plans  with  respect  to  the  Lower  Mississippi  Delta. 

1.  Question.  What  precisely  is  vour  mandate?  Will  you  look  at  cultural  and  histori- 
cal resources  in  this  area  as  well  as  natural?  Who  will  be  in  charge  of  this  proposal? 
Specifically,  which  Regional  Office  will  be  involved? 

Answer.  The  Lower  Mississippi  Delta  is  one  of  several  ecoregions  that  is  under 
discussion  within  the  NPS  for  potential  ecosystem  emphasis  in  future  budget  re- 
quest. Attention  to  this  region  would  focus  on  natural,  cultural,  and  recreational  re- 
source activities  as  interacting  components  of  an  overall  ecosystem,  the  NPS  cur- 
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rently  manages  up  to  five  units  within  the  Lower  Mississippi  that  could  fall  within 
boundaries  yet  to  be  established  for  a  Lower  Mississippi  Delta  ecosystem.  National 
Park  Service  technical  assistance  programs  for  rivers  and  trails,  cultural  resource 
planning,  and  inventory  activities  make  the  NPS  a  feasible  partner  for  ecosystem 
support  throughout  the  Delta  region.  Land  management  and  conservation  assist- 
ance programs,  similar  to  those  envisioned  for  this  region,  are  conducted  NPS  under 
existing  mandates  and  do  not  require  further  authority. 

The  NPS  is  currently  analyzing  its  field  structure.  The  organizational  alignment 
of  a  Lower  Mississippi  Delta  ecosystem  effort,  if  there  were  one,  would  have  to 
await  the  results  of  an  approved  reorganization. 

2.  Question.  Furthermore,  I  am  particularly  interested  in  this  aspect  since  I  have 
worked  hard  on  legislation  to  develop  a  comprehensive  program  for  the  Delta,  em- 
bodied in  S.  991  which  passed  the  Senate  last  November  and  again  in  April  of  this 
year  and  have  been  working  with  the  Southwest  Regional  Office  on  this  initiative. 
What  resources  will  be  allocated  to  this  project  in  fiscal  year  1995?  What  are  your 
goals  and  what  are  your  priorities? 

Answer.  The  first  year  goals  and  priorities  would  be  to:  ( 1 )  identify  subecosystem 
level  areas  of  concern,  (2)  encourage  interested  parties  within  each  subecosystem  to 
determine  what  goals  they  have  in  common,  and  (3)  energize  those  interested  par- 
ties to  develop  some  common  preliminary  agendas  designed  to  achieve  sustainable 
systems  that  provide  for  environmentally  compatible  solutions  to  natural,  cultural, 
economic,  and  recreational  issues.  The  NPS  would  look  at  interrelationships  of  Na- 
tive American  and  African-American  cultures  within  the  goals  of  cultural  heritage 
presentation.  Depending  on  the  intensity  of  the  initial  effort,  up  to  $1  million  could 
be  required  to  implement  this  proposal  as  presently  conceived.  No  funds  are  re- 
quested in  fiscal  year  1995  to  begin  implementation  of  this  effort. 

JEAN  L.\FITTE  NATIONAL  HISTORICAL  PARK 

1.  Question.  I  understand  that  formosan  termite  damage  to  the  Decatur  House  is 
far  more  extensive  than  initially  thought  and  that  additional  funds  will  be  required 
to  make  necessary  repairs  to  enable  the  Park  Service  to  move  into  this  headquarters 
facility.  What  resources  will  be  necessary  to  complete  the  needed  renovations,  and 
to  enable  this  facility  to  be  fully  used  in  fiscal  year  1995? 

Answer.  The  correction  of  termite  damage  and  structural  problems  associated 
with  the  four  buildings  comprising  419  Decatur  will  require  approximately  $3.1  mil- 
lion. This  work  would  allow  occupancy  by  the  National  Park  Service  (NPS)  in  mid- 
calendar  year  of  the  year  following  appropriation.  Occupancy  would  include  full  in- 
stallation and  public  use  of  the  museum-visitor  center  complex  planned  for  the  first 
floor  of  Building  No.  1,  restrooms  (Building  No.  2),  multipurpose  demonstration 
room  (Building  No.  3),  and  theater  (Building  No.  4).  Building  No.  4  presents  unique 
structural  problems  for  which  alternative  cures  are  now  being  evaluated,  and  thus 
may  require  additional  time  for  full  occupancy. 

2.  Question.  I  also  understand  that  the  Chitimacha  Cooperative  Unit  has  no  ex- 
hibits whatsoever.  What  would  be  required  in  fiscal  year  1995  to  undertake  an 
exhibitry  program  at  this  Native  American  Unit? 

Answer.  An  appropriation  of  $225,000  is  needed  to  design,  fabricate  and  install 
exhibits  at  the  Chitimacha  cooperative  unit.  This  is  based  upon  a  partnership  ar- 
rangement between  the  NPS  and  the  Chitimacha  Tribe  whereby  the  tribe  will  make 
ample  space  available  in  a  tribal-owned  building  and  provide  all  required  mainte- 
nance. •     ,     .         J-..- 

3.  Question.  Exhibits  at  the  Islenos  Cooperative  Unit  are  also  in  bad  condition, 
lack  cultural  sensitivity  and  are  in  desperate  need  or  uograding.  What  resources 
would  be  required  to  undertake  such  an  upgrading  in  fiscal  year  1995? 

Answer.  We  estimate  that  $60,000  is  the  amount  needed  to  upgrade  and  improve 
the  quality  of  exhibits  at  the  Islenos  Visitor  Center. 

4.  Question.  What  resources  would  be  required  to  undertake  a  national  landmarks 
study  for  historic  jazz  sites,  as  recommended  in  the  Special  Resource  Study  on  the 
New  Orleans  Jazz  Historical  Park? 

Answer.  An  appropriation  of  $150,000  is  required  for  completion  of  a  national 
landmark  study  for  historic  jazz  sites  in  the  greater  New  Orleans  area. 

5.  Question.  What  resources  would  be  required  to  continue  important  Creole  cul- 
tural studies  and  oral  histories  begun  this  year? 

Answer.  An  appropriation  of  $50,000  is  needed  to  complete  Creole  Culture  oral 
history  studies. 

6.  Question.  What  is  the  status  of  the  recreation  study  now  underway  in  coopera- 
tion with  the  Corps  of  Engineers?  Will  additional  resources  be  required  to  complete 
this  project  in  fiscal  year  1995? 
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Answer.  This  joint  recreation  corridor  study  between  the  NPS  and  the  U.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  is  approximately  40  percent  complete  and  requires  an  additional 
$50,000  for  completion  in  fiscal  year  1995. 

7.  Question.  What  is  the  status  of  the  Atchafalaya  Special  Resource  Study?  When 
do  you  contemplate  that  this  study  will  be  completed?  Do  you  have  sufficient  person- 
nel to  handle  this  project? 

Answer.  This  study  is  approximately  60  percent  complete.  Three  public  workshops 
were  held  to  review  the  three  management  alternatives  presented  by  the  NPS.  An 
appropriation  of  $75,000  is  needed  to  complete  this  study  by  mid-calendar  year 
1995.  There  is  sufficient  personnel  available  to  complete  this  study. 

EL  CAMINO  REAL  PARA  LOS  TEXAS  FEASIBILITY  STUDY 

Last  year  legislation  directing  the  Secretary  to  undertake  a  feasibility  study  of 
designating  El  Camino  Real  Para  Los  Texas  as  a  national  trail  was  signed  into  law 
as  Public  Law  103-145.  I  understand  that  funds  have  been  included  in  the  fiscal 
year  1995  budget  request  to  initiate  this  studv. 

1.  Question.  How  much  was  included?  Will  additional  resources  be  necessary  to 
get  this  study  underway  and  if  so,  how  much  could  be  obligated  for  this  project? 

Answer.  The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  includes  $874,000  for  Rivers  and  Trails  Stud- 
ies. This  funding  would  be  sufficient  to  initiate  a  feasibility  study  of  the  El  Camino 
Real  Para  Los  Texas  Trail.  Allocation  of  this  funding  depends  upon  Servicewide  pri- 
orities that  will  be  developed  later  this  year.  The  amount  that  could  be  obligated 
for  this  study  has  not  yet  been  determined. 

STREAMLINING  PARK  SERVICE  PERSONNEL 

I  understand  that  a  number  of  different  options  have  been  prepared  by  staff  and 
managers  of  the  National  Park  Service  to  comply  with  the  Administration's  directive 
to  streamline  and  reduce  personnel.  From  what  I  have  learned,  it  seems  that  an 
important  element  of  these  options  is  very  strict  management  of  FTEs  and  the  prob- 
able reduction  of  some  1,300  FTEs  in  central  offices.  I  have  been  told  that  the 
streamlining  plans  will  not  impact  park  resources  and  visitor  programs.  Neverthe- 
less, I  am  concerned  about  the  future  of  those  in  the  National  Park  Service  who 
have  dedicated  themselves  to  the  mission  of  the  Service,  and  the  ability  of  the  Serv- 
ice to  appropriately  expend  funds  provided  by  Congress  for  staff  professionalism  and 
care  of  park  resources. 

1.  Question.  Can  the  National  Park  Service  fulfill  the  mandates  of  Congress  by 
filling  new  positions,  both  temporary  and  permanent,  and  expend  funds  for  vital 
new  programs? 

Answer.  Through  our  current  efforts  to  reorganize  the  central  office  organizations 
of  the  National  Park  Service,  we  are  hoping  to  free  up  enough  staffing  to  be  able 
to  keep  existing  park  operations  adequately  staffed  and  also  to  provide  enough  addi- 
tional resources  to  take  care  of  new  efforts  and  programs  for  which  we  become  re- 
sponsible. This,  however,  may  become  difficult  both  because  of  the  limits  of  available 
funding  caused  by  the  need  to  reduce  the  deficit  and  because  of  the  enactment  of 
Public  Law  103-226,  "The  Federal  Workforce  Restructing  Act  of  1994,"  which  man- 
dates a  5-year  reduction  of  272,900  positions  Governmentwide,  an  effort  to  which 
the  National  Park  Service  will  contribute. 

2.  Question.  Is  it  true  that  the  National  Park  Service  cannot  hire  seasonal  person- 
nel vital  to  primary  park  programs  even  though  the  Service  has  the  funds  to  do  so? 
I  understand  that  many  seasonal  staff  are  minorities  and  depend  on  seasonal  ein- 
ployment.  How  will  you  make  sure  that  they  are  protected  and  that  the  goal  of  mi- 
nority hiring  is  not  jeopardized? 

Answer.  It  is  true  that  some  parks  have  been  unable  to  hire  seasonal  personnel 
because  of  FTE  restrictions  though  money  is  available.  The  Department  and  the 
NPS  are  making  every  attempt  to  find  available  FTEs  to  provide  parks  with  addi- 
tional ceiling  to  alleviate  this  situation. 

We  are  also  committed  to  the  diversity  of  our  workforce  and  work  hard  at  ensur- 
ing that  staffing  restrictions  do  not  affect  minorities  inordinately. 

3.  Question.  I  also  understand  that  a  number  of  National  Park  Service  staff  have 
decided  to  accept  the  new  "buyout"  and/or  "early  out"  program.  The  Department  has 
indicated  that  most  of  these  positions  both  in  parks  and  in  Central  Offices  cannot 
be  replaced.  If  this  is  the  case,  how  will  parks  be  adequately  managed? 

Answer.  The  National  Park  Service  is  following  a  policy  whereby  the  total  amount 
of  buyout  positions  must  remain  unfilled,  not  that  the  exact  positions  of  staff  who 
utilized  the  buyout  must  remain  unfilled.  This  policy  allows  us  to  refill  park  level 
positions  with  central  office  staff,  and  then  take  the  position  reductions  at  central 
offices  instead  of  parks.  We  are  mounting  an  aggressive  effort  to  ensure  that  all  of 
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the  buyouts  that  we  had  in  parks  are  filled  in  this  manner  to  ensure  that  staffing 
levels  in  parks  remain  adequate. 

4.  Question.  What  do  you  visualize  as  the  true  impact  of  the  FTE  reductions  on 
park  resources  and  programs? 

Answer.  We  visualize  a  situation  wherein  parks  remain  staffed  into  the  future  as 
a  result  of  our  plan  to  take  all  required  FTE  reductions  at  central  offices. 

DELTA  ARCHEOLOGICAL  SITES 

Some  of  the  oldest  known  archeological  sites  in  North  America  are  located  in  the 
lower  Mississippi  Delta  area,  especially  in  the  area  between  Ouachita  Parish,  Lou- 
isiana, and  Yazoo  County,  Mississippi.  Most  of  these  sites  are  in  private  ownership 
and  many  are  seriously  threatened. 

1.  Question.  What  existing  authority  do  you  have  to  provide  technical  assistance 
to  willing  landowners  to  inventory  and  stabilize  these  sites?  What  resources  would 
you  need  to  provide  such  assistance  to  such  landowners  in  fiscal  year  1995? 

Answer.  Technical  assistance  to  inventory  and  plan  for  the  stabilization  of  impor- 
tant prehistoric  archeological  sites  in  the  Lower  Mississippi  delta  area,  including 
those  that  are  on  private  land  is  authorized  by  the  Historic  Sites  Act  of  1935  (sec- 
tion 2  (b),  (c),  and  (j),  and  section  4  (a)  and  (c))  and  the  National  Historic  Preserva- 
tion Act  of  1966  (section  112  (b).  The  actual  stabilization  work  would  require  addi- 
tional authorization,  as  required  by  section  6  of  the  Historic  Sites  Act  of  1935,  as 
amended. 

In  order  to  provide  the  identification,  evaluation,  and  analysis  for  inventory  and 
stabilization  plans,  additional  staff  and  funding  would  be  required.  As  noted,  the 
area  contains  thousands  of  prehistoric  sites,  dozens  of  them  with  monumental  archi- 
tecture and  hundreds  of  others  with  important  artifacts  and  data,  but  no  above 
ground  architectural  features.  We  would  recommend  a  three-phase  program:  The 
first  phase  would  be  to  consolidate  and  fill  in  any  missing  site  inventory  information 
and  conduct  current  condition  assessment  of  the  most  important  prehistoric  sites  in 
the  area,  focusing  on  Ouachita  Parish  and  Yazoo  County.  This  effort  would  proceed 
from  the  existing  State  archeological  inventory  records  and  include  field  visits  and 
inspections  of  as  many  sites  as  possible.  Reports  related  to  past  investigations  of 
these  sites  would  be  added  to  the  reports  portion  of  the  National  Archeological 
Database.  Current  condition  assessments  and  identification  of  threats  would  be 
done.  A  variety  of  technical  and  methodological  means  will  be  utilized  in  these  ef- 
forts to  test  their  applicability  and  efficiency  for  inventory  and  evaluation  programs. 
The  results  of  this  phase,  conducted  during  the  first  year  of  the  program  would  in- 
clude upgrading  of  the  site  inventory  information  for  sites  in  the  area  and  providing 
it  in  an  up-to-date  electronic  format  that  would  serve  as  a  model  for  the  rest  of  the 
delta.  This  phase  also  would  result  in  the  selection  of  a  subset  of  sites  for  stabiliza- 
tion efforts.  This  subset,  which  would  include  between  100  and  200  sites,  would  be 
selected  considering  the  significance,  condition,  and  threats  to  the  entire  population 
of  sites.  This  suggested  number  is  arbitrary  and  is  suggested  because  it  is  a  sub- 
stantial number  of  sites  that  would  be  treated  and  it  is  necessary  to  place  some 
limit  on  the  scope  of  the  project  in  order  to  estimate  reasonably  what  can  be  done; 
the  second  phase,  which  would  require  between  6  months  and  1  year,  would  involve 
the  development  of  specific  stabilization  plans  for  the  selected  sites.  Plans  would  in- 
volve the  least  cost  and  impact  possible  and  would  require  landowner  participation 
and  consent;  the  third  phase  would  involve  the  stabilization  actions  and  would  re- 
quire both  Congressional  authorization  based  upon  the  stabilization  plans  developed 
during  phase  2  and  the  appropriation  of  funds  to  carry  out  the  stabilization.  Rough 
estimates,  based  upon  focusing  on  the  Ouachita  Parish  and  Yazoo  County  area,  for 
phases  1  and  2  follows.  (If  a  wider  area  within  the  delta,  or  the  entire  delta  area 
becomes  the  focus,  increases  in  the  estimates  will  be  necessary): 

Phase  1  Total  Cost:  $500,000.  NPS  archeologists  and  support  to  coordinate  and 
oversee  program,  3  FTEs;  $300,000  for  salaries,  support,  and  contracts  for  addi- 
tional expertise.  As  Public  Law  103-226,  "The  Federal  Workforce  Restructuring  Act 
of  1994,"  legislatively  limits  the  number  of  FTEs  in  the  Federal  Government,  the 
National  Park  Service  cannot  commit  that  FTEs  will  be  available  to  be  allocated  in 
sufficient  numbers  in  fiscal  year  1995  to  perform  or  assist  in  the  performance  of  the 
work  that  is  discussed  in  this  response  but  not  included  in  the  President's  request. 
Support  to  State  historic  preservation  or  State  archeological  programs  for  participa- 
tion: $100,000  per  State.  Assuming  Louisiana  and  Mississippi  participation, 
$200,000. 

Phase  2  Total  Cost:  $575,000.  NPS  archeologists  and  support  to  coordinate  and 
oversee  program,  3  FTEs;  $300,000  for  salaries,  support,  and  contracts  for  addi- 
tional expertise.  As  Public  Law  103-226,  "The  Federal  Workforce  Restructuring  Act 
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of  1994,"  legislatively  limits  the  number  of  FTEs  in  the  Federal  Government,  the 
National  Park  Service  cannot  commit  that  FTEs  will  be  available  to  be  allocated  in 
sufficient  numbers  in  fiscal  year  1995  to  perform  or  assist  in  the  performance  of  the 
work  that  is  discussed  in  this  response  but  not  included  in  the  President's  request. 
Support  to  State  historic  preservation  or  State  archeological  programs  for  participa- 
tion: $100,000  per  State.  Assuming  Louisiana  and  Mississippi  participation, 
$200,000.  Support  for  professional  consultants  to  develop  stabilization  plans: 
$75,000. 

Phase  3:  Estimate  of  costs  not  possible,  costs  will  depend  upon  specific  stabiliza- 
tion plans  and  will  rely  upon  Congressional  authorization. 

NATIONAL  CENTER  FOR  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  TECHNOLOGY  AND  TRAINING 

1.  Question.  It  is  my  understanding  that  the  budget  request  contains  $1  million 
for  operations  for  the  National  Center  for  Preservation  Technology  and  Training.  Is 
this  correct?  How  will  these  funds  be  used — how  much  for  staff?  How  much  for 
grants?  How  much  for  research? 

Answer.  Yes,  $1  million  has  been  requested.  Of  this  amount,  $305,000  is  planned 
for  salaries,  $400,000  for  grants  (training  and  research)  and  $144,000  for  coopera- 
tive agreements  for  research,  workshops,  symposia  and  publications.  The  remaining 
$151,000  will  be  used  for  center  operations  (travel,  rent,  equipment  purchases)  and 
Board  meetings. 

2.  Question.  How  many  FTEs  have  been  allocated  for  the  center  and  when  can 
we  expect  permanent  personnel  to  be  in  place,  in  Natchitoches? 

Answer.  The  Service  has  allocated  5  FTEs  for  operation  of  the  center.  The  posi- 
tions have  been  advertised  and  it  is  expected  that  personnel  will  be  in  place  in 
Natchitoches  by  late  summer. 

3.  Question.  How  may  resources  would  you  need  to  institute  an  internship  pro- 
gram in  fiscal  year  1995?  Would  $250,000  allow  you  to  begin  a  strong  program,  as 
authorized  in  Public  Law  101-499? 

Answer.  To  begin  an  internship  program,  one  less  than  full-time  equivalent  posi- 
tion (.5  FTE)  would  be  needed  plus  related  personnel  and  other  support  funding. 
The  $250,000  figure  would  be  adequate  to  begin  an  internship  program  as  author- 
ized by  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act,  as  amended.  It  is  anticipated  that 
such  a  program  could  be  accomplished  for  approximately  $5,000  per  intern  including 
overhead  plus  staff  salary.  If  the  salary  of  each  intern  was  paid  half  by  the  center 
and  half  by  the  benefiting  organization,  approximately  90  interns  could  be  placed. 

As  Public  Law  103-226,  "The  Federal  Workforce  Restructuring  Act  of  1994,"  legis- 
latively limits  the  number  of  FTEs  in  the  Federal  Gk)vernment,  the  National  Park 
Service  cannot  commit  that  FTEs  will  be  available  to  be  allocated  in  sufficient  num- 
bers in  fiscal  year  1995  to  perform  or  assist  in  the  performance  of  the  work  that 
is  discussed  in  this  response  but  not  included  in  the  President's  request. 

4.  Question.  How  many  resources  would  you  need  to  institute  an  international  ex- 
change program,  as  authorized  in  Public  Law  101-499?  Would  $250,000  allow  you 
to  begin  a  strong  program,  as  was  contemplated? 

Answer.  To  begin  an  international  exchange  program  in  fiscal  year  1995,  one  less 
than  full-time  equivalent  position  (.5  FTE)  would  be  needed  in  addition  to  personnel 
and  other  support  funding.  It  is  anticipated  that  such  a  program  would  be  operated 
through  an  agreement  with  the  United  States/International  Council  on  Monuments 
and  Sites  (US/ICOMOS)  which  operates  a  similar  program  now.  The  suggested 
$250,000  would  be  adequate  to  begin  such  a  program. 

As  Public  Law  103-226,  "The  Federal  Workforce  Restructuring  Act  of  1994,"  legis- 
latively limits  the  number  of  FTEs  in  the  Federal  Government,  the  National  Park 
Service  cannot  commit  that  FTEs  will  be  available  to  be  allocated  in  sufficient  num- 
bers in  fiscal  year  1995  to  perform  or  assist  in  the  performance  of  the  work  that 
is  discussed  in  this  response  but  not  included  in  the  President's  request. 

5.  Question.  I  further  understand  that  no  construction  funds  were  requested  for 
fiscal  year  1995,  although  the  amount  provided  last  year  ($3  million)  will  not  be  suf- 
ficient to  complete  the  necessary  administrative  and  dormitory  renovations.  What 
additional  resources  will  be  needed  in  fiscal  year  1995  to  continue  this  project? 

Answer.  It  is  not  anticipated  that  any  resources  will  be  necessary  in  fiscal  year 
1995  to  continue  the  project.  It  is  estimated  that  additional  funds  in  the  amount 
of  $3  million  would  be  needed  for  fiscal  year  1996  to  complete  unfinished  work  on 
the  headquarters  as  well  as  to  begin  the  construction  on  the  dormitory.  Even  if  pro- 
vided, the  funds  could  not  be  used  in  fiscal  year  1995. 
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NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE  RIVERS  AND  TRAILS  PROGRAMS 

The  National  Park  Service  (NPS)  River  and  Trails  Conservation  Programs  have 
been  very  instrumental  in  developing  low-cost  alternatives  and  maximum  public 
benefit  to  Federal  ownership  and  conservation  of  rivers  and  trails.  These  programs 
have  also  been  vital  in  bringing  together  local,  State  and  Federal  stakeholders  to 
address  conservation  issues  on  a  collaborative  basis.  Likewise,  the  demand  for  tech- 
nical assistance  is  rapidly  growing  and  there  is  a  large  backlog  of  projects  needing 
assistance. 

1.  Question.  How  many  projects  will  the  $8  million  included  in  the  NPS  budget 
request  fund  during  the  coming  fiscal  year?  How  many  projects  are  currently  under- 
way? What  level  of  funding  would  be  needed  in  fiscal  year  1995  to  complete  all  the 
pending  funding  requests? 

Answer.  Approximately  130  projects  are  currently  underway  within  the  fiscal  year 

1994  appropriation  of  $6,853  million  for  Rivers  and  Trails  Conservation.  We  expect 
to  increase  this  to  140  projects  in  fiscal  year  1995,  if  the  requested  amount  of  $7,309 
million  is  enacted.  Approximately  40  of  these  projects  will  be  "new  starts,"  and  the 
balance  will  be  projects  receiving  continued  assistance.  Projects  typically  need  River 
and  Trails  Conservation  Act  (RTCA)  assistance  over  2  to  3  years  to  become  self-sus- 
taining and  have  the  greatest  likelihood  of  long-term  success. 

The  $7,309  million  included  in  the  NPS  budget  request  for  fiscal  year  1995  in- 
cludes $500,000  to  be  used  in  a  new  initiative  for  6  to  8  urban  projects.  Projects 
in  this  urban  initiative  are  larger  in  scope  and  significantly  more  complex  than  typi- 
cal RTCA  projects,  and  successful  involvement  in  them  would  necessitate  greater 
commitment  of  staff  time  and  program  funds. 

As  of  March  1994,  program  staff  had  received  preliminary  requests  for  fiscal  year 

1995  assistance  from  local  supporters  of  367  conservation  and  recreation  projects. 
At  current  levels  of  assistance,  this  represents  an  8  to  10-year  backlog.  The  special- 
ized approach  used  by  this  program  requires  training  and  mentoring  of  newly  as- 
signed staff  that  would  greatly  diminish  the  effectiveness  of  a  sudden  large  influx 
of  funds.  In  addition,  as  Public  Law  103-226,  "The  Federal  Workforce  Restructuring 
Act  of  1994,"  legislatively  limits  the  number  of  FTEs  in  the  Federal  Government, 
the  National  Park  Service  cannot  commit  that  FTEs  will  be  available  to  be  allocated 
in  sufficient  numbers  in  fiscal  year  1995  to  perform  or  assist  in  the  performance  of 
the  work  that  is  discussed  in  this  response  but  not  included  in  the  President's  re- 
quest. 


Questions  Submitted  by  Senator  Patrick  Leahy 

I  appreciate  the  time  that  the  Park  Service  has  taken  to  come  before  the  Interior 
Subcommittee.  I  am  frustrated,  as  you  probably  are,  knowing  full  well  that  we  will 
not  be  able  to  fund  all  of  the  maintenance,  construction  and  operational  priorities 
that  you  have.  The  Park  Service  is  stretched  as  thin  as  any  organization. 

The  current  ratio  of  Park  Service  rangers  to  visitors  has  grown  to  1:80,000.  The 
maintenance  budget  is  similarly  tight  with  backlogs  stretching  for  many  years.  I 
support  your  recent  efforts  to  increase  revenues,  both  from  park  fees  and  conces- 
sionaire reform,  to  meet  the  demands  that  millions  of  Americans  expect  from  the 
Park  Service.  You  manage  the  treasures  of  America,  and  I  hope  that  you  find  sup- 
port in  Congress,  in  national  park  communities,  and  from  visitors  to  collect  revenues 
and  meet  your  responsibilities  efficiently  and  effectively. 

Thank  you  for  considering  the  request  from  the  New  England  delegation  regard- 
ing the  Boston  office  of  the  Park  Service.  I  also  appreciate  your  efforts  to  address 
the  concerns  a  constituent  of  mine  raised  regarding  housing  and  epidemic  diseases 
in  the  Four  Corners  area  and  Mesa  Verde.  Thank  you  for  your  time  on  these  issues 
and  others.  I  have  a  few  questions  for  the  record. 

LAKE  CHAMPLAIN  SPECIAL  DESIGNATION  ACT 

1.  Question.  The  National  Park  Service  has  been  a  valuable  partner  in  implement- 
ing the  Lake  Champlain  Special  Designation  Act.  This  program  to  conserve  Lake 
Champlain  as  an  internationally  recognized  biosphere  reserve  has  realized  a  num- 
ber of  important  goals  with  the  assistance  of  the  Park  Service.  In  the  past,  funding 
for  Lake  Champlain  has  been  in  the  baseline  funding  for  National  Recreation  and 
Preservation.  How  much  is  budgeted  for  Lake  Champlain  in  the  fiscal  year  1995  Na- 
tional Park  Service  budget?  How  does  the  Park  Service  intend  to  spend  this  money? 

Answer.  At  this  time,  no  specific  amount  has  been  targeted  for  support  of  Lake 
Champlain  recreation  and  cultural  resources  planning.  A  process  has  been  estab- 
lished in  which  the  States  of  Vermont  and  New  York  would  write  a  joint  work  plan 
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and  review  it  with  the  National  Park  Service  in  July.  Funding  is  allocated  in  the 
new  fiscal  year  from  both  the  Lake  Champlain  Basin  Program  and  the  NPS. 

In  fiscal  year  1994,  $250,000  was  provided  for  Lake  Champlain.  In  addition,  a 
portion  of  the  funding  for  the  Joint  River  Commissions  was  set  aside  for  the  Lake 
Chaplain  Basin.  While  no  specific  amount  of  assistance  has  been  determined  at  this 
early  date  in  our  fiscal  year  1995  funding  cycle,  the  Service  has  every  intention  of 
continuing  its  role  in  this  program.  The  NPS  would  like  to  see  the  work  initiated 
in  past  years  completed  and  expects  to  continue  work  on  Lake  Champlain  Bikeways. 

JOINT  RIVER  COMMISSIONS 

2.  Question.  The  Vermont-New  Hampshire  Joint  River  Commissions  have  been  a 
model  of  success  as  a  small  Federal  program  that  has  been  very  well-received  in 
conservative  communities,  has  completed  many  successful  projects,  and  has  pro- 
moted significant  local  action  and  private  fund  leveraging.  Given  the  tremendous 
support  and  success  of  this  program,  it  has  also  included  in  the  baseline  funding. 
How  much  is  budgeted  for  the  Joint  River  Commissions  in  the  fiscal  year  1995  Na- 
tional Park  Service  budget? 

Answer.  In  the  past  3  years,  NPS  has  provided  funding  to  the  Joint  River  Com- 
missions for  support  of  the  Connecticut  River  Partnership  Program.  The  Commis- 
sions were  established  by  the  States  of  New  Hampshire  and  Vermont  and  have  a 
cooperative  agreement  with  the  NPS  which  supports  the  Partnership  Program. 

In  fiscal  year  1994,  $250,000  in  support  was  provided  for  the  Partnership  Pro- 
gram in  the  Connecticut  River  Valley  and  the  Lake  Champlain  Basin.  No  specific 
budget  has  been  set  for  fiscal  year  1995,  but  we  would  like  to  extend  this  program 
to  other  areas  in  the  Region  which  are  prepared  to  take  advantage  of  its  benefits. 

FUNDING  PARK  SERVICE  OVERHEAD 

3.  Question.  I  understand  that  the  Park  Service  must  take  a  certain  amount  of 
funding  from  program  budgets  in  order  to  provide  administrative  and  overhead  sup- 
port in  each  Region.  Is  there  a  standard  formula  that  the  Park  Service  applies  na- 
tionally to  assess  that  amount  taken  for  overhead?  If  there  isn't,  what  is  the  per- 
centage taken  from  programs  to  fund  (a)  the  national  office  and  (b)  each  Regional 
Office  (please  describe  each  Region  individually)?  How  is  this  amount  assessed  for 
the  North  Atlantic  Region?  When  do  you  expect  to  have  a  nationally  consistent  pol- 
icy for  this  issue? 

Answer.  All  funding  required  for  the  administrative  and  overhead  support  of  the 
Washington  and  Regional  Offices  is  requested  directly  in  the  fiscal  year  1995  Budg- 
et Justifications  of  the  National  Park  Service.  Although  some  assessments  were 
made  during  fiscal  year  1993  to  correct  critical  shortfalls  in  central  offiice  funding 
last  year,  that  situation  was  covered  in  a  reprogramming  request  approved  by  the 
appropriation  subcommittees. 

APPALACHIAN  TRAIL  LAND  ACQUISITION 

4.  Question.  It  is  amazing  to  me  that  just  about  any  of  us  on  the  East  Coast  can 
head  west  and  be  guaranteed  of  finding  a  trail  and  open  space  for  a  day  hike,  a 
weekend  trip,  or  a  5-month  expedition.  This  an  impressive  legacy  to  pass  on  to  our 
children,  especially  as  the  pressure  for  development  continues  to  grow.  I  strongly 
support  the  President's  budget  for  land  acquisition.  How  much  money  is  needed  to 
finish  the  job? 

Answer.  Based  on  most  recent  estimates,  it  is  estimated  that  after  fiscal  year 
1994,  $15,045  million  will  be  needed  to  complete  the  land  acquisition  program  at 
the  Appalachian  National  Scenic  Trail. 

RIVERS  AND  TRAILS  FUNDING 

5.  Question.  What  are  the  projects  in  Vermont  targeted  for  fiscal  year  1995  fund- 
ing? What  stage  are  these  projects  currently  in?  How  were  these  projects  identified? 

Answer.  Every  year,  more  projects  are  requested  in  Vermont  than  we  can  support. 
Potential  projects  are  brought  to  our  attention  by  State  or  local  sponsors,  and  we 
select  those  to  receive  assistance  based  on  a  range  of  criteria  and  available  re- 
sources. 

If  the  Rivers,  Trails,  and  Conservation  Assistance  (RTCA)  program  receives  the 
base-level  of  funding  requested  for  fiscal  year  1995,  we  expect  to  be  able  to  take  on 
one  project  in  Vermont. 
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Questions  Submitted  by  Senator  Dennis  DeConcini 

Director  Kennedy,  I  would  like  to  welcome  you  here  today  to  discuss  the  fiscal 
year  1995  budget  now  that  you  have  a  year  as  the  leader  of  the  National  Park  Serv- 
ice under  vour  belt.  I  look  forward  to  working  with  you  on  some  issues  important 
to  national  parks  in  Arizona  as  well  as  the  rest  of  the  Nation  for  the  remainder  of 
my  term.  I  have  always  been  a  strong  supporter  of  the  National  Park  Service  and 
park  needs,  as  has  Chairman  Byrd.  I  am  deeply  concerned  about  the  lack  of  funds 
available  for  infrastructure  needs  at  our  national  parks — at  Grand  Canyon  National 
Park  alone,  there  are  insufficient  visitor  and  toilet  facilities  to  accommodate  the 
overwhelming  number  of  visitors  to  that  park.  I  intend  to  work  with  you  and  the 
National  Park  Service  to  find  innovative  ways  to  fund  these  needed  projects. 

I  would  like  to  submit  some  questions  on  your  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  for 
the  record. 

INVESTMENT  INITIATIVE 

1.  Question.  I  am  pleased  to  see  you  have  listed  the  Glen  Canyon  National  Recre- 
ation Area's  waste  management  program,  waste  disposal  system  and  utility  system 
as  a  priority  investment  for  fiscal  year  1995.  Are  these  funds  sufficient  to  complete 
the  work  required  to  bring  the  facilities  up  to  appropriate  or  mandated  standards? 

Answer.  No,  the  proposed  increase  is  another  step  in  continuing  to  bring  waste 
disposal  systems  and  utility  systems  at  five  developed  areas  into  compliance  with 
State  requirements.  These  remedial  steps  include  increased  boat  pump  outs  at  three 
locations,  improved  fuel  spill  response  at  five  marinas,  and  expanded  overall  litter 
and  rest  room  cleanup  at  Lake  Powell. 

EMPLOYEE  FUTURES 

2.  Question.  Your  emphasis  on  employee  recruitment,  training  and  development, 
and  career  management  is  excellent.  When  do  you  anticipate  that  the  rest  of  the 
NPS  units  in  Arizona  will  be  included  in  the  program? 

Answer.  Nationwide,  all  park  rangers  classified  in  the  GS-025  (Park  Ranger)  Se- 
ries are  included  at  this  time.  The  Ranger  Futures  Working  Group  has  been  ad- 
dressing the  park  ranger  occupation  issue  for  the  past  two  and  a  half  years.  Employ- 
ees in  other  classification  series  are  also  included  in  our  Employee  Futures  Pro- 
gram, however,  the  work  is  not  as  advanced.  The  working  groups  bringing  other  fu- 
tures programs  on-line  are  anticipated  to  complete  their  work  during  the  next  cal- 
endar year,  using  Ranger  Futures  as  a  model.  Only  funding  for  rangers  is  included 
in  our  fiscal  year  1995  Dudget  request. 

CONCESSIONS  MANAGEMENT  INITIATIVE 

3.  Question.  Your  proposed  budget  indicates  that  only  two  parks  will  be  included 
in  the  concessions  management  initiative.  What  criteria  were  used  to  select  these 
two  parks  and  do  you  anticipate  expanding  this  program  to  other  NPS  units? 

Answer.  The  concessions  management  initiative  increase  will  be  distributed  to  33 
parks,  4  Regional  Offices,  and  the  Washington  Office,  as  detailed  on  pages  70-71 
of  the  1995  NPS  Budget  Justifications.  Justifications  by  park  and  Regional  Office 
are  described  in  the  "Analysis  of  Special  Park  Increases"  section  of  the  document. 
All  parks  and  Regions  were  asked  to  identify  their  concessions  management  needs, 
and  all  of  the  needs  identified  are  reflected  in  the  proposed  increase.  We  anticipate 
using  this  same  procedure  for  future  budget  proposals. 

MAINTENANCE 

I  am  encouraged  by  your  increased  request  for  additional  maintenance  dollars. 
Appearance,  access,  and  suitability  of  Park  Service  offices,  work  stations,  and  other 
facilities  are  very  important  to  the  public,  as  well  as  employees.  However,  your  pro- 
posed budget  does  not  address  any  maintenance  initiatives  at  Grand  Canyon  Na- 
tional Park.  This  concerns  me  a  great  deal.  Grand  Canyon  National  Park  has  one 
of  the  highest  visitation  rates  in  the  National  Park  System,  yet  it  has  a  tremendous 
lack  of  proper  facilities  and  maintenance  of  those  facilities. 

4.  Question.  What  criteria  are  used  to  determine  priorities  for  allocation  of  facili- 
ties maintenance  funding?  How  many  other  high  priority  maintenance  projects  are 
included  on  your  maintenance  inventory,  where  are  they  located,  how  much  funding 
is  needed,  and  when  do  you  plan  to  complete  them? 

Answer.  Maintenance  funding  is  one  part  of  overall  park  operational  funding  and 
is  managed  and  controlled  by  both  individual  parks  and  at  the  Regional  Office  level. 
The  amount  of  maintenance  funding  within  the  park  base  is  determined  by  the  su- 
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perintendent,  based  on  needs  identified  by  the  park  staff,  augmented  by  information 
drawn  from  the  Maintenance  Management  System.  For  regionally-managed  funds, 
projects  are  funded  within  parks  based  on  priorities  established  by  each  Regional 
Office.  Criteria  may  vary,  but  usually  include  immediacy  of  problem  and  the  sever- 
ity of  threats  to  resources  and  visitors.  The  Service  estimates  an  operational  mainte- 
nance backlog  of  over  $150  million,  and  a  backlog  of  approximately  $390  million  in 
the  regionally-managed  Repair  and  Rehabilitation  Program.  The  projects  are  located 
throughout  the  Park  System.  The  Service  is  addressing  operational  maintenance 
shortfalls  in  a  systematic  way,  as  highlighted  by  the  increase  of  $47  million  between 
the  fiscal  year  1993  enacted  level  and  the  fiscal  year  1995  request  for  the  mainte- 
nance activity.  This  equates  to  a  increase,  if  enacted,  of  over  13  percent  in  just  2 
years. 

5.  Question.  What  projects  have  you  identified  for  construction  or  maintenance  at 
Grand  Canyon  National  Park?  What  funds  are  dedicated  to  maintenance  at  Grand 
Canyon  National  Park  for  fiscal  year  1995  and  for  what  projects  will  this  funding 
be  used? 

Answer.  Projects  have  been  identified  in  four  primary  categories.  Cyclic  mainte- 
nance, repair  and  rehabilitation,  Federal  Lands  Highway  Program  (FLHP)  construc- 
tion, and  line  item  construction  projects  are  all  addressing  deterioration  of  the 
park's  infrastructure.  Cyclic  projects  include  painting,  reroofing,  road  maintenance, 
utility  line  cleaning,  road  striping,  and  trail  repair.  Repair  and  rehabilitation 
projects  include  improvements  to  the  park's  buildings  (including  rodent  proofing  to 
address  the  Hanta  virus  issue),  utilities,  roads  and  trails.  Work  currently  underway 
or  planned  addresses  antiquated  boilers,  inadequate  backcountry  toilets,  dangerous 
trails,  and  building  safety  code  violations.  FLHP  projects  address  the  major  road  im- 
provement needs  of  the  park  including  rebuilding  and  paving  of  roads.  Line  item 
construction  projects  are  directed  towards  large  deficiencies  that  typically  require 
several  years  to  plan  and  construct.  These  projects  include  improving  the  water 
treatment  system,  reconstruction  of  the  transcanyon  waterline,  replacement  of  hous- 
ing, improving  the  visitor  transportation  system,  construction  of  new  housing,  con- 
structing public  rest  rooms,  closing  the  park's  landfill,  and  constructing  accessibility 
improvements. 

The  park  typically  receives  $350,000  in  cyclic  funds  and  $450,000  in  repair  and 
rehabilitation  each  year  from  Regional  accounts.  These  funds  are  allocated  by 
project  and  provide  a  way  to  resolve  the  most  pressing  deficiencies.  FLHP  projects 
are  currently  underway  or  programmed  to  complete  major  repairs  to  the  South  Rim 
road  system.  Line  item  construction  projects  include  a  housing  infrastructure  project 
($2.1  million)  which  is  scheduled  for  completion  this  year  and  construction  of  22 
housing  units  ($4.5  million)  scheduled  to  begin  this  year.  We  have  requested  the 
continuation  of  this  housing  project  in  fiscal  year  1995  to  complete  the  infrastruc- 
ture and  add  22  more  houses  ($11  million). 

Base  operating  funding  dedicated  to  maintenance  in  fiscal  year  1995  is  antici- 
pated to  be  $3.7  million  or  about  31  percent  of  the  park's  ONPS  operating  budget. 
(This  funding  does  not  include  cyclic  and  repair  and  rehabilitation  project  funding 
of  approximately  $800,000  per  year.)  The  fiscal  year  1995  projects  that  will  be  com- 
pleted with  available  funding  include  painting  of  water  tanks,  painting  of  buildings, 
rodent  proofing  of  buildings,  chip/sealing  of  roads,  trail  repair,  roadway  striping, 
reroofing,  replacement  of  backcountry  toilets,  and  rehabilitation  of  long  neglected 
canyon  overlooks. 

INTERNATIONAL  SHARED  RESOURCE  PROGRAM 

6a.  Question.  Last  year.  Chairman  Byrd  was  good  enough  to  include  $300,000  for 
cooperative  efforts  associated  with  an  international  sister  park  on  the  Arizona-Mex- 
ico border.  This  funding  was  to  be  made  available  to  the  Park  Service  for  coordina- 
tion with  the  University  of  Arizona  and  Organ  Pipe  Cactus  National  Monument. 
What  is  the  status  of  this  effort? 

Answer.  At  the  direction  of  the  Committee,  the  NPS  Office  of  International  Affairs 
transferred  $300,000  to  the  Western  Region  for  Organ  Pipe  National  Monument. 
Organ  Pipe  budgeted  $250,000  for  a  Cooperative  Agreement  with  the  Sonoran  Insti- 
tute (Arizona)  to  produce  a  Sonoran  Desert  Alliance  Action  Plan,  conduct  training 
and  environmental  education  programs,  produce  materials  on  conservation  and  eco- 
nomic development  in  the  area,  and  assess  the  feasibility  of  establishing  a  center 
for  interpreting  the  Region's  natural  and  cultural  features  and  to  encourage  bina- 
tional  research,  and  prepare  a  regional  resource  profile. 

In  addition,  $50,000  is  budgeted  by  Organ  Pipe  for  expenditure  under  an  existing 
Cooperative  Agreement  with  the  University  of  Arizona  in  a  GIS  project  to  inventory 
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and  analyze  the  status  of  mapped  information  of  natural,  cultural,  and  economic  re- 
sources of  the  region  and  preparing  a  report  and  catalog  of  regional  data. 

6b.  Question.  Does  the  Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU)  between  yourself 
and  the  Mexican  Secretariat  of  Development  and  Ecology  adequately  address  man- 
agement, protection,  and  sharing  of  natural  and  cultural  resources  in  the  Organ 
Pipe  Cactus  National  Monument?  Are  additional  funds  needed  to  carry  out  the 
MOU  or  is  another  agreement  necessary? 

Answer.  The  MOU  is  comprehensive  enough  to  serve  with  nations  interests  for 
Organ  Pipe.  An  additional  agreement  with  the  National  Institute  for  Anthropology 
and  History  (INAH)  has  been  cleared  by  the  Department  of  State  and  is  under  con- 
sideration by  the  Government  of  Mexico  to  facilitate  and  strengthen  protection  of 
shared  cultural  resources. 

Additional  funds  could  be  used  to  address  future  and  recurring  cooperative  joint 
projects  with  Mexico;  additional  agreements  are  not  necessary  at  this  time. 

CONSTRUCTION 

7.  Question.  I  have  a  strong  interest  in  providing  adequate  employee  housing  at 
Grand  Canyon  National  Park.  I  worked  for  years  with  Chairman  Byrd  to  appro- 
priate funds  to  the  park  to  alleviate  the  deplorable  housing  conditions  and  for  the 
last  couple  of  years,  funding  has  been  requested  for  this  purpose  in  the  Park  Service 
budget.  What  is  the  status  of  constniction  of  employee  housing?  When  do  you  expect 
to  complete  housing  construction? 

Answer.  An  amount  of  $10.9  million  is  requested  for  housing  at  Grand  Canyon 
in  this  budget.  The  overall  project  will  be  done  in  phases.  All  phases  will  hopefully 
be  completed  by  1999. 

8.  Question.  I  understand  there  may  be  a  need  for  a  facility  at  Grand  Canyon  to 
house  structural  firefighting  equipment,  namely  fire  engines.  I  would  think  this  a 
fairly  high  priority  construction  project,  particularly  if  you  intend  to  respond  to  and 
protect  tne  new  buildings  you  are  constructing.  When  do  you  expect  to  provide  ade- 
quate storage  for  your  firefighting  equipment  and  what  funding  is  required  to  com- 
plete the  project? 

Answer.  Grand  Canyon  does  have  a  need  for  a  building  to  house  the  new  North 
Rim  fire  engine.  Funding  in  the  amount  of  $157,000  is  required  for  the  construction 
of  a  structure  to  provide  space  for  the  fire  engine  and  associate  equipment.  The  con- 
cessioner, TWRS,  will  provide  $30,000  for  completion  of  the  project.  We  cannot  pre- 
dict with  any  confidence  when  funding  for  this  facility  will  be  requested. 

FEDERAL  LANDS  HIGHWAYS  PROGRAM 

I  am  very  concerned  about  the  talk  I  have  heard  of  instituting  a  reservation  sys- 
tem for  private  vehicles  at  Grand  Canyon  National  Park  which,  in  my  opinion, 
would  severely  limit  visitation  opportunities  and  be  detrimental  to  the  park.  I  would 
hope  that  the  Park  Service  would  consider  every  other  alternative  to  alleviate  con- 
gestion in  the  park  before  turning  to  a  reservation  system. 

9.  Question.  Will  the  rehabilitation  project  on  the  South  Rim  roads  alleviate  some 
of  the  traffic  congestion  at  Grand  Canyon  National  Park?  What  are  your  plans  to 
deal  with  this  ever  increasing  problem? 

Answer.  On  a  typical  July  day,  the  Grand  Canyon  will  admit  anywhere  from 
6,500  to  7,000  automobiles  to  the  South  Rim.  Those  drivers  have  to  compete  for 
1,600  parking  spaces  on  the  South  Rim  (133  at  the  visitor  center).  When  they  stop 
searching,  they  park  on  the  side  of  the  road,  get  out  and  walk  along  the  roadside, 
further  complicating  traffic  flow.  To  accommodate  parking  demand  and  continue  an 
automobile-based  park  visit,  an  area  of  approximately  40  acres  would  need  to  be 
cleared. 

Problems  like  this  are  common  throughout  the  National  Park  Service.  The  exist- 
ing road  systems  are  largely  automobile-based  and  overrun  by  increasing  visitation. 
At  Grand  Canyon,  a  General  Management  Plan  is  currently  underway  and  expected 
to  be  completed  by  late  1995.  In  that  planning  effort,  no  limits  on  the  numbers  of 
people  admitted  to  the  South  Rim  are  contemplated.  However,  requiring  some  visi- 
tors to  leave  their  automobiles  outside  the  park  and  ride  mass  transit  is  under  con- 
sideration. Costs  for  the  parking  and  perhaps  the  transit  itself  could  be  borne  by 
the  private  sector.  With  visitation  steadily  increasing,  continuing  to  accommodate 
every  private  automobile  inside  park  boundaries  seems  unfeasible. 

Toward  that  end,  the  road  rehabilitation  project  currently  underway  at  Grand 
Canyon  is  rehabilitating  3  miles  of  South  Rim  roads  and  adding  2  miles  of  bicycle 
trail.  The  fiscal  year  1995  portion  of  this  project  will  rehabilitate  another  2.4  miles 
of  road  in  the  heart  of  the  historic  village,  making  these  roads  strong  enough  for 
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shuttle  buses,  as  well  as  perform  major  maintenance  on  6.7  miles  of  the  South  En- 
trance Road. 

It  is  not  clear  that  a  reservation  system  for  private  vehicles  is  feasible.  Since 
transportation  studies  indicate  that  a  reservation  system  could  be  an  important  ele- 
ment of  future  systems  at  Grand  Canyon,  we  propose  to  analyze  the  feasibility  of 
such  a  system  beginning  in  1995.  The  decision  to  implement  such  a  system  would 
be  implemented  only  after  more  study,  public  input,  and  environmental  compliance 
reviews. 

10.  Question.  On  page  294,  your  budget  mentions  that  "visitation  continues  to 
grow  steadily,  the  frequency  of  19overcrowding'  rises,"  and  that  "innovative  trans- 
portation systems  can  extend  the  carrying  capacity  for  some  parks  and  can  forestall 
the  need  for  setting  limits  on  numbers  of  visitors  in  others."  It  mentions  that  up 
to  $1  million  is  available  for  planning  efforts  underway  at  Grand  Canyon  and  Zion 
National  Parks  in  order  to  choose  a  site  for  implementation  of  an  innovative  trans- 
portation plan.  What  types  of  transportation  ideas  has  the  NPS  come  up  with  and 
what  do  these  plans  entail?  Would  a  transportation  project  of  the  nature  mentioned 
in  your  budget  be  appropriate  for  improving  the  congestion  problem  at  Grand  Can- 
yon NP  and  avoid  the  need  for  resorting  to  a  reservation  system? 

Answer.  The  National  Park  Service  is  considering  numerous  transportation  alter- 
natives that  center  on  diminishing  the  use  of  privately-owned  vehicles  to  explore  our 
most  crowded  parks.  We  are  studying  the  use  of  improved  bus  systems,  tramways 
and  railways.  Various  ways  of  utilizing  rubber-wheeled  vehicles  are  being  analyzed 
as  part  of  the  General  Management  Plan  revision  for  Grand  Canyon  National  Park, 
currently  underway.  However,  no  matter  what  improved  transportation  option 
might  be  selected  for  Grand  Canyon  National  Park,  a  reservation  system  might  still 
be  found  to  be  necessary,  considering  the  enormous  visitation  increases  that  have 
occurred  and  are  expected  to  continue. 

11a.  Question.  Will  the  rehabilitation  on  Lake  Shore  Drive  of  the  Lake  Mead  NRA 
complete  the  necessary  road  work  in  the  NRA? 

Answer.  No,  Lake  Mead  NRA  has  over  250  miles  of  paved  major  mainline  roads 
and  major  spur  roads  leading  to  developed  recreation  areas.  The  Lakeshore  Road 
project  will  address  13  of  these  miles  (completion  is  planned  for  fiscal  year  1998). 
The  only  other  road  project  currently  programmed  at  Lake  Mead  is  an  initial  phase 
of  work  ($3.6  million)  on  the  Northshore  Road  (56  miles,  with  15  additional  miles 
of  connecting  access  roads)  which  is  estimated  at  $51  million. 

lib.  Question.  What  other  road  projects  are  needed  in  NPS  units  in  Arizona, 
where  are  they  located,  how  much  is  needed,  and  when  are  you  planning  to  com- 
plete the  work? 

Answer.  Other  NPS  needs  for  road  work  in  Arizona  as  identified  on  the  Western 
Region  Priority  List,  but  not  yet  scheduled,  include: 

Casa  Grande  Ruins. — Safety  reconstruction,  entrance  road  and  parking,  prelimi- 
nary estimate  of  $0.6  million. 

Chiricahua. — Rehabilitate  main  park  road,  preliminary  estimate  of  $9.3  million. 

Coronado. — Rehabilitate  paved  entrance  road,  preliminary  estimate  of  $0.6  mil- 
lion. 

Lake  Mead. — Road  to  Princess  Cove  improvement,  preliminary  estimate  of  $2.4 
million. 

Organ  Pipe. — Rehabilitate  paved  public  roads,  preliminary  estimate  of  $1.2  mil- 
lion. 

Petrified  Forest. — Replace  Jim  Camp  culvert,  preliminary  estimate  of  $0.3  million. 

Saguaro. — Rehabilitate  Cactus  Forest  Drive,  preliminary  estimate  of  $3.9  million. 

Saguaro. — Rehabilitate  Tucson  Mountain  District  Roads,  preliminary  estimate  of 
$9.5  million. 

Tonto. — Reconstruct  entrance  and  picnic  roads  and  visitor  parking,  preliminary 
estimate  of  $1.8  million. 

GENERAL  MANAGEMENT  PLANS 

12.  Question.  When  do  you  expect  to  complete  the  General  Management  Plan 
(GMP)  for  Grand  Canyon  National  Park?  Specific  funding  is  not  identified  in  the 
fiscal  year  1995  budget  for  Grand  Canyon's  GMP.  What  funds  are  needed  to  com- 
plete this  plan  and  what  funds,  if  any,  have  been  allocated  for  this  project  in  fiscal 
year  1995?  What  major  changes  do  you  anticipate  in  Grand  Canyon  National  Park 
as  a  result  of  the  new  GMP? 

Answer.  We  expect  the  GMP  to  be  completed  by  mid-FY  1996.  We  will  fund  the 
Grand  Canyon  GMP  in  fiscal  year  1995,  but  the  amount  will  depend  on  the  amount 
of  fiscal  year  1995  appropriations,  and  the  final  determination  of  Service  priorities 
for  GMPs.  At  this  time,  $400,000  is  the  estimated  amount  to  complete  the  Grand 
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Canyon  National  Park  GMP.  Two  major  aspects  of  the  GMP  affecting  the  South  Rim 
area  are  with  movement  of  people  in  some  type  of  people  movers  other  than  the 
family  car,  and  redevelopment  to  reflect  the  historic  period  rather  than  the  random 
development  over  the  recent  past.  We  are  still  working  on  the  plan  and  expect  to 
get  it  out  for  public  review  late  this  year. 

PUBLIC/PRIVATE  PARTNERSHIP 

Director  Kennedy,  I  know  you  have  had  meetings  and  correspondence  with  the 
Grand  Canyon  Natural  History  Association  on  the  possibility  of  establishing  a  pub- 
lic/private partnership  to  fund  needed  projects  in  the  park  to  be  identified  by  the 
park's  General  Management  Plan.  I  think  this  presents  a  wonderful  opportunity  to 
bring  in  critically  needed  funding  from  private  sources  to  supplement  Federal  fund- 
ing to  fund  infrastructure  at  one  of  our  national  treasures — the  Grand  Canyon. 
Presently,  conditions  and  visitor  services  there  are  in  a  sorry  state  because  of  a  lack 
of  available  funds.  In  order  to  get  the  public/private  partnership  concept  moving  for- 
ward at  Grand  Canyon,  a  source  of  funding  for  the  park  needs  to  be  identified. 
There  has  been  a  great  deal  of  consideration  of  a  surcharge  on  vehicles  entering  the 
park  with  the  proceeds  used  as  a  match  for  private  donations. 

13.  Question.  If  I  am  not  mistaken,  you  have  expressed  enthusiastic  support  for 
this  idea.  Are  you  still  supportive  of  this  concept?  Do  you  have  other  suggestions 
for  deriving  funds  other  than  a  per  vehicle  surcharge? 

Answer.  The  Service  fully  supports  the  possibility  of  a  public/private  partnership 
to  fund  needed  projects  at  Grand  Canyon  National  Park.  A  surcharge  on  vehicles 
entering  the  park  might  produce  the  dual  benefits  of  raising  funds  and  encouraging 
motorists  to  use  alternate  means  of  transportation.  However,  we  have  not  yet  fully 
analyzed  the  feasibility  of  such  a  surcharge.  But  something  similar  could  be  accom- 
plished if  Senate  bill  2121  were  passed  as  proposed  by  the  Administration.  Senate 
bill  2121  would  provide  for  a  portion  of  park  entrance  fees  to  be  deposited  in  a  "Na- 
tional Park  Renewal  Fund"  and  allocated  for  infrastructure  needs  at  parks.  If  this 
provision  were  to  become  law,  and  if  entrance  fees  were  commensurate  with  the 
value  received  by  visitors  to  the  Grand  Canyon,  it  could  make  a  substantial  con- 
tribution toward  paying  the  costs  of  badly  needed  park  improvements.  We  are  evalu- 
ating the  feasibility  of  establishing  a  "friends"  organization  at  Grand  Canyon,  simi- 
lar to  those  established  at  other  parks  for  the  purpose  of  raising  funds.  One  of  the 
high  priorities  for  the  new  superintendent  at  Grand  Canyon  will  be  to  examine  this 
and  other  possibilities  for  meeting  the  critical  infrastructure  needs  at  the  park. 


Questions  Submitted  by  Senator  Dale  Bumpers 

HOT  springs  national  PARK 

Mr.  Kennedy,  I  continue  to  be  concerned  about  the  rapid  deterioration  of  the  bath- 
houses at  Hot  Springs  National  Park.  These  historic  landmarks  are  in  disgraceful 
condition  and  I  am  concerned  that  they  will  continue  to  deteriorate  unless  imme- 
diate action  is  taken  to  stabilize  them. 

1.  Question.  What  is  the  Park  Service  doing  to  protect  and  preserve  these  historic 
bathhouses? 

Answer.  The  National  Park  Service  is  committed  to  the  long-term  preservation  of 
the  historic  structures  and  facilities  of  the  Bathhouse  Row  Historic  District,  includ- 
ing the  vacant  bathhouses.  This  fiscal  year  the  Service  has  completed  renovations 
to  the  historic  headquarters  building,  located  at  the  south  end  of  Bathhouse  Row, 
and  plans  to  complete  the  exterior  and  interior  rehabilitation  of  the  Superior  and 
Hale  Bathhouses,  at  the  north  end,  later  this  year.  In  addition,  the  Service  has  of- 
fered three  other  vacant  bathhouses,  the  Quapaw,  Ozark  and  Maurice  for  lease:  the 
lessee  would  be  responsible  for  rehabilitation  work.  If  we  are  unsuccessful  in  secur- 
ing help  from  the  private  sector  in  our  historic  property  leasing  program,  and  Na- 
tional Park  Service  funding  is  not  available  for  complete  rehabilitation,  we  will  very 
probably  "mothball"  the  vacant  bathhouses.  This  will  preserve  the  structures  and 
allow  visitors  to  view  the  exteriors,  but  the  vacant  bathhouses  will  not  contain  any 
business  operations,  nor  be  open  to  the  public.  Subject  to  fiscal  constraints  and 
other  National  Park  Service  priorities,  the  Service  will  do  everything  necessary  to 
stabilize  and  preserve  the  vacant  bathhouses. 

2.  Question.  How  much  will  it  cost  to  rehabilitate  them?  Can  you  provide  me  with 
a  breakdown  of  the  stabilization  costs  for  each  bathhouse? 

Answer.  The  Denver  Service  Center  has  prepared  the  following  detailed  cost  esti- 
mates for  rehabilitation  of  the  bathhouses  and  related  facilities: 
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COST  ESTIMATES  FOR  REHABILITATION  OF  BATHHOUSES  AND  RELATED  FACILITIES— FIRST  YEAR 

[In  thousands  of  dollars] 

Item  Planning  Construction 

GMP  amendment  $75 

Lead  paint  abatement 592  $5,757 

Stabilize  bathhouses  475  3,250 

Landscaping  150  800 

Total,  first  year 1.292  9,807 

a.  The  GMP  Amendment  will  address  the  use  of  the  Lamar  Bathhouse  for  park 
administrative  use  and  how  or  whether  to  preserve  the  disintegrating  Maurice 
Bathhouse. 

b.  Provide  lead-based  paint  abatement  which  needs  to  be  accomplished  as  part  of 
the  total  rehabilitation  of  the  vacant  bathhouses. 

c.  Complete  exterior  rehabilitation/stabilization  of  the  Quapaw  Bathhouse  and 
partially  complete  work  on  the  Ozark  Bathhouse.  This  work  will  include  the  preven- 
tion of  ground,  surface  and  flood  water  intrusion,  ventilation  of  interior  hot  spring 
vapors  and  repair/replacement  of  the  roof  system  and  skylights  and  related  architec- 
tural and  structural  repairs. 

d.  Continue  landscape  work  on  the  Arlington  Lawn  and  Grand  Promenade  areas. 

COST  ESTIMATES  FOR  REHABILITATION  OF  BATHHOUSES  AND  RELATED  FACILITIES— SECOND  YEAR 

[In  thousands  of  dollars] 

Item  Planning  Construction 

Rehabilitate  Lamar  Bathhouse  $500  $3,500 

Landscaping  75  600 

Total,  second  year 575  4,100 

a.  Complete  rehabilitation  of  the  Lamar  Bathhouse  for  administrative  uses  and 
visitor  contact  station,  as  determined  in  the  GMP  Amendment. 

b.  Initiate  landscaping  on  Bathhouse  Row. 

COST  ESTIMATES  FOR  REHABILITATION  OF  BATHHOUSES  AND  RELATED  FACILITIES— THIRD  YEAR 

[In  thousands  of  dollars] 

Item  Planning  Construction 

Stabilize  bathhouses  $500  $3,500 

Landscaping 150  1,200 

Total,  third  year 650  4,700 

a.  Complete  stabilization  of  the  Ozark  and  Maurice  Bathhouses,  including  struc- 
tural stabilization  and  treatment  of  the  exterior,  including  floodproofing,  mecnanical 
ventilation,  and  repair  of  doors,  windows  and  walls. 

b.  Complete  rehabilitation  of  the  Grand  Promenade. 

3.  Question.  To  date,  how  much  has  been  spent  on  restoring  them? 

Answer.  Since  1986,  a  total  of  $12,663,000  in  construction  funding  has  been  ap- 
propriated by  Congress  for  the  rehabilitation  of  the  bathhouses  and  related  facilities 
on  Bathhouse  Row,  including  the  administration  building,  landscaping,  flood  preven- 
tion and  utilities,  as  well  as  the  conversion  of  the  Fordyce  Bathhouse  to  the  park 
visitor  center.  The  Service  also  produced  exhibits  and  a  film  on  the  bathhouses  for 
the  visitor  center. 

4a.  Question.  I  understand  that  the  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administra- 
tion (OSHA),  after  conducting  lead  monitoring  tests  in  the  Superior  and  Hale  Bath- 
houses, has  concluded  that  they  are  contaminated  by  lead  and  that  the  contractor 
must  set  up  decontamination  facilities  for  his  workers.  How  much  will  it  cost  to  set 
up  the  decontamination  facility? 

Answer.  The  contractor  working  in  the  Hale  and  Superior  Bathhouses  had  in- 
cluded in  his  contract  the  removal  of  lead-based  paint  from  all  windows  and  doors. 
He  was  accomplishing  the  work  in  what  appeared  to  be  a  satisfactory  manner.  A 
visit  by  OSHA,  however,  determined  otherwise  and  OSHA  is  now  preparing  viola- 
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tion  notices  with  probable  fines.  The  contractor  has  since  removed  his  personnel 
from  interior  work  on  the  buildings  and  constructed  additional  wash  and  cleanup 
areas  outside  the  buildings.  He  has  also  moved  the  construction  site  office  from  the 
lobby  of  the  building  to  a  trailer  office  on  site.  The  cost  changes  of  these  actions 
to  the  contract  are  being  prepared. 

4b.  Question.  What  is  the  total  cost  of  removing  the  lead-paint  from  these  two 
bathhouses? 

Answer.  For  the  contractor  to  complete  his  contracted  work  requires  either  partial 
or  total  removal  of  the  lead-based  paint.  Partial  removal  will  leave  a  future  problem. 
Selection  of  partial  versus  total  removal  is  related  to  cost.  The  contractor  has  given 
a  preliminary  cost  estimate  for  total  removal  of  $995,071.  We  believe  this  is  high. 
This  cost  is  also  too  high  for  the  paint  removal  project  to  be  considered  as  a  change 
order  to  the  original  contract.  (The  original  contract  cost  is  $1.4  million.)  Stopping 
the  contractor's  work  for  another  contract  to  be  let  on  the  lead-based  paint  removal 
would  also  be  costly,  and  create  a  delay  in  the  contractor  accomplishing  the  work 
identified  in  his  present  contract.  The  delay,  however,  may  not  be  as  significant  now 
as  only  a  week  ago  because  Belz  Enterprises,  Inc.,  the  company  which  was  to  nego- 
tiate a  lease  for  the  Hale  and  Superior  Bathhouses,  has  withdrawn  from  the  leasing 
program. 

4c.  Question.  Will  the  lead  also  have  to  be  removed  from  the  exterior? 

Answer.  There  is  in  all  likelihood  lead-based  paint  on  the  exteriors  of  the  bath- 
houses. The  Superior  is  mostly  brick,  however,  while  the  Hale  is  painted  stucco.  It 
appears  some  of  the  Hale  stucco  can  be  encapsulated  with  new  paint.  The  remain- 
der will  need  to  be  removed.  On  walls  where  the  stucco  is  loose,  the  stucco  and  the 
paint  will  need  to  be  removed. 

4d.  Question.  Is  there  money  in  your  contingency  fund  to  pay  for  this  lead  abate- 
ment project?  Will  the  existing  contractor  be  able  to  perform  this  work  or  will  you 
need  to  find  a  new  contractor?  Do  you  have  estimates  on  how  much  it  will  cost  to 
remove  the  lead  paint  from  the  other  bathhouses? 

Answer.  There  is  funding  available  to  remove  the  lead-based  paint.  The  existing 
contractor,  a  minority  business  (8A)  contractor,  could  possibly  be  selected  to  remove 
the  lead-based  paint.  Preliminary  cost  estimates  to  remove  the  lead-based  paint 
from  the  other  vacant  bathhouses  are: 

Maurice  $1,035,000 

Quapaw 1,290,000 

Ozark  825,000 

Lamar  935,000 

Total  4,085,000 

We  reemphasize  that  these  are  only  preliminary  cost  estimates.  Moreover,  from 
information  we  are  gathering  regarding  recently  promulgated  OSHA  lead-based 
paint  regulations,  and  upcoming  EPA  lead-based  paint  regulations,  these  costs  could 
be  considerably  underestimated. 

5.  Question.  What  steps  are  you  taking  to  lease  the  Quapaw,  Ozark  and  Maurice 
Bathhouses? 

Answer.  The  Request  for  Proposals  (RFP)  for  leasing  the  Maurice,  Quapaw  and 
Ozark  Bathhouses  is  now  available.  The  buildings  are  being  advertised  "as  is."  If 
we  receive  no  satisfactory  proposals,  we  would  then  commence  basic  rehabilitation 
on  the  buildings  to  the  limit  of  available  funding,  which  is  $1.7  million. 
"Mothballing"  the  buildings  would  then  be  considered,  and  other  avenues  of  reha- 
bilitating and  using  the  buildings  would  be  explored.  RFP  responses  are  August  1, 
1994. 

6.  If  you  put  out  a  Request  for  Proposal  for  these  three  bathhouses,  will  the  re- 
quest include  a  commitment  by  the  Park  Service  to  make  structural  repairs  to  the 
bathhouses?  If  not,  why  not? 

Answer.  Attempting  to  lease  the  Maurice,  Quapaw  and  Ozark  Bathhouses  "as  is" 
will  obviate  structural  repairs  by  the  National  Park  Service.  If  so  leased,  this  will 
allow  available  funding  to  be  used  to  further  the  implementation,  repair  or  correc- 
tion of  other  needs  to  the  buildings  or  the  features  in  the  cultural  landscape  of  the 
national  historic  district  (Bathhouse  Row).  This  could  include  two  comfort  stations, 
grounds,  lawns,  and  walks.  If  one  or  more  of  the  bathhouses  is  not  leased,  this  fund- 
ing could  also  be  used  on  them,  although  it  would  allow  only  basic  structural  re- 
pairs. The  Denver  Service  Center  is  pursuing  basic  design  work  for  roofs  and  struc- 
tural/floodproofing  rehabilitation  on  the  Quapaw  and  Ozark;  repair  of  the  dome  on 
the  Quapaw;  and  ventilation  of  the  Quapaw  and  Ozark.  No  design  work  is  currently 
being  considered  for  the  Maurice. 
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7.  Question.  The  Administration's  budget  contains  $60,000  for  one  full-time  em- 
ployee to  coordinate  concessions  management  responsibilities  for  both  Hot  Springs 
National  Park  and  Buffalo  National  River.  Both  these  parks  already  have  staff 
members  overseeing  concession  operations.  Why  is  there  a  need  for  another  person? 
If  this  new  position  is  added  what  will  happen  to  those  staff  members  already  per- 
forming these  duties?  How  will  this  individual  divide  his  or  her  time  between  the 
two  parks? 

Answer.  The  concession  management  responsibilities  at  Hot  Springs  National 
Park  are  managed  by  the  park's  management  assistant  as  a  collateral  duty.  The 
park  does  not  nave  a  full-time  concession  management  employee.  The  collateral 
duty  employee  oversees  the  Libby  Memorial.  Buckstaff  Bathhouse,  and  Mountain 
Tower  concession  contracts.  Additionally,  when  the  three  empty  bathhouses  are 
leased,  this  person  will  also,  in  all  probability,  oversee  the  concession  responsibil- 
ities associated  with  the  historic  leases. 

The  concession  management  responsibilities  at  Buffalo  National  River  are  man- 
aged by  the  park's  concession  analyst.  This  employee  oversees  the  concession  duties 
associated  with  29  concession  permits  and  1  concession  contract.  The  permits  au- 
thorize canoe  and  boat  rentals,  and  the  contract  authorizes  a  food,  beverage  and 
lodging  operation.  The  workload  in  renewing  these  permits  and  contract  is  often  in- 
tense. 

The  new  position  will  primarily  accomplish  the  concession  management  respon- 
sibilities at  Hot  Springs  National  Park.  However,  the  incumbent  will  also  assist  the 
concession  analyst  at  Buffalo  National  River  in  managing  the  concession  permits 
and  contract  by  assisting  with  evaluations  (preseason,  quarterly  and  end  of  season), 
and  in  renewing  the  permits  and  contract.  The  added  professional  assistance  would 
ensure  the  park's  resources  are  protected  and  that  the  Government  receives  a  fair 
return  from  the  concessionaires.  The  permits  are  renewed  on  a  4-year  cycle  and  the 
contract  on  a  5-year  cycle. 

HOT  SPRINGS  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECT 

8.  Question.  Mr.  Kennedy,  on  March  4,  1994,  the  mayor  of  Hot  Springs,  Arkansas, 
submitted  an  alternative  flood  control  proposal  to  the  National  Park  Service.  The 
plan  calls  for  the  building  of  a  channel  between  the  northeast  slop  of  West  Moun- 
tain and  the  backs  of  the  buildings  on  the  west  side  of  Central  Avenue.  Have  you 
reviewed  the  plan?  When  can  the  city  expect  to  have  a  response  from  the  National 
Park  Service  on  the  proposal? 

Answer.  The  NPS  (Southwest  Region)  responded  to  the  proposals  by  letter — dated 
June  8,  1994 — a  copy  of  which  follows: 
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LETTER  FROM  THE  NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 
SOUTH  WEST^  REGION 
L7  619(SWR-REC) 

08JUI  I9M 

il 
Honorable  Helen  Selig  v  >U^ 

Mayor,  City  ot   Hot  Springs  '^ 

Post  Office  Box  700  > 

Hot  Springs,  Arkansas  71902  ,     -•' 

Dear  Mayor  Selig: 

This  responds  to  the  City  of  Hot  Springs  request  for  our  review 
of  the  "Hot  Springs  AR  Concept  of  Flood  Control  Channel 
Downtown,"  dated  March  1994.  The  following  comments  are  provided 
on  a  technical  assistance  basis. 

We  believe  that  a  modified  version  of  the  channel  alternative 
merits  further  consideration  within  the  scope  of  the  Hot  Springs 
Flood  Control  Study,  recognizing  that  the  information  in  the 
channel  alternative  plan  is  conceptual  in  nature  and  is  not  based 
on  full  analysis.   Drawings  in  the  plan  are  not  to  scale  and  are 
representational  only.   However,  the  drawings  reflect  a  project 
that  is  much  grander  in  scope  than  ve  had  visualized. 

We  had  envisioned,  and  would  support  additional  study  of,  a 
drainage  channel  with  a  grated  covering  which  would  accommodate 
one-way  delivery  traffic  behind  the  commercial  buildings  along 
Central  Avenue,  i.e.,  an  access  alley.   Delivery  vehicles  could 
enter  uphill  and  merge  easily  with  traffic  downhill,  or  vice 
versa.   This  would  avoid  or  minimize  disturbance  of  Hot  Springs 
National  Park  lands  and  properties  within  the  Central  Avenue 
Historic  District. 

Our  intent  is  also  to  avoid  or  minimize  removal  of  bedrock  and 
the  need  to  cut  into  the  rock  face  and  slopes  of  West  Mountain. 
As  you  are  aware.  West  Mountain  is  subject  to  slides;  and  we  are 
concerned  with  slope  stability,  safety,  and  ongoing  operation  and 
maintenance  issues. 

Further  development  of  a  channel  alternative  should  be  guided  by 
the  enclosed  comments  and  recommendations.   These  comments  were 
compiled  with  input  from  National  Park  Service  and  other-agency 
reviewers  who  have  been  involved  in  the  Hot  Springs  Flood  Control 
Study. 

We  believe  that  the  channel  alternative,  as  well  as  other 
reasonable  alternatives  (including  alternatives  utilizing  Central 
Avenue  as  discussed  in  the  National  Park  Service  report  of 
September  30,  1993,  "Hot  Springs  Flood  Mitigation  Proposal"), 
should  be  subject  to  the  same  level  of  analysis  of  engineering 
and  hydrologic  feasibility,  cost  and  environmental  impact.   This 
will  allow  for  realistic  and  valid  comparisons  among 
alternatives. 

A  factor  which  has  recently  emerged  and  must  be  considered  in  all 
future  plans  for  flood  control  in  Hot  Springs  is  the  stability  of 
the  Creek  Arch.   The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  recently  examined  the 
Creek  Arch  and  will  provide  their  official  findings  to  Hot 
Springs  National  Park  in  the  near  future.   However,  the 
unofficial  finding  was  that  there  may  be  structural  problems  with 
the  walls  of  the  Creek  Arch  (undercutting)  which  will  have  to  be 
addressed. 
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W«  remain  committed  to  working  with  the  study  team  and  the 
Technical  Advisory  Panel  in  defining  or  refining  an  effective 
flood  control  plan  that  meets  project  purposes  while  allowing  the 
National  Park  Service  to  appropriately  exercise  its  stewardship 
responsibilities.         , 

We  look  forward  to  a  continued  cooperative  effort  in  this  regard. 

Sincerely, 


■z<:n 


M 


egional  Director, 
Southwest  Region 


Enclosure 

cc: 

Superintendent,  Hot  Springs,  w/c  enc. 

Colonel  Stanley  G.  Phernambucq,  w/c  enc. 
District  Engineer,  Vicksburg  District 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
2101  North  Frontage  Road 
Vicksburg,  Mississippi  39180-5191 

Ms.  Cathy  Buford  Slater,  w/c  enc. 
Arkansas  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
1500  Tower  Building,  323  Center  Street 
Little  Rock,  Arkansas  72201 

Mr.  Charles  Stone,  w/c  enc. 
Geological  Supervisor 
Arkansas  Geological  Commission 
Vardelle  Parhan  Geology  Center 
3815  West  Roosevelt  Road 
Little  Rock,  Arkansas   72204 

Water  Resources  Division,  w/c  enc. 
U.S.  Geological  Survey 
2301  Federal  Office  Building 
Little  Rock,  Arkansas  72201-3287 

bcc  * 

Bill  Werrell,  Water  Resources  Division,  Fort  Collins,  w/c  enc. 
Jake  Hoogland,  WASO-774,  w/c  enc. 
Mary  Bradford,  DD,  SWRO,  w/c  enc.^ 
Virginia  Salazar,  R,  SWRO,  w/c  enc. 
Neil  Mangum,  RCH,  SWRO,  w/c  enc. 
Sam  Kunkle/Bob  Krumenaker,  RNR,  SWRO,  w/c  enc. 
Doug  Faris,  DP,  SWRO,  w/c  enc. 
Kevin  Brandt,  DP,  SWRO,  w/c  enc. 

Mary  Hazel  (Plan  Review  copy),  DP,  SWRO,  w/c  enc. 
.^ave  Donohue,  AB,  SWRO,  w/c  enc. 
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OBNBRAL  COKMEMTS 


T«*^«»^>*-ion  from  the  forthcoming  Bureau  of  Reclamation  report 
con^Sniig  tie°staE!u?y  of  the'creek  Arch  should  be  incorporated 
into  the  Hot  Springs  Flood  Control  Study. 

m-honah  we  believe  that  a  channel  alternative  merits  further 
cinsISera?!oS^ii  the  Hot  Springs  Flood  Control  Study,  we  also 
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believe  that  the  channel  alternative  depicted  in  the  report 
should  be  aodified  to  eliminate  or  minimize  impacts  to  par)c  lands 
and  to  the  Central  Avenue  Historic  District. 

We  recommend  that  a  channel  alternative,  as  well  as  all  other 
reasonable  alternatives  including  those  utilizing  Central  Avenue, 
be  subject  to  the  same  level  of  analysis  for  engineering 
feasibility,  cost,  and  environmental  impact.   We  advocate  an 
objective  and  informed  study  process  so  as  to  realistically 
compare  alternatives. 

It  should  also  be  noted  that  the  channel  alternative  deals 
primarily  with  the  symptoms  of  the  problem,  not  the  causes. 
Flooding  along  Central  Avenue  purportedly  has  increased  over  the 
years.   It  is  our  understanding  that  the  primary  causes  are: 

(a)  increased  urbanization  (impervious  surfaces)  in  the 
watershed; 

(b)  the  inadequacy  of  the  Creek  Arch  to  contain  increasing 
amounts  of  runoff;  and, 

(c)  the  increased  elevation  of  Central  Avenue  through 
repeated  repaving  without  removal  of  previous  layers. 

Alternatives  utilizing  Central  Avenue  like  those  depicted  in  the 
National  Park  Service  (NPS)  report  of  September  1993,  while 
admittedly  not  perfect,  attempted  to  deal  more  directly  with  the 
causes  of  the  problem.   Layers  of  Central  Avenue  would  be  removed 
so  that  flood  waters  would  be  less  likely  to  invade  adjacent 
businesses. 

The  following  recommendations,  which  are  strongly  supported  by 
the  NPS,  have  also  been  made  to  address  flooding  issues  in  Hot 
Springs: 

-  adopt  a  flood  warning  system  as  soon  as  possible  that 
would  trigger  community  action  in  flood  situations; 

-  institute  requirements  that  any  development  (construction 
or  reconstruction)  proposed  in  the  watershed  drainage  area 
Include  holding  ponds  or  some  system  of  containing  runoff 
temporarily  (The  NPS  will  continue  to  restore  properties  it 
acquires  in  the  watershed  to  a  more  natural  condition  to 
assist  in  correcting  runoff  problems.);  and, 

-  encourage  private  property  owners  in  the  flood-prone  area 
to  floodproof  buildings  and  properties  to  reduce  flood 
damage  as  much  as  possible.   (The  NPS  has  been  Incorporating 
floodproof Ing  measures  in  its  maintenance  and  rehabilitation 
projects  along  Bathhouse  Row  for  many  years  and  will 
continue  to  do  so.) 

It  should  be  noted  that  selection  and  implementation  of  the 
channel  alternative  would  likely  require  specific  legislative 
authority  if  any  land  from  Hot  Springs  National  Park  is  needed 
for  flood  control  purposes. 

SPECIFIC  C0MMBMT8 

Park  Boundary 

The  channel  alternative  depicts  the  use  of  an  undetermined  amount 
of  land  from  Hot  Springs  National  Park,  and  there  appears  to  be 
some  confusion  as  to  where  the  park  boundary  is  in  relation  to 
private  lands  in  the  proposed  project  area. 
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The  exact  location  of  the  park  boundary  must  be  detemined  on  the 
ground  in  order  to  evaluate  how  nuch  of  the  parX  would  be 
impacted,  how  nuch  of  the  Dountain  would  need  to  be  removed,  and 
how  much  property  from  the  Central  Avenue  Historic  District  would 
be  needed. 

Oeohydrology 

From  a  geohydrologic  perspective,  there  is  a  major  difference 
between  the  NP5  proposal  of  modifying  Central  Avenue  and  the 
channel  alternative.   Central  Avenue  alternatives  would  require 
excavation  down  Central  and  Broadway  by  removal  of  loose  alluvial 
material  as  opposed  to  the  channel  alternative  which  would 
require  removal  of  consolidated  bedrock. 

The  hydrologic  difference  is  that  the  bedrock  can  contain 
pressure  of  the  hot  springs  flow  system.   Central  Avenue 
alternatives  might  require  some  bedrock  removal,  but  most 
material  removed  would  be  loose  alluvial  material. 

Vertical  Wall  Stability/Visual  Impacts 

The  geology  along  the  proposed  route  of  the  channel  alternative 
consists  of: 

(a)  steeply  northward-dipping  novaculite  and  shale  of 
the  (overturned)  massive  Arkansas  Novaculite  on  the 
north  end; 

(b)  steeply  northward-dipping  massive  sandstone  and 
conglomerate  with  some  soft  shale  of  the  Hot  Springs 
Sandstone  (overturned)  in  the  north-central  part;  and, 

(c)  crumpled  and  faulted  to  gently  deformed  shale  and 
sandstone  of  the  Stanley  Shale,  with  overlying  thln-to- 
thick  colluvial  cobbles  and  soil,  and  locally  man-made 
fill  accumulations  In  the  central  part  and  to  the 
south. 

It  should  be  noted  that  all  portions  of  the  study  area  have  some 
potential  for  landslides.   Two  such  slides  have  been  documented: 
the  1966  landslide  at  the  old  Southern  Club  by  Robert  McElwaine 
and  the  1984  landslide  at  the  Arlington  Hotel  by  W.  V.  Bush  and 
John  David  McFarland  III.   Several  smaller  landslide  detachments 
have  occurred  in  this  area  in  recent  times.   Most  of  these  slides 
have  occurred  at  the  toe  of  a  hill  or  exposure  that  has  been 
partially  excavated.   Ancient  landslides  are  Indicated  on  the 
eastern-southeastern  slopes  of  West  Mountain  by  the  scarps  and 
declivities  in  the  talus. 

The  slide  potential  of  West  Mountain  appears  to  have  serious 
implications  for  construction  and  long-term  safety. 

Also,  we  understand  that  a  proposal  developed  during  the  1950 's 
and  the  1960's  to  construct  a  street  behind  the  Central  Avenue 
Historic  District  was  not  accomplished  because  the  mountain  was 
considered  unstable.   This  proposal,  called  the  "Whippoorwill" 
project,  should  be  researched  since  it  could  contribute 
Information  to  the  study  process. 

The  channel  alternative  would  require  cutting  back  the  face  of 
West  Mountain.   Two  issues  related  to  this  action  are:   (1)  the 
stability  of  the  rock  face  and  (2)  removal  of  the  natural 
mountain  slope  to  create  a  vertical  wall  which  will  be  highly 
visible  from  within  Hot  Springs  National  Park,  especially  from 
Bathhouse  Row,  and  would  be  a  new  visual  setting  for  the  Central 
Avenue  Historic  District. 
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studios  should  b«  conducted  to  d«t«rwin«  if  the  vortical 
wall  is  practical  or  if  it  will  be  necessary  to  slope  the 
wall  back  to  the  west  (onto  parX  property?).   The  native 
bedrock  has  been  severely  stressed  by  geologic  forces  which 
have  uplifted  the  formations  to  near  vertical.   Severe 
fracturing  of  the  fornationB  is  to  be  expected,  and  this 
relates  to  slope  stability. 

Even  if  the  geologists  and  engineers  find  that  a  vertical 
wall  is  acceptable  from  a  stability  standpoint,  new  cuts  on 
the  nountain  will  be  visible  from  Central  Avenue,  from 
Bathhouse  Row  and  the  Promenade,  and  from  the  Central  Avenue 
Historic  District.   If  the  face  of  west  Mountain  requires 
plastering,  who  will  be  responsible  for  maintenance?   Would 
rock  bolts  and  wire  mesh  adeqxiately  buttress  large  cuts? 
What  kinds  of  construction  techniques  would  be  feasible 
where  blasting  is  not  appropriate?  Blasting  may  fracture 
bedrock  and  release  water  pressure  and  could  also  cause 
problems  in  nearby  structures. 

Central  Avenue  and  Bathhouse  Rov  Historic  Districts 

The  Hot  Springs  Central  Avenue  Historic  District  was  placed  on 
the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  in  1988.   It  abuts  the 
proposed  channel  alternative  from  immediately  south  of  Prospect 
Street  on  the  south  to  north  of  the  intersection  of  Whlttington 
and  Park  Streets. 

The  Bathhouse  Row  Historic  District  was  listed  as  a  National 
Historic  Landmark  in  1987. 

Potential  impacts  to  these  significant  historic  districts  must  be 
considered  in  further  development  of  the  channel  alternative  or 
Central  Avenue  alternatives.  Adverse  impacts  would  need  to  be 
avoided  or  mitigated. 

The  determination  of  the  area  of  potential  effect  (APE) ,  pursuant 
to  36  CFR  800. 2e  of  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic 
Preservation's  regulations,  must  be  carefully  considered  in  order 
to  adequately  analyze  impacts  to  the  historic  districts.   As 
stated  by  the  Arkansas  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
(letter  of  May  10,  1994),  the  APE  should  include  all  alternative 
locations  for  the  following: 

1)  all  elements  of  the  undertaking; 

2)  where  the  undertaking  nay  result  in  ground  disturbance; 

3)  which  elements  of  the  undertaking,  such  as  structures  or 

land  disturbance,  may  be  visible;  and, 

4)  where  the  activity  may  result  in  changes  in  traffic 

patterns,  land  use,  public  access,  setting,  etc. 

The  proposal  could  have  potentially  adverse  effects  on  the 
character  of  the  Central  Avenue  Historic  District's  setting.   For 
instance,  concrete  facings/stabilizer  slopes  will  be  visible  and 
could  detract  from  the  historic  ambiance  of  the  downtown  historic 
district. 

Continued  coordination  with  the  State  Historic  Preservation 
Officer  will  be  needed  to  ensure  full  compliance  with  the 
requirements  of  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic 
Preservation  Act. 

Technical  Advisory  Panel 

Whatever  effort  is  undertaken,  we  will  need  to  maintain  the 
Technical  Advisory  Panel  and  follow  their  recommendations,  e.g.. 
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preparation  of  a  white  paper  with  "Go/Ho  Go"  criteria  and 
completion  of  any  specific  studies  needed  prior  to  construction. 

CoDauiiity  Disruption/Othor  Resource  Impacts 

We  note  that  the  channel  alternative  is  potentially  as  disruptive 
to  businesses  and  visitors  during  construction  as  alternatives 
utilizing  Central  Avenue. 

Full  closure  of  Park  Avenue  and  Whittington  Street  may  be  needed 
on  a  temporary  basis  in  order  to  construct  the  channel 
perpendicular  to  each  street. 

The  Whittington  and  Hot  Springs  Creek  channels  that  lead  to  the 
tunnel  opening  of  the  first  100  yards  of  the  mountain  segment  of 
the  channel  alternative  will  have  to  be  greatly  enlarged  and  will 
create  disturbances  which  could  be  as  impacting  as  the 
installation  of  a  channel  under  Central  Avenue. 

Is  the  general  public,  especially  property  owners  in  the  affected 
area,  aware  of  the  full  extent  of  impacts  associated  with  the 
channel  alternative?   Will  businesses  be  able  to  tolerate  the 
noise,  dust,  vibration,  traffic  delays,  and  congestion  associated 
with  large  amounts  of  dirt/rock  removal,  operation  of  heavy 
equipment,  etc 
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Perhaps   it  would  be  appropriate  to  conduct  a  survey  of  private 
and  business   property   owners   to  determine   their    level    of 
knowledge   concerning  potential   ijnpacts    (not   just  the   benefit   of 
access   for  delivery  trucks) .      Such  a   survey  might   be  undertaken 
in   connection  with   a   field   trip  and  could  document   the   amount   of 
f loodproof ing   that  has   been   accomplished  by  private  property 
owners   at   their   own   initiative,    which   may   be   substantial. 

Have   comparisons   been  made   between  the   channel   alternative   and 
the  Central  Avenue  alternatives  regarding  the  amount  of  dirt  and 
rock  that   would  require   disposal? 

What    is   the   estimated  time   frame  needed  to  construct   the   channel 
alternative   as   depicted   in  the  report  versus   a   modified   one-way 
version   of    the  channel   alternative?     Have  property  ovmers  been 
advised  of   these   time   frames? 

9.  Question.  Three  people  have  drowned  from  previous  floods  in  Hot  Springs  and 
150  people  were  rescued  from  the  flood  of  1990.  More  and  more  visitors  are  coming 
to  Hot  Springs  every  year  because  it  is  the  home  of  the  President.  Does  the  Park 
Service  have  a  strategy  for  protecting  its  visitors  from  these  flash  floods? 

Answer.  The  records  we  have  indicate  not  three,  but  two  people  have  drowned  in 
floods  in  the  downtown  area  of  Hot  Springs,  the  last  in  1923. 

We  have  met  on  earlier  occasions  with  the  city,  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
and  the  Arkansas  Power  and  Light  Company  (AP&L)  and  identified  that,  for  protec- 
tion of  human  life,  a  warning  system  consisting  of  lights  for  the  hearing  impaired 
and  verbal  messages  for  the  seeing  impaired  in  the  area  should  be  considered  and 
installed  at  reasonable  cost.  AP&L  has  indicated  its  willingness  to  enter  such  a  pro- 
gram. This  warning  system  would  be  for  both  citizens  and  visitors.  Such  a  system 
should  also  reduce  damage  to  some  property,  such  as  vehicles,  because  they  could 
be  moved  before  the  area  is  flooded. 

10.  Question.  As  you  know.  Hot  Springs  National  Park  contains  the  majority  of 
the  watershed  which  contributes  to  the  flooding  problem  in  Hot  Springs.  Why 
shouldn't  the  park  be  utilized  for  structural  flood  control  purposes?  Are  there  any 
circumstances  under  which  the  Park  Service  would  agree  to  allow  a  flood  control 
structure  within  the  park? 

Answer.  The  very  purpose  of  Hot  Springs  National  Park  and  all  other  national 
parks  is  defined  in  the  mission  of  the  National  Park  Service  in  the  Organic  Act  of 
1916.  It  states:  "to  conserve  the  scenery  and  the  natural  and  historic  objects  and 
the  wildlife  therein  and  to  provide  for  the  enjoyment  of  the  same  in  such  a  manner 
and  by  such  means  as  will  leave  them  unimpaired  for  the  enjoyment  of  future  gen- 
erations." 
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The  3.2  square  mile  watershed  which  feeds  water  to  the  downtown  area  of  Hot 
Springs  contains  national  park  land,  but  also  contains  urban  development. 

The  protection  of  the  natural  areas  of  the  national  park  from  development  or 
human  intrusions  such  as  flood  diversion  devices  must  be  given  every  consideration. 
We  cannot  withdraw  from  our  responsibility  under  the  Organic  Act.  Very  specifi- 
cally, neither  can  we  ignore  our  responsibility  to  the  specific  laws  of  the  park  and 
those  such  as  the  National  Environmental  Protection  Act,  as  amended,  or  the  Na- 
tional Historic  Preservation  Act,  as  amended. 

There  may  be  circumstances  where  flood  control  structures  could  be  incorporated 
into  a  park,  but  only  in  conjunction  with  the  laws  stated  above,  and  Congressionally 
approved  policies.  Major  concern  must  be  given  to  such  structures  in  Hot  Springs 
National  Park  because  of  possible  impact  to  the  hot  springs,  the  all-important  rea- 
son for  the  establishment  of  this  national  park. 

PARK  SERVICE  REORGANIZATION 

11.  Question.  Recently  there  have  been  stories  in  the  press  that  the  National  Park 
Service  plans  to  cut  the  number  of  Regional  Offices  from  ten  to  six.  What  is  the 
exact  status  of  your  plans?  Have  you  identified  what  Regional  Offices  will  be  closed? 
How  many  jobs  would  be  eliminated  in  the  consolidation?  How  will  this  affect  Ar- 
kansas? 

Answer.  Reducing  the  number  of  Regions  from  the  current  arrangement  of  10  has 
been  considered  by  the  NPS  in  its  effort  to  reorganize  and  streamline  the  organiza- 
tion. However,  there  will  be  no  total  close  down  of  any  current  operation  in  the  cur- 
rently unfinished  final  plan  that  will  eventually  be  presented  to  the  Subcommittee. 
Our  streamlining  plan  hopes  to  reduce  the  size  of  central  offices  over  the  next  few 
years  by  about  V4  to  Va  from  their  current  combined  size  of  approximately  4,200 
staff".  ,    ^ 

One  of  the  goals  of  the  reorganization  is  to  enable  the  parks  in  any  State,  includ- 
ing Arkansas,  both  to  control  their  operations  more  independently  and  to  receive  ef- 
fective assistance  from  more  park-support  oriented  central  offices. 

PARK  SERVICE  FEES 

12.  Question.  The  1993  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  (Public  Law  103-66), 
gave  the  Park  Service  the  authority  to  charge  new  user  fees  for  commercial  tour 
buses,  air  tour  operators,  boat  ramps  and  campgrounds.  Can  you  tell  the  Committee 
what  steps  have  been  taken  to  implement  these  fees? 

Answer.  The  commercial  tour  fee  for  both  vehicles  and  aircraft  was  placed  in  ef- 
fect on  March  1,  1994.  Although  there  have  been  difficulties  in  some  cases  determin- 
ing where  a  commercial  tour  fee  applied,  the  implementation  of  these  fees  for  tour 
vehicles  has  proceeded  well. 

Fees  for  commercial  air  tours  have  not  been  as  simple  to  charge,  since  there  is 
no  direct  way  to  collect  the  fees.  A  procedure  has  been  implemented  under  which 
air  tour  operators  conducting  commercial  tours  over  Grand  Canyon,  Hawaii  Volca- 
noes and  Haleakala  have  been  asked  to  report  monthly  the  number  of  tours  con- 
ducted. The  parks  will  then  bill  each  operator  for  the  fees  due  based  upon  the  num- 
ber of  tour  flights  reported. 

Some  air  tour  operators  at  Grand  Canyon  and  Hawaii  Volcanoes  are  reporting 
their  tour  activities  as  requested  and  making  payments  of  fees  when  billed,  but  this 
voluntary  system  is  of  only  limited  success.  At  Haleakala,  the  superintendent  has 
reached  an  agreement  with  local  tour  operators  under  which  air  tours  stay  outside 
the  park,  avoiding  disruptions  within  the  park  and  eliminating  the  necessity  to 
charge  tour  fees  tor  these  flights.  Under  the  agreement,  helicopters  do  fly  over  a 
small  section  of  the  park,  but  a  fee  is  not  being  charged  for  these  flights. 

13.  Question.  The  Park  Service  would  like  authority  to  raise  park  entrance  fees 
and  other  user  fees  at  financially  strapped  parks.  If  such  a  legislative  proposal  is 
adopted  by  Congress,  have  you  identined  which  parks  would  see  fee  increases  or 
how  much  fees  would  go  up?  Would  you  make  exceptions  for  the  elderly  and  the 
handicapped? 

Answer.  The  Park  Service  proposal  to  raise  entrance  fees  does  not  target  specific 
parks,  but  rather  seeks  to  provide  equitable  fees  throughout  the  System,  depending 
upon  the  size  and  complexity  of  the  park.  The  current  practice  of  charging  a  per 
vehicle  entrance  fee  would  be  replaced  by  a  per  person  entrance  fee.  For  park  areas 
which  are  considered  "prime  parks,"  entrance  tees  would  be  raised  from  $3.00  or 
$4.00  per  person  to  $5.00  per  person.  For  "intermediate  parks,"  the  entrance  fees 
would  be  raised  from  $3.00  to  $4.00  per  person.  For  "standard  parks,"  which  con- 
stitute the  majority  of  parks  within  the  System,  the  entrance  fee  would  remain  at 
$2.00  per  person. 
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These  fee  rates  are  based  on  an  analysis  of  each  park  using  criteria  found  in  the 
Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  (LWCFA)  and  proposed  legislation.  More 
complex  and  popular  parks  would  have  higher  fees  so  that  users  would  be  paving 
relative  to  costs  and  resource  impacts.  Every  6  years  a  comparability  review  will  be 
done  to  review  and  reset  fee  rates,  as  necessary.  As  is  currently  the  practice,  the 
elderly  and  the  handicapped  would  be  accommodated  by  the  Golden  Age  and  the 
Golden  Access  Passport  programs,  which  provide  for  free  entrance  and  discounted 
user  fees. 

In  addition,  the  proposal  identifies  park  areas  such  as  urban  parks  or  national 
"shrines"  as  remaining  free  to  the  public. 

14.  Question.  Under  your  proposal,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  would  be  given 
broad  authority  to  enter  into  cost-sharing  agreements  with  local  governments  and 
private  organizations  and  corporations.  What  kind  of  guidelines  would  you  put  in 
place  so  as  to  prevent  the  commercial  exploitation  of  the  park  by  these  entities? 

Answer.  There  are  many  individuals  and  organizations  who  want  to  provide  sup- 
port for  National  Park  Service  programs.  The  challenge  cost-share  program  is  an  ex- 
cellent vehicle  for  these  people  to  provide  such  support  by  contributing  all  or  a  por- 
tion of  the  funds,  materials  or  labor  necessary  to  perform  tasks  that  need  to  be 
done.  Our  experience  with  a  rather  modest  program  over  the  past  few  years  has 
convinced  us  that  the  challenge  cost-share  program  offers  clear  benefits  for  park  re- 
sources, as  well  as  improved  user  facilities,  accessibility,  and  interpretation.  This 
has  been  accomplished  without  any  hint  of  commercial  exploitation  and  with  zero 
risk  to  the  integrity  of  park  resources.  However,  your  concern  about  the  possibility 
of  commercial  exploitation  has  been  conveyed  to  our  Vail  Partnership  Committee, 
which  is  now  revising  the  criteria  and  selection  process  for  challenge  cost-share  re- 
cipients, to  ensure  that  appropriate  safeguards  are  in  place. 

PARK  SEARCH  AND  RESCUE  OPERATIONS 

15.  Question.  Last  year,  the  Park  Service  announced  that  it  would  develop  a  trial 
program  to  recover  the  costs  of  search  and  rescue  operations  from  people  who  inten- 
tionally engage  in  high  risk  recreation  activities  in  our  national  parks?  How  is  the 
program  working?  What  kind  of  savings  has  it  generated?"  Do  you  plan  to  perma- 
nently institute  the  program? 

Answer.  The  National  Park  Service  is  proposing  a  program  designed  to  share  a 

ftortion  of  the  cost  for  mountaineering  and  rescue  with  those  who  benefit  directly 
rom  the  service  provided.  The  program  is  primarily  preventive  in  nature,  with  the 
goal  of  leading  ultimately  to  safer  expeditions  and  fewer  rescues  and  fatalities.  The 
main  components  of  the  program  are: 

1.  Preregistration  with  the  NPS  will  be  required  60  days  in  advance  of  a  climbing 
expedition. 

2.  Education  programs  will  be  expanded  to  include  mountaineering  climbing  in  six 
languages. 

3.  A  $200  per  person  fee  will  be  collected  to  offset  the  cost  of  managing  mountain- 
eering activities  on  Mount  McKinley  and  Mount  Foraker.  These  funds  will  be  used 
to  help  offset  the  cost  of  prepositioning  acclimatized  rescue  personnel  and  staffing 
the  14,000  foot  camp,  operating  the  high-altitude  helicopter,  and  the  cost  of  conduct- 
ing rescues. 

The  Park  Service  has  solicited  written  comments  on  this  proposal  and  public  hear- 
ings were  held  in  Fairbanks,  Talkeenta,  and  Anchorage,  Alaska,  and  in  Seattle, 
Washington,  in  March.  As  assessment  of  program  savings  cannot  be  made  until 
after  the  program  has  been  in  effect  for  at  least  one  mountaineering  season.  After 
gathering  more  statistics  and  information  on  mountaineering  management,  a  deci- 
sion will  be  made  as  to  whether  to  establish  a  Servicewide  cost  recover^'  program. 

MANASSAS  NATIONAL  BATTLEFIELD  PARK 

16.  Question.  Last  year,  there  was  language  in  the  House  Report  for  the  fiscal 
year  1994  Appropriations  for  the  Department  of  the  Interior  requesting  a  thorough 
review  of  the  equestrian  program  at  Manassas  National  Battlefield  Park.  I  under- 
stand you  do  not  plan  to  initiate  this  review  until  this  summer.  Why  are  you  wait- 
ing until  then?  I  was  under  the  impression  that  equestrian  patrols  by  park  staff  and 
volunteers  occurred  all  year  long.  Is  this  your  understanaing?  Will  the  review  be 
conducted  solely  by  Park  Service  officials  or  will  it  include  representatives  of  the 
community?  Can  you  please  provide  for  the  record  the  park's  incidents  reports  for 
1993  and  1994? 

Answer.  A  report  was  prepared  and  released  in  April  1993  recommending  retain- 
ing three  horses  in  the  equestrian  program  at  Manassas  National  Battlefield  Park. 
In  February  1994,  the  park  reduced  its  number  of  Government-owned  horses  from 
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nine  to  three.  Since  the  program  has  not  been  evaluated  utilizing  three  horses  dur- 
ing the  heaviest  visitor  season,  i.e.,  April  through  October,  the  Congressionally-re- 
quested  review  of  the  program  will  be  conducted  during  that  time  period  with  a  re- 
port provided  in  November  1994.  Since  public  involvement  was  carried  out  during 
the  1993  assessment  of  the  program,  the  National  Park  Service  believes  additional 
public  involvement  would  not  be  advantageous. 

Due  to  the  personal  nature  of  the  incident  reports  and  upon  consultation  with  the 
Department's  Solicitor,  we  are  providing  the  following  tables  which  summaries  the 
various  types  of  incidents  for  fiscal  year  1993  and  through  July  31,  1994: 

CASE  INCIDENTS 


Fiscal  year- 


1993 


1994 


Accident/injunes  

Assistance  to  law  enforcement  agency 

Bicycle  violations 

Complaints 

Closure  violations 

Domestic  animal  violations 

Disorderly  conduct  

Drugs  


Electric  detection  device  possession  

Fee  violations  

Fire  alarm  response    

Hazards  

Intrusion  alarm  response  

Larceny  

Natural  resource  management  violations 

Permit  violations  

Property  damage    

Property — lost,  found,  abandoned  

Suspicious  activities  

Traffic  violations  

Vandalism .....; 

Weapon  violations  

Total  


13 

5 

16 

13 

15 

3 

4 

2 

15 

7 

8 

5 

38 

4 

1  

5 

4 

37 

13 

8  

20 

4 

25 

9 

8 

2 

58 

5 

21 

2 

10 

1 

9 

4 

48 

3 

41 

11 

26 

4 

5 

2 

432 

'103 

'Incidents  through  July  31.  1994 


SAGUARO  NATIONAL  MONUMENT 

17.  Question.  I  understand  the  owners  of  the  X-9  Ranch  have  begun  to  sell  some 
of  their  land  to  private  interests.  How  important  is  it  to  begin  acquisition  of  X-9 
Ranch  land  this  year?  How  much  of  that  land  do  you  need  to  acquire  on  an  emer- 
gency basis?  Why  is  that  amount  not  requested  in  the  President's  budget?  How 
much  money  do  you  need  in  fiscal  year  1995  for  the  acquisition  of  that  land  on  an 
emergency  basis?  Do  you  believe  that  we  should  shift  some  of  the  money  needed  for 
the  Rocking  K  Ranch  acquisition  to  the  X-9  Ranch  property? 

Answer.  The  budget  request  reflects  the  Service's  highest  priority  needs  for  fiscal 
year  1995.  The  X-9  Ranch  is  ranked  by  the  park's  Land  Protection  Plan  as  the  sec- 
ond priority.  Subsequent  to  the  appraisal  and  initiation  of  negotiations  with  owners 
of  the  Rocking  K  Ranch,  which  is  the  highest  priority,  the  owners  of  the  X-9  Ranch 
subdivided  and  began  to  sell  lots.  A  total  of  400  acres  has  been  sold  off,  of  which 
160  acres  are  needed  by  the  National  Park  Service.  An  additional  1,100  acres  of  the 
X-9  Ranch  have  been  identified  for  acquisition.  The  Conservation  Fund,  which  had 
expressed  willingness  to  assist  the  Service  by  purchasing  a  portion  of  the  X-9 
Ranch,  was  asked  to  assist  us  in  the  acquisition  of  a  portion  of  the  ranch.  The  own- 
ers of  the  X-9  Ranch,  however,  rejected  the  price  and  terms  of  the  offer  by  the  Con- 
servation Fund.  In  view  of  this,  we  believe  it  will  be  difficult  to  reach  price  agree- 
ment with  the  owners  of  the  X-9  Ranch  and  condemnation  may  be  necessary. 

We  do  not  believe  that  funds  should  be  shifted  from  the  Rocking  K  Ranch  to  the 
X-9  Ranch.  The  funds  requested  for  Saguaro  in  fiscal  year  1995  are  identified  for 
the  purchase  of  a  portion  of  the  Rocking  K  Ranch.  Inasmuch  as  we  have  a  contrac- 
tual agreement  with  the  owners  of  the  Rocking  K  Ranch,  we  believe  that  funds 
should  be  available  to  continue  that  acquisition.  If  funds  were  shifted  to  the  X-9 
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Ranch  there  would  be  little  incentive  for  the  oWners  of  Rocking  K  Ranch  to  continue 
to  refrain  from  selling  lots  to  create  a  similar  situation. 


Questions  Submitted  by  Senator  Don  Nickles 

reorganization/streamlining 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  is  proposing  a  number  of  streamlining  and  reorga- 
nization efforts  in  support  of  the  National  Performance  Review  and  in  support  of 
the  recent  downsizing  agreements.  Mr.  Frampton,  the  majority  of  the  Interior  De- 
partment agencies,  including  the  National  Park  Service,  have  FTE  decreases  pro- 
posed in  the  fiscal  year  1995  President's  Budget.  Your  testimony  indicates  that  the 
Park  Service  Washington  Office  and  Regional  Office  levels  would  be  reduced  by  25 
percent  and  the  Service  Centers  would  be  reduced  by  15-25  percent  over  the  next 
3  years.  While  the  overall  Park  Service  FTEs  are  proposed  to  decrease  428,  the 
FTEs  for  operation  of  the  national  parks  are  proposed  to  increase  by  194  in  fiscal 
year  1995. 

la.  Question.  A  mid-March  meeting  held  in  Denver  resulted  in  a  plan  to  reduce 
the  10  NPS  Regional  Offices  to  6.  Is  this  correct?  At  what  stage  is  the  plan  cur- 
rently? What  have  been  the  internal  and  external  reactions  to  the  Park  Service's 
Regional  Office  consolidation  plans? 

Answer.  A  number  of  reorganization  alternatives  were  discussed  at  various  direc- 
torate meetings,  and  a  plan  to  reduce  the  amount  of  Regional  Offices  to  six  was  one 
of  them.  However,  no  such  option  was  selected  as  the  preferred  plan  and  we  are 
still  in  the  final  stages  of  putting  together  our  final  proposal. 

Internal  reactions  to  our  process,  which  has  gathered  talents  and  views  from  all 
levels  of  the  organization,  have  been  a  mixture  of  hopefulness  and  anxiety.  To  the 
extent  that  external  parties  have  become  apprised  of  various  alternatives,  such  as 
the  downsizing  of  certain  operations,  they  have  expressed  their  concern  as  to  their 
maintaining  a  point  of  contact  with  the  NPS  on  issues  that  concern  them. 

lb.  Question.  The  Park  Service  is  unique  in  having  shared  specialists  (such  as  cul- 
tural resource  specialists)  located  in  Regional  Offices  so  they  can  support  a  number 
of  smaller  parks.  Park  superintendents  have  expressed  a  great  deal  of  concern  about 
losing  these  Regional  Office  specialists.  What  will  happen  to  these  services? 

Answer.  Within  the  cultural  resources  discipline,  professional  services  are  pro- 
vided by  staff  located  in  Regional  Offices,  cultural  resources  centers,  and  parks.  It 
is  the  intent  of  the  Service  to  continue  to  provide  centralized  services  particularly 
to  smaller  parks.  At  the  same  time  we  will  continue  to  emphasize  the  placement 
of  professionals  in  parks  through  the  cultural  resources  professionalization  program 
a.s  outlined  in  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget.  As  we  create  new  positions  in  parks  we 
will  look  for  opportunities  to  use  professionals  in  one  park  to  provide  services  to  a 
cluster  of  closely  located  parks.  This  will  extend  the  concept  of  centralized  services 
to  the  park  level,  as  close  to  the  resource  as  possible. 

Ic.  Question.  Several  months  ago  we  were  told  that  the  Interior  Bureaus'  person- 
nel organizations  were  to  be  reduced  by  approximately  50  percent  under  a  consolida- 
tion proposal.  This  effort  was  in  response  to  the  National  Performance  Review. 
Again,  park  superintendents  expressed  concern  about  having  adequate  personnel 
specialists  to  meet  their  minimum  needs.  Is  this  proposal  still  being  considered?  If 
not,  what  is  the  current  thinking? 

Answer.  The  Department  of  the  Interior  has  modified  its  proposed  Human  Re- 
source Streamlining  plan  somewhat.  At  present,  it  appears  that  the  technical  and 
operational  personnel  support  function  will  remain  with  the  Bureaus,  albeit  at  sig- 
nificantly reduced  levels.  The  personnel  policy  function  and,  perhaps,  the  processing 
function  will  be  removed  from  Bureaus  and  consolidated  at  the  Departmental  level. 
In  addition,  options  for  clustering  of  personnel  functions  are  being  explored  at  the 
Departmental  level. 

Id.  Question.  Unfortunately,  it  is  unlikely  that  we  will  be  able  to  maintain  the 
current  upward  trends  in  funding  and  FTEs  for  the  existing  national  parks  and  to 
continue  to  add  additional  park  units.  In  light  of  the  decreasing  budget  trends,  what 
has  the  NPS  done  to  begin  prioritizing  the  needs  of  the  existing  parks?  What  can 
be  done  to  discourage  new  park  additions?  Should  we  require  that  new  park  funding 
be  taken  out  of  previously  funded  parks  on  a  State-by-State  basis? 

Answer.  The  NPS  has  always  prioritized  the  needs  of  our  existing  parks;  the  $20 
million  operating  increase  request  for  some  60  parks  in  our  fiscal  year  1995  Budget 
Justifications  is  the  latest  indication.  As  for  the  addition  of  new  parks,  in  the  last 
few  years  we  have  funded  and  operated  a  program  of  special  resource  studies  that 
examines  potential  new  areas  against  set  criteria.  The  intent  of  the  programs  is  not 
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to  "discourage"  new  parks,  but  merely  to  establish  common  ground  for  additions  to 
the  system.  The  NPS  is  against  funding  new  parks  from  existing  parks  within  that 
State,  because  we  are  chartered  to  run  a  National  Park  System  and'not  a  collection 
of  State  parks. 

le.  Question.  How  does  the  California  Desert  Bill  requirements  fit  into  the 
streamlining  efforts? 

Answer.  The  streamlining  effort  of  the  National  Park  Service  is  aimed  at  the 
central  office  functions  of  the  organization  and  is  not  intended  to  reduce  the  inven- 
tory of  parks.  It  is  assumed  that  the  National  Park  System  will  grow,  and  its  exist- 
ing areas  receive  greater  resources,  through  streamlining  and  invigorated  partner- 
ships and  entrenpreneurism. 

DENVER  SERVICE  CENTER 

The  Denver  Service  Center  is  a  project-funded  organization  which  provides  the 
majority  of  the  planning,  design,  and  construction  supervision  activities  of  the  Na- 
tional Park  Service.  The  Denver  Service  Center  organization  size  is  determined  by 
the  projects  and  funding  levels  in  the  final  appropriations  bills. 

2a.  Question.  How  would  the  NPS's  reorganization  and  streamlining  proposals  af- 
fect the  Denver  Service  Center? 

Answer.  Final  decisions  have  not  been  made  on  the  extent  of  streamlining  in  the 
NPS  central  offices,  including  the  two  service  centers.  The  latest  written  instruc- 
tions from  the  Washington  Oiiice  require  the  Denver  Service  Center  (DSC)  to  reduce 
full-time  equivalent  (FTE)  use  by  17  percent  by  fiscal  year  1996.  This  would  be  a 
reduction  of  186  FTEs  from  our  expected  actual  use  of  750  in  1994.  Reductions  of 
this  magnitude  would  have  major  impacts  on  the  DSC's  ability  to  carry  out  a  major 
design  and  construction  program,  including  a  likely  50  to  60  per-cent  loss  of  produc- 
tion capability  for  the  line  item  and  Federal  Lands  Highway  programs,  a  35  to  40 
percent  loss  of  capability  in  the  Service's  general  management  plan  program,  and 
no  remaining  capability  to  take  on  NPS  park  support  projects,  or  work  funded  by 
other  Federal  agencies  and  private  donors. 

2b.  Question.  As  the  Ranking  Member  on  the  Interior  Subcommittee  for  the  past 
3  years,  I  have  expressed  my  concern  about  the  31  percent  markup  rate  charged 
for  construction  work.  Actual  construction  activities  require  15  to  20  percent  and 
construction  contingencies  take  10  to  16  percent.  Why  is  it  necessary  for  the  Park 
Service  to  set  aside  10  to  16  percent  for  contingencies?  Is  this  typical  for  Interior 
Department  Bureaus?  Answer:  Contingencies  are  necessary  to  pay  expenses  occur- 
ring during  the  construction  phase,  including  change  order  modifications  and  con- 
tractor claims.  Individual  cases  vary  considerably  from  the  overall  average,  with  his- 
toric restoration  project  work  experiencing  the  greatest  need  for  contingency  fund- 
ing. Past  informal  surveys  of  other  Bureaus  have  indicated  similar  experience,  if  al- 
lowances are  made  for  the  wide  variety  and  type  of  projects  contracted  by  the  NPS. 

OPERATION  OF  THE  NATIONAL  PARK  SYSTEM 

The  Operation  of  the  National  Park  System  appropriation,  which  funds  all  of  the 
park  operations  activities,  is  proposed  at  a  $1,126  billion  funding  level,  which  is  a 
$65  million  increase  above  the  fiscal  year  1994  enacted  appropriation.  The  major 
funding  increases  would  be  $32  million  for  park  operations  to  address  priority  inter- 
pretation, resource  and  visitor  protection,  maintenance,  and  resource  management 
needs;  $18  million  to  upgrade  trie  park  ranger  occupation  series  and  features  com- 
parable pay,  improved  career  tracks,  training,  and  other  support  for  park  rangers; 
$6  million  to  convert  long-term  temporary  employees  to  permanent  status;  $4  mil- 
lion to  continue  to  professionalize  the  resources  management  program;  $3.7  million 
for  South  Florida  remediation  projects;  $2.5  million  for  the  fourth  year  of  a  10-year 
project  for  acquisition  of  inventory  data;  $3.4  million  for  geographic  information  sys- 
tem support  centers;  and  $2.1  million  for  concessions  management  improvements 
and  enhancements. 

A  great  number  of  the  above-mentioned  increases  are  tied  to  the  recommendations 
from  the  October  1991  Vail,  Colorado,  Symposium.  The  Symposium  brought  to- 
gether 700  individuals  from  outside  and  inside  the  organization.  The  Vail  Agenda, 
as  the  report  is  called,  outlines  an  aggressive  list  of  recommendations. 

3a.  Question.  Why  can't  the  upgrading  of  positions,  improved  career  tracks,  train- 
ing, professionalization,  and  other  activities  be  dealt  witn  through  the  normal  man- 
agement operations? 

Answer.  The  problems  with  grade  and  pay,  career  tracks,  training  and  profes- 
sionalism within  the  National  Park  Service  are  long-standing  and  very  deeply  root- 
ed. Sorting  them  out  and  designing  and  taking  corrective  action  has  taken  and  will 
continue  to  take  a  great  deal  of  time  and  effort.  For  example,  the  Ranger  Careers 
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program  took  two  and  a  half  years  to  bring  to  this  point,  and  there  is  at  least  a 
year's  work  left  before  it  is  complete.  A  concept  paper  was  developed  that  defined 
the  role  of  park  rangers  for  the  future,  and  was  the  basis  for  the  development  of 
position  descriptions,  qualifications  standards  and  the  like.  The  process  continues 
today  with  the  desi^  and  delivery  of  training  programs  on  the  new  concept,  so  that 
rangers  and  supervisors  can  understand  how  to  apply  it  in  the  field.  The  same  proc- 
ess must  be  undertaken  and  followed  for  the  approximately  six  other  major  career 
tracks  in  the  National  Park  Service. 

3b.  Question.  Everv  Federal  agency  probably  believes  it  needs  to  improve  in  those 
same  areas  to  one  degree  or  another  and  would  like  additional  funds  to  expedite 
meeting  these  goals.  Why  is  the  Park  Service  an  exception? 

Answer.  This  request  comes  as  a  result  of  intensive  assessment  and  fact-finding 
by  the  Service  with  assistance  and  support  from  the  Office  of  Personnel  Manage- 
ment. It  follows  a  multiyear  investment  in  planning  and  research  efforts  to  address 
workforce  inequities  endemic  to  the  personnel  system.  For  the  park  ranger  occupa- 
tion alone,  the  NPS  has  identified  a  number  of  deficiencies  including  inadequate 
academic  achievement  levels,  no  effective  career  entrance  system,  poor  grade  and 
pay  structures.  The  proposed  budget  increase  will  result  in  an  improved  system  to 
professionalize  the  park  ranger  occupation  with  concurrent  pay,  tightened  qualifica- 
tions, increased  high  quality  training,  and  improved  workforce  management  that 
will  address,  and  provide  competent  staff"  to  meet,  the  increasingly  complex  and 
technical  nature  of  resource  and  park  management  that  is  now  required. 

In  addition,  modern  day  pressures  and  influences  demand  that  the  National  Park 
Service  implement  changes  in  personnel  and  organizational  structures  in  order  that 
the  best  personnel  resources  and  expertise  are  put  forward  to  address  the  over- 
whelming issues  facing  parks  today.  Admittedly,  the  changes  being  called  for  to  pro- 
fessionalize the  Services  workforce  are  profound.  They  cut  across  all  grades  and 
kinds  of  work  and  must  be  addressed  systematically  and  systemically.  The  reform 
measures  will  be  most  effective  and  most  critical  to  the  preservation  and  protection 
of  park  resources  if  implemented  as  planned  rather  than  attempting  to  address  the 
deficiencies  over  a  10  to  15-year  period  through  normal  work  processes. 

VAIL  IMPLEMENTATION  OFFICE  PROPOSAL 

The  Vail  Symposium  resulted  in  a  report  and  recommendations  for  improved  park 
stewardship.  A  number  of  these  recommendations  have  been  acted  upon.  Early  in 
1992  under  the  management  of  Director  Ridenour  a  Strategic  Planning  Office  was 
established  to  assist  in  the  implementation  of  The  Vail  Agenda.  The  fiscal  year  1995 
budget  request  includes  a  request  of  $200,000  and  3  FTEs  for  a  Vail  Implementa- 
tion Office. 

4a.  Question.  What  would  be  the  mission  of  the  Vail  Implementation  Office? 

Answer.  The  Vail  Implementation  Office  would  serve  as  the  focal  point  for  all  the 
reform  efforts  presently  being  undertaken.  As  demanded  both  by  the  National  Per- 
formance Review  and  the  Vail  Agenda  (a  call  for  reform  that  emerged  from  the  1991 
conference  in  Vail,  Colorado),  work  is  underway  to  update,  upgrade,  reorganize, 
streamline  and  redesign  processes  and  functions  all  through  the  Service.  Projects 
range  from  improving  the  quality  of  supervision  in  the  NPS  to  reexamining  internal 
regulations  concerning  partnerships.  Many  of  these  projects  cut  across  traditional 
organizational  lines  of  authority,  and  cannot  be  assigned  easily  to  a  manager  in 
place.  Others  take  a  great  deal  of  time,  or  require  the  use  of  consultants.  The  Vail 
Office  would  coordinate  these  efforts,  make  sure  that  overlapping  tasks  were  inte- 
grated, and  keep  the  organization  informed  about  progress  of  work.  Quite  a  bit  of 
the  work  is  being  done  at  the  grassroots  level — over  400  employees  are  involved 
now — and  a  coordinating  office  is  needed. 

4b.  Question.  Where  would  the  office  be  located? 

Answer.  The  Vail  Implementation  Office,  staffed  with  a  total  of  two  coordinators 
and  a  secretary,  is  to  be  located  in  the  Washington  Office,  as  this  is  a  Servicewide 
effort.  The  office  will  exist  for  a  2  to  3-year  period,  depending  on  the  speed  with 
which  recommended  actions  are  implemented. 

4c.  Question.  How  would  this  Vail  Implementation  Office  be  different  than  the 
Strategic  Planning  Office? 

Answer.  The  Vail  Implementation  Office  is  following  up  on  a  set  of  recommenda- 
tions developed  in  1991,  prior  to  the  creation  of  the  Strategic  Planning  Office.  (In 
fact,  one  of  the  Vail  Agenda  recommendations  was  to  establish  an  office  of  strategic 
planning.)  The  75th  Anniversary  Symposium  at  Vail,  Colorado,  was  the  culmination 
of  an  intensive  grassroots  review  of  the  National  Park  Service  to  identify  problems 
and  offer  recommendations  for  their  solution.  The  hundreds  of  Vail  Agenda  rec- 
ommendations range  from  broad  strategic  concepts  to  specific  proposals  addressing 
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the  day-to-day  operation  of  the  national  parks  and  NPS  assistance  programs.  The 
strategic  concepts  have  been  discussed  at  length  over  the  past  5  months  by  the  NPS 
directorate  as  they  have  worked  to  integrate  them  with  the  new  Administration's 
national  agenda.  Those  concepts  now  form  part  of  the  National  Park  Service's  first 
draft  strategic  plan,  which  has  been  distributed  for  review  and  comment  by  the 
agency's  employees  and  cooperators.  The  Strategic  Planning  Office  has  facilitated 
this  discussion  and  is  now  compiling  review  comments  and  revising  the  strategic 
plan. 

In  the  meantime,  a  Vail  Implementation  Office  has  been  charged  with  following 
up  on  those  Vail  recommendations  that  are  more  tactical  in  nature  and  ready  for 
implementation.  That  office  is  coordinating  work  assignments,  overseeing  the  prepa- 
ration of  work  plans,  and  tracking  progress  on  specific  actions  (such  as  the 
redescription  and  reclassification  of  the  ranger  job  series)  identified  by  NPS  employ- 
ees as  things  that  would  help  them  work  more  effectively.  The  work  itself  is  being 
accomplished  by  bringing  together  work  groups  of  current  and  future  leaders  and 
NPS  cooperators  to  accomplish  a  series  of  specific  tasks.  Similar  followup  work  will 
be  required  for  all  aspects  of  the  strategic  plan. 

We  believe  it  is  important  to  move  ahead  with  some  of  the  recommendations  from 
the  Vail  Agenda  simultaneously  with  preparing  the  strategic  plan,  both  to  dem- 
onstrate our  determination  to  follow  through  with  important  studies  and  rec- 
ommendations and  to  keep  good  faith  with  our  commitment  to  our  employees,  who 
are  working  hard  to  improve  the  National  Park  Service  and  who  are  being  asked 
to  make  significant  changes  to  achieve  that  goal. 

4d.  Question.  How  many  FTEs  are  assigned  currently  to  the  Strategic  Planning 
Office? 

Answer.  Four  FTEs  are  currently  assigned  to  the  Strategic  Planning  Office. 

4e.  Question.  What  is  the  current  mission  of  the  Strategic  Planning  Office?  Is  the 
Strategic  Planning  Office  going  to  be  disbanded? 

Answer.  The  mission  of  the  Strategic  Planning  Office  is  to  bring  three  critical  ele- 
ments to  NPS  leadership:  foresight  (anticipation  of  the  future),  vision  (consensus 
about  direction),  and  focus  (disciplined  decisionmaking). 

Foresight  comes  from  the  ability  to  discern  changing  conditions  and  to  anticipate 
the  problems  and  opportunities  they  raise.  The  Strategic  Planning  Office  has  devel- 
oped and  manages  a  scanning  system  that  will  continuously  track  trends  in  more 
than  a  dozen  categories  (including  demographics,  tourism,  land  use,  the  Federal 
budget,  and  the  workforce).  The  most  significant  findings  are  published  periodically 
in  the  National  Park  Scan  report. 

Vision  comes  from  contemplating  and  describing  what  we  hope  to  achieve  and  the 
conditions  that  will  exist  when  we  do  it. 

Through  the  development  of  the  draft  strategic  plan,  the  NPS  leadership  has  en- 
gaged in  a  much-needed  discussion  and  clarification  of  our  mission  and  goals. 

Focus  comes  from  integrating,  prioritizing,  and  tracking  the  actions  we  must  take 
and  the  results  they  achieve.  The  strategic  plan  will  be  the  framework  for  organiz- 
ing and  tracking  policy  issues,  legislative  requirements,  multiyear  budgeting,  and 
park  and  program  operations  around  achieving  our  agreed-upon  goals. 

The  Strategic  Planning  Office  will  not  be  disbanded.  The  Cxovernment  Perform- 
ance and  Results  Act  (GPRA)  and  the  National  Performance  Review  both  emphasize 
the  importance  of  long-term  strategic  planning  as  a  tool  for  providing  leadership  and 
accountability.  Like  all  Federal  agencies,  the  National  Park  Service  will  be  required 
(by  section  3  of  the  GPRA)  to  submit  a  "strategic  plan  for  program  activities"  to  the 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget  and  the  Congress  by  September  30,  1997,  and 
to  update  it  every  3  years  thereafter.  The  Park  Service's  early  commitment  to  stra- 
tegic planning,  begun  with  the  work  of  the  21st  Century  Task  Force  in  1989  and 
continuing  through  the  Vail  Symposium  in  1991  and  the  establishment  of  the  Stra- 
tegic Planning  Office  in  1992,  has  provided  a  strong  foundation  for  the  agency's 
strategic  planning  effort.  Given  the  requirements  of  streamlining  and  FTE  cuts, 
such  planning  and  the  decisionmaking  imperative  in  that  process  becomes  all  the 
more  critical. 

U.S.  PARK  POLICE 

The  U.S.  Park  Police  provides  law  enforcement  at  National  Park  Service  sites  in 
metropolitan  Washington,  D.C.,  the  Gateway  National  Recreation  Area  in  New 
York/New  Jersey,  and  the  Golden  Gate  National  Recreation  Area  in  San  Francisco. 
According  to  the  budget  justification.  Park  Police  jurisdiction  includes  approximately 
80,000  acres  of  park  land  comprised  of  781  reservations,  over  224  miles  of  roadways 
and  several  hundred  miles  of  shoreline. 
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On  March  15,  1994,  Senator  Byrd  and  I  sent  a  letter  to  Secretary  Babbitt  express- 
ing our  objection  to  the  Department's  and  the  National  Park  Service's  decision  to 
use  emergency  law  and  order  transfer  authority  to  provide  49  U.S.  Park  Police  offi- 
cers and  equipment  to  combat  crime  in  the  District  of  Columbia.  On  March  24,  we 
received  an  acknowledgment  letter  which  promised  a  future,  quick  response. 

5a.  Question.  We  are  still  waiting.  Has  a  response  to  our  March  24  letter  been 
written?  When  can  we  expect  a  response? 

Answer.  A  response  was  drafted,  but  not  sent.  On  May  25th,  Secretary  Babbitt 
met  with  Chairman  Byrd  to  discuss  various  matters  prior  to  the  Secretary's  hearing, 
including  the  Park  Police  issue.  Subsequent  to  this  meeting,  it  was  decided  that  this 
matter  had  been  taken  care  of  orally  and  that  a  response  was  not  required. 

5b.  Question.  The  $5  million  "emergency"  request  by  the  District  of  Columbia  was 
made  on  November  1,  1993.  We  were  notified  of  the  Department's  decision  in  a  Feb- 
ruary 18,  1994,  letter.  If  this  was  an  emergency  situation  why  was  the  action  de- 
layed so  long? 

Answer.  The  initial  request  from  the  District  resulted  in  a  series  of  discussions 
between  the  United  States  Park  Police  and  the  United  States  Attorney's  office.  The 
Department  notified  the  Committee  at  the  earliest  practicable  time  after  the  issue 
had  been  elevated  to  it. 

5c.  Question.  The  Department  was  involved  in  supplemental  appropriations  bill 
activities  with  Congress  at  the  same  time  as  the  District's  request  and  the  Depart- 
ment's approval  decision  were  being  made.  Why  was  the  use  of  emergency  transfer 
authority  used  instead  of  the  supplemental  appropriations  bill  process? 

Answer.  At  the  time  the  Department  became  aware  of  the  situation,  it  was  too 
late  to  include  this  funding  in  our  supplemental  request  to  the  Congress.  The  Na- 
tional Park  Service  emergency  transfer  authority  was  used  instead,  based  in  part 
on  our  Solicitor's  determination  that  the  use  of  this  authority  was  appropriate. 

5d.  Question.  The  $5  million  transfer  was  made  from  the  National  Park  Service 
construction  account.  Please  provide  a  list  of  construction  projects  which  were  re- 
duced as  a  result  of  this  transfer?  Answer:  At  this  time,  the  Department  does  not 
have  a  list  of  construction  projects  which  will  be  affected  by  this  transfer.  The  trans- 
fer is  made  at  the  end  of  the  year  to  take  advantage  of  any  lapsing  operational  fund- 
ing that  may  be  available.  Using  any  lapsing  funding  will  lessen  the  impact  on  spe- 
cific construction  projects. 

5e.  Question.  The  February  18,  1994,  letter  signed  by  Assistant  Secretary 
Frampton  and  Assistant  Secretary  Cohen  states  that  it  is  the  Department's  inten- 
tion to  seek  a  supplemental  appropriation  to  repay  the  construction  costs.  Is  it  still 
the  Department's  intention?  If  so,  when  can  we  expect  it? 

Answer.  The  Department  has  communicated  with  0MB  on  several  occasions  re- 
garding the  possibility  of  submitting  a  supplemental  to  cover  the  costs  of  these  ac- 
tions. It  is  still  the  Department's  intent  to  submit  a  supplemental  at  the  next  avail- 
able opportunity,  however,  at  this  time  it  is  uncertain  when  that  will  occur. 

5f.  Question.  To  prevent  future  misuse,  the  Committee  will  be  considering  seri- 
ously the  need  to  modify  or  repeal  the  Department's  emergency  transfer  authority, 
which  is  a  permanent  provision  of  the  Department's  fiscal  year  1993  appropriations 
act.  What  will  be  the  consequences  of  eliminating  the  authority?  How  many  times 
during  the  past  several  years  has  it  been  used? 

Answer.  This  emergency  authority  has  two  distinct  parts.  First  is  the  authority 
to  conduct  emergency  operations  relative  to  law  and  order  situations  in  park  areas 
and  second  is  the  authority  to  conduct  emergency  search  and  rescue  operations  in 
park  areas.  The  following  table  shows  the  number  of  times  this  emergency  authority 
has  been  used  in  the  last  5  fiscal  years  for  both  emergency  law  and  order  and  emer- 
gency search  and  rescue  situations: 

Fiscal  year  Law  and  order  ^^Jescue"" 

1989  7        310 

1990 : .;.. 35  332 

1991 19  354 

1992  7  440 

1993  22  397 

The  use  of  this  authority  allows  a  park  superintendent  to  respond  to  emergency 
situations  as  they  occur  without  regard  to  the  financial  implications  of  the  action. 
That  is  not  to  say  that  a  responsible  park  superintendent  recklessly  incurs  excessive 
costs  just  because  there  is  no  impact  on  his/her  park  budget.  Rather,  the  super- 
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intendent  can  immediately  respond  to  a  situation  in  the  park  as  good  judgement 
would  require. 

This  emergency  transfer  authority  allows  the  Service  to  use  any  available  funds 
at  the  end  of  a  fiscal  year  for  the  Servicewide  costs  of  these  emergency  response 
actions.  The  Service  first  looks  to  the  unobligated  balance  that  would  lapse  in  an- 
nual appropriations  and  then  to  no-year  appropriations  to  cover  the  costs  of  these 
emergency  actions. 

If  this  authority  was  withdrawn,  it  would  considerably  diminish  the  ability  of 
parks  to  respond  to  bonafide  law  enforcement  and  public  safety  emergencies.  Many 
parks,  particularly  the  smaller  ones,  do  not  have  sufficient  funds  or  personnel  re- 
sources to  respond  to  emergency  situations  in  a  responsible  manner.  The  Service 
has  tightened  procedures  considerably  and  approves  use  of  this  authority  only  when 
a  given  incident  meets  the  criteria  as  outlined  in  Emergency  Guidelines.  Parks  can- 
not rely  on  outside  agencies  to  assist  as  they  are  often  tied  up  with  their  own  prob- 
lems. 

NPS  UNIFORMS 

6a.  Question.  Within  the  increase,  $2.9  million  is  requested  for  increased 
Servicewide  uniform  requirements.  Please  explain  what  is  meant  by  the  increased 
uniform  requirements. 

Answer.  NPS  uniform  requirements  have  not  increased;  the  effectiveness  of  the 
uniform  allowance  in  defraying  the  costs  of  uniforms  to  employees  has  decreased, 
however. 

A  basic  Class  A  uniform  for  a  ranger  in  a  temperate  area  (i.e.,  with  warm  sum- 
mers and  cold  winters)  now  costs  just  over  $1,000.  Given  the  present  initial  uniform 
allowance  of  $400  and  annual  replacement  allowance  of  $320,  it  takes  3  years  for 
a  permanent  ranger  to  just  to  offset  the  cost  of  his  core  uniform.  The  actual  time 
is  longer,  considering  that  additional  items  and  replacement  shirts,  pants  and  other 
components  are  necessary  additions.  For  seasonals,  the  time  is  even  longer  since 
seasonals  do  not  receive  full  annual  replacement  allowances  ($320)  unless  they  work 
for  most  of  a  year.  The  situation  is  similar  for  Class  B  employees,  whose  basic  uni- 
form costs  for  a  temperate  area  is  just  over  $750.  With  an  initial  uniform  allowance 
of  $320,  and  an  annual  replacement  allowance  of  $270,  it  takes  a  permanent  main- 
tenance employee  3  year  just  to  offset  the  cost  of  acquiring  the  core  uniform. 

6b.  Question.  What  is  the  present  uniform  policy?  How  is  this  different  than  the 
uniform  policy  of  3  years  ago? 

Answer.  The  Service's  policies  have  not  changed  significantly  during  the  past  3 
years,  though  the  pertinent  guideline  was  revised  and  refined  somewhat.  NPS-43, 
Chapter  6,  states  the  following: 

"Only  National  Park  Service  employees  are  authorized  to  wear  the  uniform.  The 
following  criteria  are  to  be  utilized  to  determine  who  in  general  should  wear  the 
uniform: 

Employees  who  have  regular  and  recurring  contact  with  the  public  in  the  perform- 
ance of  their  duties. 

Employees  who  have  duties  of  any  kind  that  require  clear  identification  with  the 
National  Park  Service. 

Employees  who  represent  the  Service  outside  the  park  in  interpretive,  informa- 
tional or  recruitment  activities. 

Program  coordinators  and  other  employees  in  central  offices  who  are  in  regular 
contact  with  uniformed  employees  in  the  ueld. 

In  addition,  managers  should  consider  authorizing  uniforms  for  other  employees 
in  those  circumstances  where  it  is  important  for  morale,  team  building  and  esprit 
de  corps." 

6c.  Question.  Are  more  NPS  employees  required  to  wear  uniforms?  If  so,  why? 
What  was  the  reasoning  behind  this  change? 

Answer.  The  only  significant  change  regarding  which  employees  are  required  to 
wear  the  NPS  uniform  has  been  the  inclusion  of  approximately  20  senior  managers. 
This  was  done  to  increase  the  visibility  and  professional  identity  of  the  Service  at 
Congressional  hearings,  public  appearances,  and  other  significant  events.  There  has 
been  little  change  in  overall  numbers  during  the  past  3  years. 

6d.  Question.  Would  any  of  these  funds  be  necessary  due  to  uniform  redesigning? 
If  so,  how  much? 

Answer.  There  are  no  funds  in  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  for  redesigning 
the  uniform. 

6e.  Question.  Why  is  this  considered  a  high  priority?  Why  is  this  a  higher  priority 
than  upkeep  of  park  units  or  providing  visitor  services? 

Answer.  There  are  three  primary  reasons: 
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1.  The  insufficiency  of  initial  funding  means  that  more  and  more  of  a  financial 
burden  is  being  placed  on  new  employees,  who  are  generally  low  graded  and  the 
least  capable  of  affording  out-of-pocket  expenses.  The  Administration  has  made  at- 
tention to  human  resources  and  amelioration  of  adverse  working  conditions  a  prior- 
ity. An  increase  in  employees'  initial  uniform  allowances  is  in  accord  with  overall 
enorts  to  improve  pay,  housing  and  other  benefits. 

2.  The  NPS  uniform  is  highly  recognizable  and  identifies  the  employee  as  a  rep- 
resentative of  the  agency  and  the  Government.  Poor  uniform  appearance  is  an  in- 
creasing problem  in  the  Service,  and  is  tied  to  insufficiency  of  allowances. 

3.  Most  importantly,  many  parts  of  the  NPS  uniform  are  highly  utilitarian  and 
provide  our  employees  with  necessary  protection  from  the  elements.  NPS  employees 
generally  work  outdoors  in  a  wide  variety  of  environments,  from  polar  to  tropical, 
from  rain  forest  to  desert,  from  mountain  summits  to  oceans.  Our  policy  is  to  "pro- 
vide employees  with  functional,  durable  and  comfortable  clothing  which  is  appro- 
priate for  assigned  duties  and  area  climates  and  fosters  employee  health  and  safe- 
ty." We,  therefore,  continually  strive  to  employ  state-of-the-art  materials — including 
GoreTex,  Thinsulate  and  similar  fabrics — to  provide  our  employees  with  the  maxi- 
mum protection  feasible  consistent  with  uniform  needs. 

PARK  INCREASES  COMPARED  WITH  FTE'S 

Beginning  on  page  160  of  the  budget  justification,  funding  and  FTE  levels  are  list- 
ed by  individual  parks.  There  does  not  seem  to  be  a  correlation  between  funding 
and  FTEs.  For  instance: 

7a.  Question.  The  fiscal  year  1993  funding  for  Acadia  National  Park  in  Maine  was 
$2,839,000.  In  fiscal  year  1994,  the  park  budget  is  $3,334,000,  which  is  an  increase 
of  $495,000  (  +  17  percent).  However,  the  fiscal  year  1993  FTEs  are  94;  the  fiscal 
year  1994  FTEs  are  83 — a  decrease  of  11  (  -  12  percent).  In  fiscal  year  1995,  a 
$351,000  increase  and  a  3  FTE  increase  are  proposed.  Please  explain  how  the  park 
can  accommodate  an  $850,000  increase  over  a  2-year  period  but  be  down  6  FTEs. 

Answer.  The  fiscal  year  1993  FTE  amount  shown  for  parks  beginning  on  page  160 
(column  heading:  fiscal  year  1993  FTE)  reflects  the  actual  usage  of  FTEs  in  fiscal 
year  1993.  Acadia  utilized  a  total  of  94  FTEs  in  fiscal  year  1993,  going  well  over 
their  park  ceiling  of  75  FTEs.  In  fiscal  year  1994,  Acadia  National  Park  received 
an  increase  of  $495,000  and  8  FTEs.  This  FTE  increase,  which  attempted  to  aid  the 
park  in  covering  its  FTE  overage  as  well  as  provide  FTEs  for  the  new  funding, 
brought  the  new  FTE  ceiling  to  83.  While  the  fiscal  year  1994  amount  was  below 
the  fiscal  year  1993  usage,  the  Park  Service,  as  well  as  all  Government  agencies, 
has  been  placed  under  severe  FTE  constraints  through  Executive  Orders  and  legis- 
lation. The  overall  FTE  allowance  provided  to  the  Park  Service  would  not  allow  each 
park  which  exceeded  its  FTE  ceiling  for  fiscal  year  1993  to  be  made  whole. 

Since  the  time  the  budget  request  was  printed,  the  FTE  ceiling  for  Acadia  has 
been  further  adjusted  to  88  for  fiscal  year  1994.  For  fiscal  year  1995,  Acadia  is  pro- 
posed to  receive  an  operational  increase  of  $335,000  and  3  FTEs. 

7b.  Question.  Another  example  is  Cuyahoga  Valley  National  Recreation  Area  in 
Ohio.  The  recreation  area  received  $4,539,000  in  fiscal  year  1993  and  used  134 
FTEs.  Congress  provided  $6,324,000  in  fiscal  year  1994  but  the  FTE  level  shown 
in  the  budget  justification  is  expected  to  decrease  25  to  109  FTEs.  What  is  the  ra- 
tionale for  a  39  percent  funding  increase  and  a  19  percent  FTE  decrease? 

Answer.  Similar  to  Acadia,  Cuyahoga  Valley  National  Recreation  Area  exceeded 
its  FTE  target  of  108  by  26  FTEs.  Prior  to  the  recently-passed  Federal  Workforce 
Restructuring  Act  of  1994,  Federal  agencies  could  exceed  FTE  targets  without  seri- 
ous consequence.  The  park  units  of  the  National  Park  System,  in  recent  years,  have 
frequently  chosen  to  do  so,  placing  what  they  perceive  to  be  real  needs  over  what 
they  perceive  to  be  artificially  imposed  personnel  ceilings.  Cuyahoga  Valley  is  often 
the  recipient  of  unrequested  operational  increases,  as  was  the  case  in  fiscal  year 
1994  when  a  $900,000  addition  to  the  budget  was  provided.  Unfortunately,  the  pre- 
viously assigned  FTE  target  of  the  National  Park  Service  for  fiscal  year  1994  was 
not  adjusted  to  accommodate  this  and  similar  Congressional  additions.  While  the 
FTE  target  for  Cuyahoga  has  been  adjusted  to  123  FTEs  for  fiscal  year  1994  since 
the  printing  of  the  budget  justifications  in  early  February  1994,  all  efforts  to  provide 
FTEs  for  parks  which  exceed  their  ceilings  must  result  in  taking  FTEs  from  other 
park  units.  The  severe  limitations  on  Federal  employment  dictate  this  course  of  ac- 
tion. 

7c.  Question,  on  the  other  hand,  the  Gettysburg  National  Military  Park  gained 
$190,000  and  4  FTEs  from  fiscal  year  1993  to  fiscal  year  1994.  Why  was  the  Gettys- 
burg National  Military  Park  treated  differently  than  the  other  two  previously  cited 
examples? 
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Answer.  Gettysburg,  which  had  a  fiscal  year  1993  FTE  target  of  81  FTEs  utiUzed 
only  78  FTEs  during  the  course  of  fiscal  year  1993.  The  one  FTE  increase  in  their 
FTE  target  from  fiscal  year  1993  to  fiscal  year  1994  resulted  from  the  approval  of 
a  new  resource  professional  position  funded  from  the  Resource  Professionalization 
Initiative  enacted  in  fiscal  year  1994. 

7d.  Question.  In  fiscal  year  1994  Scotts  Bluff  National  Monument  increased 
$20,000  to  $541,000  and  decreased  7  FTEs  to  15  FTEs.  Why  is  the  funding  increas- 
ing if  the  personnel  needs  are  less? 

Answer.  Personnel  needs  are  not  necessarily  less.  Scotts  Bluff  National  Monu- 
ment, similar  to  Acadia  and  Cuyahoga  Valley,  exceeded  its  fiscal  year  1993  FTE  tar- 
get of  13  by  9  FTEs.  The  fiscal  year  1994  FTE  target  for  the  park  was  adjusted 
to  15  in  an  attempt  to  bring  the  FTE  target  into  line  as  much  as  possible.  Given 
the  limited  FTEs  provided  the  Service  in  fiscal  year  1994,  the  Region  was  unable 
to  assign  more  FTEs  to  Scotts  Bluff.  Further  adjustments  may  be  made,  to  ensure 
minimal  degradation  of  visitor  services  and  resource  protection,  within  the  rigid  con- 
fines of  the  newly  imposed  FTE  controls. 

LAND  ACQUISITION/LAND  EXCHANGE 

The  National  Park  Service's  Land  Acquisition  request  is  $82.7  million  which  is 
a  decrease  of  $12.6  million  below  (-13  percent)  the  fiscal  year  1994  enacted  appro- 
priation of  $95.3  million.  The  proposed  appropriation  level  includes  $79.6  million  for 
land  acquisition,  $9.0  million  for  land  acquisition  administration,  $24.8  million  for 
State  grants,  and  $3.3  million  for  State  grants  administration. 

BIG  THICKET  NATIONAL  PRESERVE 

A  $2.0  million  request  for  the  Big  Thicket  National  Preserve  (vicinity  of  Beau- 
mont, Texas)  is  included  in  the  budget.  The  funds  would  cover  the  cost  of  surveys, 
mapping,  title,  timber  valuation,  appraisals,  and  archaeological  and  other  surveys 
for  the  exchange  of  timber  companies'  land  for  Forest  Service  land. 

8a.  Question.  Why  are  these  costs  so  high?  Does  this  include  costs  for  both  the 
timber  companies'  land  and  the  Forest  Service  lands? 

Answer.  The  exchange  will  involve  the  acquisition  of  10,766  acres  of  land  from 
3  large  timber  companies  for  approximately  8,000  acres  of  land  administered  by  the 
Forest  Service.  Exchanges  are  labor-intensive  and  the  administrative  expenses  of  ac- 
quiring land  by  exchange  are  greater  than  the  expenses  associated  with  purchase. 
Both  tne  private  and  Federal  land  that  will  be  used  in  the  exchange  must  be  sur- 
veyed, mapped,  timber  cruised,  and  appraised.  An  archeological  survey  must  also 
be  performed  on  the  Federal  land.  The  costs  are  broken  down,  as  follows: 

Costs 

Tract/boundary  survey  $490,000 

Mapping/aerial  photography  221,000 

Title  evidence  150,000 

Timber  cruise/valuation  estimate/appraisals  354,000 

USFS  exchange  cost  (archaeological  surveys,  hazardous  material  surveys, 
environmental  assessments,  threatened  and  endangered  species  sur- 
veys)    500,000 

Relocation/closing  cost  100,000 

Terminate  recreational  cabin  leases  on  land  of  timber  companies  185,000 

Total  2,000,000 

8b.  Question.  Please  provide  an  itemized  listing  of  estimated  costs  for  the  private 
lands  and  for  the  public  lands. 

Answer.  The  private  lands  and  the  public  lands  have  not  been  appraised  and  the 
estimated  cost  of  the  lands  are  not  known. 

BUFFALO  NATIONAL  RIVER 

The  Buffalo  National  River  project  (a  132-mile  project  in  Arkansas)  is  proposed 
for  $850,000.  All  privately  owned  land  has  been  acquired  except  for  fractional  inter- 
ests and  mineral  interests.  The  funds  would  be  used  to  acquire  the  remaining  inter- 
ests and  to  continue  the  resurvey  of  the  boundary. 

9a.  Question.  How  are  fractional  interests  defined?  What  is  the  total  funding  need 
for  fractional  interests?  For  mineral  interests?  For  resurvey? 

Answer.  Fractional  interest  can  refer  to  one  of  the  following:  (1)  When  undivided 
ownership  is  in  the  name  of  several  individuals  and  it  is  not  possible  to  deal  with 
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them  collectively,  the  NPS  can  acquire  from  each  individual  the  interest  he/she 
owns.  For  example,  if  the  NPS  acquires  a  parcel  owned  by  one  of  four  individuals 
who  separately  own  an  interest,  the  Park  Service  has  one-fourth  interest.  The  re- 
mainder of  the  ownership  is  referred  to  as  a  "fractional  interest."  (2)  Another  type 
of  "fractional  interest"  at  Buffalo  are  the  small  pieces  of  land  that  we  become  aware 
of  as  a  result  of  the  resurvey  of  the  boundary. 

We  estimate  that  approximately  $400,000  of  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request 
will  be  used  to  fund  the  boundary  resurvey.  However,  since  acquisition  is  our  prior- 
ity, should  it  become  necessary  to  obligate  more  than  $450,000  earmarked  for  the 
acquisition  of  the  remaining  290  acres  there  would  be  less  funding  available  for  the 
boundary  resurvey. 

9b.  Question.  Why  is  it  important  to  move  forward  on  this  project  at  this  time? 

Answer.  The  incorrect  boundary  survey  is  causing  management  problems  and  has 
resulted  in  feelings  of  dissatisfaction  for  the  adjoining  park  neighbors  as  well  as  po- 
tential legal  action  against  the  Service  for  the  incorrect  location  of  the  park  bound- 
ary. The  land  acquisition  program  at  Buffalo  River  began  in  fiscal  year  1973  and 
it  should  be  promptly  brought  to  a  conclusion  so  that  all  landowners  who  are  enti- 
tled to  compensation  are  identified  and  the  process  concluded. 

SANTA  MONICA  MOUNTAINS  NATIONAL  RECREATION  AREA 

A  total  of  $146.1  million  has  been  appropriated  for  the  Santa  Monica  Mountains 
National  Recreation  Area  (CA).  The  fiscal  year  1995  request  is  $5.0  million  with  an 
estimated  $81.0  million  need  remaining.  The  funds  would  be  used  to  complete  the 
missing  links  in  the  Backbone  Trail  and  to  connect  Federal  and  State-owned  compo- 
nents of  the  recreation  area. 

10a.  Question.  The  fiscal  year  1993  land  acquisition  costs  were  approximately 
$50,000  per  acre.  The  fiscal  year  1994  cost  per  acre  is  $15,000.  fiscal  year  1995  is 
$14,000  per  acre.  The  average  cost  per  acre  is  estimated  to  be  $3,000.  Why  is  there 
such  a  per-acre  cost  variance  between  years? 

Answer.  The  cost  per  acre  figures  for  acquisition  at  Santa  Monica  in  fiscal  years 
1993  and  1994  are  based  on  the  status  of  the  lands  expected  to  be  acquired.  Acquisi- 
tion of  improved  versus  undeveloped  land  has  a  major  impact  on  the  per  acre  value. 
The  value  reflected  for  the  remaining  acquisition  program  is  based  on  an  estimate 
and  is  not  an  appraisal.  Estimates  can  change  depending  on  a  number  of  factors 
such  as  the  nature  of  the  lands  and  improvements  to  be  acquired,  and  the  existing 
market  conditions. 

10b.  Question.  Would  the  purchase  of  these  acres  require  additional  funds  for 
management  and  operations  or  would  savings  be  realized?  How  much? 

Answer.  The  purchase  of  the  lands  proposed  in  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  would 
not  require  adaitional  management  and  operations  funds  as  they  are  all  within, 
near,  or  connected  to  existing  NPS  land. 

LAND  ACQUISITION  REPROGRAMMING  REQUEST 

The  Committee  is  considering  an  April  21,  1994,  reprogramming  request  for 
$850,000  to  cover  acquisition  management  costs  related  to  the  National  Park  Serv- 
ice's land  acquisition  program.  It  is  proposed  that  the  acquisition  management 
needs  be  met  from  unobligated  balances  from  11  selected  land  acquisition  projects. 

The  fiscal  year  1992  NPS  land  acquisition  program  ($74  million)  required  172 
FTEs.  The  fiscal  year  1993  program  ($82  million)  was  supported  bv  182  FTEs.  As 
displayed  in  the  budget  justification,  the  fiscal  year  1994  program  ($59  million)  was 
expected  to  require  174  FTEs.  The  fiscal  year  1995  NPS  land  acquisition  program 
is  requested  at  $46  million. 

11a.  Question.  Why  does  the  acquisition  management  program  require  an  addi- 
tional $850,000  when  the  MPS  land  acquisition  program  is  on  a  downward  trend 
and  will  most  likely  continue  to  go  down? 

Answer.  The  funds  requested  in  the  reprogramming  will  be  used  to  fund  the 
shortfall  that  exists  this  fiscal  year  in  the  land  acquisition  management  account.  A 
portion  of  the  funds  requested  for  land  acquisition  management  in  fiscal  year  1995 
will  be  used  to  promote  an  aggressive  exchange  program.  We  envision  making  great- 
er use  of  exchanges  in  the  future.  Exchanges,  however,  are  labor  intensive  and  re- 
sult in  greater  administrative  expenses. 

lib.  Question.  How  does  th's  increase  fit  into  the  headquarters  and  Regional  Of- 
fice streamlining  and  downsizing  efforts? 

Answer.  We  expect  the  land  acquisition  function  of  the  Service  to  be  examined  as 
will  all  other  functions  during  the  Service's  review  of  its  organization.  For  more 
than  14  years,  the  land  acquisition  programs  of  the  North  Atlantic  and  National 
Capital  Regions  have  been  handled  by  the  land  acquisition  staff  at  the  Mid-Atlantic 
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Region.  Similar  streamlining  and  consolidation  of  other  regional  land  acquisition 
programs  could  be  considered. 

lie.  Question.  According  to  a  March  16,  1994,  article  in  the  Seattle  Post-Intel- 
ligencer, the  Park  Service  is  embarking  on  a  plan  to  eliminate  four  Regional  head- 
quarters. Are  efficiencies  expected  to  be  realized  under  this  plan?  How  does  this  new 
Regional  headquarters  scheme  affect  the  acquisition  management  program  needs? 
Has  the  Park  Service  considered  moving  land  acquisition  specialists  to  meet  the 
highest  priority  land  acquisition  needs? 

Answer.  Many  different  proposals  have  been  suggested  on  eliminating  Regional 
headquarters  as  part  of  the  streamlining  of  the  National  Park  Service,  but  no  final 
plan  has  been  adopted.  The  land  acquisition  function  will  be  part  of  the  streamlin- 
ing of  the  Service,  but  no  final  plans  have  been  developed.  Historically,  the  Service 
has  moved  land  acquisition  specialists  to  those  areas  or  Regions  with  the  greatest 
workload  and  available  funding.  We  expect  to  continue  this  policy.  We  have  found 
from  experience  that  land  acquisition  programs  at  areas  with  limited  funds  or  few 
tracts  to  be  acquired  can  effectively  be  handled  out  of  a  Regional  Office. 

MARTIN  LUTHER  KING,  JR.,  NATIONAL  HISTORIC  SITE 
CONSTRUCTION 

The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  proposes  construction  funding  of  $1.8  million 
to  complete  the  final  phase  of  work  on  the  Birth  Home  Block  for  the  Martin  Luther 
King,  Jr.,  National  Historic  Site  (NHS).  The  project  proposal  includes  rehabilitation 
of  exterior  facades,  of  historic  landscapes,  and  of  grounds  for  14  historic  properties. 
The  request  also  includes  construction  of  an  historically  accurate  replacement  build- 
ing and  demolition  of  a  nonhistone  apartment  structure. 

12a.  Question.  Please  describe  the  historically  accurate  replacement  building.  Why 
is  it  necessary  to  build  a  replacement  building?  For  what  would  it  be  used? 

Answer.  The  replacement  building  will  be  a  two-story  wood  frame  with  masonry 
foundation.  The  building  will  have  a  roof  with  sloping  sides  and  a  recessed  two- 
story,  full-facade  front  porch  carried  on  square  columns.  The  building  will  duplicate 
the  architectural  style  and  character  in  scale,  material,  texture  and  design  of  the 
structure  which  previously  occupied  the  site.  The  building  will  blend  with  adjacent 
buildings  and  the  overall  streetscape  of  the  district.  A  Memorandum  of  Agreement 
between  the  National  Park  Service,  the  Advisory  Council  and  the  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer  commits  the  National  Park  Service  to  replace  the  building  and 
will  contribute  towards  reestablishing  the  historic  streetscape.  The  building  will 
function  as  a  private,  multiunit  residence  as  it  did  originally. 

12b.  Question.  Provide  the  Committee  with  a  more  detailed  description  and  the 
associated  funding  requirements  for  each  of  these  construction  components. 

Answer.  Funding  requested  in  the  1995  President's  budget,  $1.8  million,  for  the 
exterior  rehabilitation  of  the  14  historic  properties  will  be  performed  in  accordance 
with  the  guidelines  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards  for  Rehabilitation 
and  Guidelines  for  Rehabilitating  Historic  Buildings.  The  exterior  facades  shall  be 
repaired  or  replaced  with  similar  materials  to  match  their  historic  appearance.  This 
work  will  include  roofing,  millwork,  ornamental  details,  windows,  doors,  masonry 
and  related  architectural  features.  The  exterior  rehabilitation  shall  reestablish  the 
historic  character  of  the  14  structures  and  adjacent  properties  during  the  time  of 
interpretation,  1929  to  1941. 

12c.  Question.  Would  the  fiscal  year  1995  $1.8  million  request  complete  the  con- 
struction needs  for  the  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.,  National  Historic  Site?  If  not,  what 
are  the  anticipated  future  construction  funding  needs? 

Answer.  The  fiscal  year  1995  request  for  $1.8  million  will  complete  construction 
needs  for  rehabilitation  of  the  Birth  Home  Block  to  the  1930's  of  Dr.  Martin  Luther 
King's  boyhood.  Along  with  construction  funds  appropriated  in  fiscal  year  1994  for 
development  of  visitor  facilities,  this  will  complete  currently  needed  work  for  the 
Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.  National  Historic  Site.  A  potential  future  need  will  involve 
rehabilitation  of  the  historic  Ebenezer  Baptist  Church,  where  Dr.  King  served  as  co- 
pastor.  However,  this  work  must  await  completion  of  private  fundraising  by  the 
church  for  construction  of  a  new  sanctuary  and  use  of  the  historic  church  by  the 
Service  for  visitor  interpretive  tours  under  a  Cooperative  Agreement  once  it  becomes 
an  inactive  church. 

12d.  Question.  What  is  the  urgency  in  funding  this  project  under  the  fiscal  year 
1995  program?  How  much  of  a  determining  factor  was  the  1996  Olympic  Games  in 
Atlanta  when  reviewing  this  project?  Are  there  other  NPS  projects  whose  immediate 
needs  present  greater  urgency  in  terms  of  safety  hazards  to  visitors  and  employees, 
threats  to  the  natural  resources  of  an  area,  etc.? 


1007 

Answer.  The  Birth  Home  Block  is  the  focal  point  for  historic  preservation  efforts 
by  the  Service  at  the  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.,  National  Historic  Site.  It  is  the  pri- 
mary resource  used  by  the  Service  in  interpreting  the  life  of  Dr.  King.  Without  the 
requested  construction  funds  in  fiscal  year  1995,  historic  structures  still  in  need  of 
rehabilitation  will  continue  to  deteriorate.  Several  of  these  historically  significant 
buildings  may  be  lost  due  to  extensive  deterioration  unless  funds  for  rehabilitation 
are  provided  in  fiscal  year  1995.  One  structure,  at  509  Auburn  Avenue,  was  lost  due 
to  deterioration  3  years  ago  because  of  a  lack  of  funds  for  rehabilitation.  This  project 
is  a  high  priority  for  the  Service  because  it  deals  with  significant  cultural  resources 
in  danger  of  being  lost.  The  work  is  needed  regardless  of  the  1996  Olympic  Games 
in  Atlanta. 

12e.  Question.  Congress  provided  $10  million  in  fiscal  year  1994  for  Martin  Luther 
King,  Jr.,  NHS  visitor  facilities.  What  is  the  status  of  the  visitor  facilities? 

Answer.  Design  work  for  the  proposed  visitor  facilities  was  completed  in  early 
1994,  and  construction  drawings  and  specifications  will  be  finished  by  July  1,  1994. 
Construction  work  will  proceed  in  two  phases.  Phase  one  will  include  construction 
of  the  pedestrian  walkway,  plaza  and  infrastructure.  The  Service  has  acquired  the 
plaza  property  and  has  received  land  for  the  pedestrian  walkway.  In  the  second 
phase,  the  Atlanta  City  Council  will  take  final  action  to  donate  the  existing  Commu- 
nity Center  for  conversion  to  the  park  management  facility  in  June  1994.  A  con- 
struction bid  announcement  will  be  advertised  in  August  with  construction  work 
scheduled  to  begin  in  October  1994.  Acquisition  of  property  for  proposed  visitor 
parking  will  be  completed  by  October  1994,  with  construction  work  beginning  in 
early  1995. 

LAND  ACQUISITION 

In  addition  to  the  construction  request,  $1.0  million  is  requested  for  land  acquisi- 
tion. The  funds  would  be  used  to  acquire  10  tracts  (5  acres)  at  the  visitor  parking 
lot  site.  The  materials  provided  to  the  Committee  during  last  year's  appropriations 
process  indicate  that  parking  was  included  in  the  visitor  facilities  construction  pack- 
age. 

13a.  Question.  Please  explain  the  purpose  of  this  land  acquisition  proposal. 

Answer.  Part  of  the  funds  provided  in  the  fiscal  year  1994  construction  package 
is  being  used  to  acauire  the  Scripto  property,  a  core  tract  needed  for  the  parking 
lot,  but  all  the  funds  needed  for  acquisition  of  the  parking  area  were  not  appro- 
priated. The  $1  million  requested  in  fiscal  year  1995  would  be  used  to  acquire  the 
remaining  10  tracts  needed  to  complete  the  parking  lot  area. 

13b.  Question.  Where  is  the  location  of  the  property? 

Answer.  The  tracts  proposed  to  be  acquired  in  fiscal  year  1995  are  located  adja- 
cent to  the  Scripto  property  and  are  needed  to  complete  the  parking  lot  area. 

13c.  Question.  According  to  the  National  Park  Service's  detail  sheet,  there  are 
hazardous  materials  present  on  the  property.  What  is  the  current  status  of  the  haz- 
ardous materials  removal? 

Answer.  Hydrocarbons,  metals  and  volatile  organic  chemical  contaminate  the 
property  and  are  found  in  various  levels  in  surface  and  subsurface  soils  as  well  as 
in  groundwater.  In  addition,  buildings  on  the  property  contain  asbestos  and  lead- 
based  paint.  The  Trust  for  Public  Lands,  which  holds  an  option  on  the  Scripto  prop- 
erty, has  agreed  to  demolish  the  buildings  on  the  site  and  remove  the  asbestos  and 
lead.  The  owners  of  the  property  have  just  recently  agreed  to  undertake  soil  and 
groundwater  remediation.  The  Service  pFans  to  seek  a  release  from  Federal  and 
State  regulatory  agencies,  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  the  Georgia 
Department  of  Environmental  Protection  certifying  that  no  additional  remediation 
is  needed.  The  acquisition  of  the  property  will  take  place  only  after  the  Service  is 
assured  that  no  Service  funds  will  be  required  at  a  later  date  for  cleanup  of  the  real 
estate. 

THE  PRESIDIO 

The  fiscal  year  1995  National  Park  Service's  request  includes  $25.0  million  for  op- 
eration of  the  Presidio.  Another  $7.9  million  is  requested  in  the  construction  pro- 
gram for  rehabilitating  the  electrical  distribution  system  and  $1.0  million  is  pro- 
posed for  the  general  management  plan  funding. 

14a.  Question.  The  Park  Service  has  repeatedly  said  it  would  not  exceed  a  $25.0 
million  appropriation  request  for  the  Presidio.  What  is  the  justification  for  this 
year's  request  for  $33.9  million? 

Answer.  The  additional  funds  requested  in  fiscal  year  1995  above  the  $25.0  mil- 
lion include  funds  for  the  ownership/transfer  fee  for  the  new  electrical  service  pro- 
vider (estimate  $5.5  million),  and  the  Contribution  in  Aid  to  Construction  (CIAC) 
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tax  for  the  electrical  system  (estimate  $2.3  million)  for  a  total  of  $7.8  million.  This 
is  a  cost  that  will  not  reoccur;  however,  it  is  a  crucial  need  for  fiscal  year  1995. 

14b.  Question.  What  is  the  Department  of  Defense's  funding  contribution  for  fiscal 
year  1994? 

Answer.  The  Department  of  Defense  appropriated  $22.8  million  for  common  oper- 
ating costs  in  fiscal  year  1994  and  $12.5  million  for  building  repair.  Common  operat- 
ing funds  cover  day-to-day  expenses  such  as  maintenance,  management,  and  utility 
charges.  Building  repair  funds  are  being  used  to  rehabilitate  buildings  for  leasing 
and  for  cyclic  maintenance  of  national  historic  landmark  buildings. 

14c.  Question.  What  amount  of  funds  is  proposed  for  fiscal  year  1995  and  for  what 
purposes? 

Answer.  There  is  no  proposal  for  Department  of  Defense  funds  to  be  transferred 
directly  to  the  National  Park  Service  in  fiscal  year  1995  for  the  Presidio.  However, 
under  the  proposed  Army/National  Park  Service  reuse  agreement,  the  Sixth  Army 
will  reimburse  the  National  Park  Service  for  a  prorata  share  of  common  operating 
costs  at  the  Presidio  estimated  at  approximately  $3.0  million,  and  in  addition  will 
provide  approximately  $9.0  million  to  directly  offset  utility  and  maintenance  costs 
for  a  total  $12.0  million. 

CONTRIBUTION  IN  AID  TO  CONSTRUCTION  iCIAd  TAX 

An  amount  of  $7.8  million  has  been  requested  to  pay  for  transfer  fees  to  the  local 
utility  ($5.5  million)  and  taxes  ($2.3  million)  in  conjunction  with  the  transfer  of  own- 
ership and  maintenance  of  the  electrical  systems.  The  estimates  were  based  on  a 
Pacific  Gas  &  Electric  Company  (PG&E)  study.  It  is  noted  that  PG&E  will  apply 
for  a  waiver  of  the  Contribution  in  Aid  to  Construction  Tax  and  will  consider 
waiving  the  cost  of  ownership  fee,  if  it  is  awarded  the  work.  Therefore,  it  is  uncer- 
tain whether  or  not  these  costs  will  occur. 

15a.  Question.  The  Department  of  the  Army  is  paying  for  the  rehabilitating  the 
electrical  distribution  system.  Why  is  it  the  NPS's  responsibility  to  pay  for  the 
transfer  fee? 

Answer.  The  transfer  fee  is  beyond  the  scope  of  current  infrastructure  funds  allo- 
cated by  the  Department  of  Defense  in  the  fiscal  year  1993-94  program.  It  is  the 
National  Park  Service's  decision  to  have  a  system  provider  that  will  operate,  main- 
tain, and  manage  the  new  system  once  installed  as  well  as  have  the  new  provider 
assume  ownership.  National  Park  Service  policy  is  to  use  municipal  or  other  utility 
providers  whenever  economically  and  environmentally  practical. 

15b.  Question.  Are  these  figures  still  good  estimates? 

Answer.  The  estimates  for  the  ownership/transfer  fee  and  the  CIAC  taxes  are  still 
valid.  The  exact  costs  will  be  determined  during  the  negotiation  for  a  new  system 
provider  as  well  as  the  outcome  of  the  request  to  waive  the  Federal  and  State  taxes. 

15c.  Question.  The  budget  justification  indicates  that  PG&E  has  agreed  to  apply 
for  a  tax  waiver.  Is  that  still  the  case? 

Answer.  The  National  Park  Service  anticipates  that  the  selected  system  provider 
will  apply  for  a  waiver  for  the  State  CIAC  taxes.  The  National  Park  Service  will 
seek  a  waiver  of  the  Federal  CIAC  taxes.  Again,  the  system  provider  is  yet  to  be 
determined  with  a  decision  expected  by  August  1994. 

15d.  Question.  Is  PG&E  the  only  local  utility  that  is  interested  in  the  system? 

Answer.  As  of  this  date,  14  separate  providers  have  indicated  an  interest  in  pro- 
viding service  to  the  Presidio.  Responses  to  the  Request  for  Proposals  for  the  system 
are  due  June  23,  1994. 

15e.  Question.  Under  the  transfer  arrangement,  would  a  yearly  maintenance  fee 
be  changed?  Explain. 

Answer.  Under  the  anticipated  ownership/transfer  arrangement,  no  yearly  main- 
tenance fee  is  anticipated. 

PRESIDIO  GENERAL  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

The  draft  General  Management  Plan  for  the  Presidio  was  released  on  October  19, 
1993.  Four  management  alternatives  were  proposed.  Under  the  preferred  alter- 
native, the  National  Park  Service  would  share  the  rehabilitation  and  O&M  costs  of 
the  Presidio  with  public  and  private  "park  partners." 

16a.  Question.  What  is  the  status  of  the  draft  General  Management  Plan  activi- 
ties? What  is  the  timeframe  for  the  final  plan? 

Answer.  The  draft  General  Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement 
for  the  Presidio  is  being  revised  to  reflect  public  comment.  The  final  General  Man- 
agement Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  is  expected  to  be  released  to  the 
public  this  summer  in  June  or  July. 
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16b.  Question.  The  budget  request  includes  $1  million  to  continue  the  planning 
efforts.  How  much  longer  will  this  annual  appropriation  be  needed? 

Answer.  The  budget  request  will  fund  detailed  site  planning  proposed  in  the  final 
Presidio  Greneral  Management  Plan.  Funding  will  be  needed  over  the  next  several 
years  to  complete  all  the  necessary  site  plans  to  ensure  the  implementation  of  the 
final  Greneral  Management  Plan. 

USE  OF  THE  PRESIDIO 

There  have  been  a  number  of  negotiations  taking  place  regarding  the  use  of  the 
Presidio.  A  decision  has  been  made  to  keep  the  headquarters  of  the  Sixth  Army  at 
the  Presidio.  The  Army  has  indicated  that  a  number  of  the  facilities  will  need  to 
remain  available  to  them  to  support  the  1,000  civilian  and  military  personnel. 

17a.  Question.  Is  this  correct? 

Answer.  The  Sixth  Army  has  been  authorized  through  the  1993  Base  Realignment 
and  Closure  Commission  recommendations  (BRAC  1993)  to  keep  its  headquarters 
located  at  the  Presidio.  The  correct  estimate  of  future  Sixth  Army  staffing  is  ap- 
proximately 700  civilian  and  military  personnel. 

17b.  Question.  What  is  the  current  status  of  these  negotiations? 

Answer.  The  Department  of  the  Army  and  the  Department  of  the  Interior  are  cur- 
rently in  final  negotiations  about  future  use  and  occupancy  at  the  Presidio.  It  is  the 
intent  of  both  parties  to  secure  an  agreement,  allowed  under  BRAC  1993,  for  the 
Sixth  Army  headquarters  to  remain  at  the  Presidio. 

17c.  Question.  How  will  the  occupancy  of  the  Sixth  Army's  1,000  personnel  affect 
the  draft  General  Management  Plan's  preferred  alternative?  Will  this  reduce  the 
previously  identified  funding  needs? 

Answer.  The  draft  General  Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  is 
now  being  revised  to  include  the  Sixth  Army's  higher  level  of  future  use.  The  Sixth 
Army  use  of  the  Presidio  as  a  future  tenant  will  not  diminish  the  need  in  fiscal  year 
1995  of  $25.0  million  for  operations.  However,  it  will  reduce  the  long-term  need  for 
capital  improvements  funds  during  the  15-year  implementation  period  proposed  in 
the  leasing  strategy  for  the  Presidio. 

17d.  Question.  What  impact  will  the  Sixth  Army's  keeping  of  facilities  have  on  the 
park's  revenue  generation  plans? 

Answer.  The  Sixth  Army  and  the  Department  of  the  Interior  have  carefully  nego- 
tiated use  and  occupancy  to  allow  future  revenue  to  be  maximized  where  possible. 
Therefore,  Sixth  Army  permitted  occupancy  will  not  dramatically  alter  future  reve- 
nue generating  capacity. 

SOUTH  FLORIDA  INITIATIVE 

The  Administration's  proposal  for  the  South  Florida  Ecosystem  Initiative  for  fiscal 
year  1995  totals  $57.3  million — an  increase  of  $28.9  million  above  the  fiscal  year 
1994  level.  The  National  Park  Service  is  the  major  Interior  Department  player  in 
this  fiscal  year  1995  effort,  with  a  total  of  $36.3  million  requested  (page  11  of  the 
Departmental  Highlights). 

"The  NPS  construction  request  contains  $4.5  million  to  continue  the  water  delivery 
system  for  the  Everglades  National  Park.  The  total  appropriated  through  1994  is 
$22.7  million.  Another  $79.8  million  is  anticipated  in  future  years. 

18a.  Question.  What  has  been  accomplished  with  the  water  delivery  system  money 
appropriated  to  date? 

Answer.  The  terminology  used  in  the  following  responses  is  the  standard  termi- 
nology used  by  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to  describe  various  projects  and  refers 
to  numerical  identification  of  water  management  structures  and  facilities  within  the 
Central  and  Southern  Florida  Project.  As  such,  "S"  refers  to  a  management  struc- 
ture and  "L"  identifies  a  levee. 

Funds  provided  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers  have  enabled  the  completion  of  the  gen- 
eral design  memorandum  (GDM),  environmental  impact  statement,  and  two  of  five 
feature  design  memorandums.  Plans  and  specifications  for  modifications  to  S-3341 
and  for  raising  the  Tigertail  Camp  have  been  completed  for  a  construction  contract 
award  in  early  fiscal  year  1995.  Funds  have  also  been  used  for  activities  related  to 
the  Experimental  Program  of  Modified  Water  Deliveries  to  Everglades  National 
Park.  This  program  has  been  conducted  through  an  iterative  testing  process  that 
will  provide  information  required  to  develop  an  optimum  operating  plan.  Finally, 


'Structure  334  at  Highway  No.  41  controls  water  movement  through  the  L-29  canal  entering 
the  East  Everglades  area. 
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the  L-672  Pilot  Test  features  will  be  completed  in  fiscal  year  1994.  These  features 
include  degrading  sections  of  L-67A  and  L-67C^  to  allow  flows  into  Water  Con- 
servation Area  Number  3B  (part  of  the  State-owned  water  storage  areas  to  the 
north  of  Everglades  National  Park)  and  addition  of  culverts  to  allow  outflows  from 
the  area.  Over  the  next  2  years,  hydrologic  data  will  be  collected  as  a  part  of  this 
test  for  use  in  the  evaluation  of  a  less  structural  alternative  to  construction  of  the 
structures  recommended  in  the  GDM. 
A  breakdown  of  construction  obligations  estimated  through  fiscal  year  1994: 

Estimated  construction  obligations 

Land  acquisition  [$3,438,000] 

Levee-67  pilot  test [600,000] 

Water  delivery  experimental  program  [1,000,000] 

Project  design  [5,542,000] 

Total  obligations  through  fiscal  year  1994  -  10,580,000 

Carryover  to  fiscal  year  1995  12,157,000 

Carryover  less  authorized  $5  million  land  acquisition  7,157,000 

Total  22,737,000 

18b.  Question.  Does  the  $5.0  million  provided  in  the  recent  Supplemental  Bill  nul- 
lify the  need  for  the  $4.5  million  fiscal  year  1995  request?  If  not,  why? 

Answer.  No.  In  the  recent  supplemental  bill,  up  to  $5.0  million  was  authorized 
for  a  grant  for  the  Federal  participation  in  a  transition  lands  acquisition  program 
by  State  and  local  governments  in  the  Frog  Pond,  Rocky  Glades,  and  8-1/2  square 
mile  areas.  The  supplemental  bill  authorizes  up  to  $5.0  million  to  be  reprogrammed 
from  construction  appropriation  to  land  acquisition  as  a  first  installment.  The  $4.8 
million  land  acquisition  (grant)  funding  requested  in  fiscal  year  1995  represents  the 
second  installment  of  the  approximately  $30  million  needed  for  25  percent  Federal 
participation.  The  $4.5  million  in  fiscal  year  1995  is  requested  for  construction  relat- 
ed to  the  water  deliveir  system. 

18c.  Question.  For  what  would  the  fiscal  year  1995  funds  be  used? 

Answer.  The  $4.5  million  requested  in  fiscal  year  1995  would  be  utilized  for  con- 
tinuation of  construction  contracts  for  S-334  modifications  and  raising  the  Tigertail 
Camp,  initiation  of  the  construction  contract  for  S-355A''  and  S-355B,  and  contin- 
ued engineering  and  design.  The  engineering  and  design  would  include  development 
of  feature  design  memorandums,  plans  and  specifications  for  construction  contracts, 
and  monitoring  of  the  experimental  program  and  the  L-67  Pilot  Test. 

18d.  Question.  With  the  seemingly  fluid  state  of  the  South  Florida  agreements, 
is  the  total  funding  request  still  necessary? 

Answer.  Yes.  All  projects  and  agreements  are  moving  forward  and  additional  res- 
toration research,  design,  and  planning  is  being  supported  by  the  agency. 

18e.  Question.  What  are  the  future  funding  needs  in  South  Florida? 

Answer.  The  Interagency  Agreement  between  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  En- 
vironmental Protection  Agencv,  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  other  Federal  agen- 
cies requires  the  South  Florida  Working  Group  to  present  an  annual  report  to  the 
South  Florida  Ecosystem  Restoration  Task  Force  (the  Assistant  Secretaries  from  the 
six  Federal  agencies  involved).  The  initial  report  is  due  to  be  submitted  by  late  Sep- 
tember 1994  and  will  provide  an  outline  of  future  funding  needs  beyond  that  re- 
quested in  fiscal  year  1995. 

18f  Question.  The  NPS  is  requesting  $5.0  million  in  fiscal  year  1995  to  purchase 
4,569  acres.  An  additional  41,175  acres  remain  to  be  acquired  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $42.0  million.  If  funds  were  provided  for  fiscal  year  1995,  would  these  lands  be 
under  the  management  of  the  NPS?  What  are  the  associated  management  costs  of 
these  lands? 

Answer.  Yes,  these  lands  would  be  under  NPS  management  as  part  of  the  East 
Everglades  addition.  At  this  time,  no  further  funding  for  management  and  oper- 
ations is  foreseen.  However,  restoration  funding  associated  with  the  East  Everglades 
addition  includes  the  remaining  costs  of  modified  water  delivery  projects  and  land 


2  Levee  67  Pilot  Test  deals  with  backfilling  the  canal  to  improve  waterflow  to  the  south  and 
west  from  the  Water  Conservation  areas. 

3  Modifications  to  Levee  67A  and  67C  will  improve  water  movement  from  Water  Conservation 
Areas  3A  and  3B  (part  of  the  State-owned  water  storage  areas  to  the  north  of  Everglades  Na- 
tional Park). 

'' Structures  355A  and  355B  are  new  spillways  to  be  constructed  along  Highway  No.  41  (be- 
tween S-133  and  S-334)  to  permit  greater  movement  of  water  from  Water  Conservation  Area 
3A  into  the  East  Everglades  portion  of  the  park. 
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acquisition  which  must  be  completed  to  restore  natural  water  flows  to  lands  which 
have  been  artificially  drained  through  water  management  projects. 

18g.  Question.  In  addition  to  the  above  land  acquisition  request,  $4.8  million  is 
proposed  for  a  South  Florida  Restoration  grant.  The  Federal  contribution  for  these 
lands  is  not  to  exceed  25  percent  of  the  total  acquisition  costs.  What  is  the  status 
of  the  authorizing  legislation  for  these  lands?  Who  would  be  responsible  for  manage- 
ment of  these  lands?  How  would  the  NPS  be  assured  that  the  mnds  would  be  man- 
aged in  accordance  with  the  hydrologic  requirements  of  the  park? 

Answer.  The  legislation  which  allows  the  granting  of  Federal  funds  to  the  State 
of  Florida  for  land  acquisition  was  authorized  by  the  Act  of  Congress  dated  March 
9,  1994,  Public  Law  103-219.  The  State  of  Florida  would  be  responsible  for  the  man- 
agement of  the  lands.  The  public  law  requires  that  an  agreement  be  reached  with 
the  State  of  Florida  that  any  lands  acquired  with  Federal  funds  be  managed  in  per- 
petuity for  the  restoration  of  the  natural  hydrologic  flows  to  the  park  or  Florida 
Bay. 

CONSTRUCTION  SERVICEWIDE  PRIORITIES 

I  understand  that  the  National  Park  Service  priority  list  was  recently  revised. 

19a.  Question.  Is  this  an  annual  review? 

Answer.  The  Servicewide  priority  system  began  in  1980.  There  have  been  seven 
revisions  since  then.  Prior  to  this  latest  revision,  accomplished  in  December  1993, 
the  last  revision  was  done  in  1991. 

19b.  Question.  What  criteria  are  used  in  assembling  your  list  of  Servicewide  prior- 
ities for  construction?  Were  different  criteria  applied  to  the  review  process  this  time 
than  in  the  past?  If  so,  please  explain.  Why,  for  example,  did  the  (ranking)  of  the 
Grand  Canyon  project  (package  143)  move  from  number  33  to  number  22? 

Answer.  The  criteria  have  remained  the  same  in  concept  since  1980.  There  has 
been  some  consolidation  of  categories.  In  1980,  the  criteria  (in  priority  order)  were: 

1.  Projects  mandatory  by  court  order. 

2.  Threats  to  public  safety  or  health. 

3.  Preserve  and  protect  natural  and  cultural  resources. 

4.  Rehabilitate  deteriorated  visitor  use  and  support  facilities. 

5.  Bring  facilities  into  compliance  with  Architectural  and  Disabilities  Codes. 

6.  Provide  visitor  and  support  facilities  in  new  and  developing  park  areas. 

7.  Provide  for  cost  effective  adaptive  use  of  historic  structures. 

8.  Provide  additional  visitor  and  support  facilities  where  visitation  has  increased. 

9.  Provide  other  new  facilities. 

The  most  recent  set  of  criteria  (in  priority  order)  were: 

1.  Health  and  safety  projects. 

2.  Resource  preservation  projects. 

3.  Repair  and  rehabilitation  of  existing  facilities. 

4.  Initial  facilities  and  infrastructure  at  developing  parks. 

5.  Additional  and  enhanced  facilities  at  established  park  areas. 

There  are  two  reasons  why  projects  change  priority  numbers  after  a  priority  set- 
ting exercise:  (1)  projects  in  front  of  it  have  been  completed  and  (2)  something  has 
changed  to  make  the  project  more  important.  Grand  Canyon  143  represents  both 
reasons.  Nine  projects  in  front  of  it  on  the  previous  list  are  completed,  and  the  hous- 
ing initiative  has  emerged  as  a  major  Administration  thrust. 

19c.  Question.  What  is  the  procedure  for  selection  and  who  is  involved  in  this  de- 
termination? 

Answer.  Regional  priority  lists,  which  represent  Regional  Office  priority  rankings 
of  project  needs  submitted  by  individual  park  areas,  are  displayed  in  10  listings. 
Each  project  is  discussed  and  then  project  priority  selections  are  made  by  the  NPS 
directorate  at  a  regional  director's  meeting. 

19d.  Question.  If  the  current  priority  list  had  been  available  at  the  time  of  the 
budget  formulation,  would  program  priorities  have  been  altered?  If  so,  how? 

Answer.  The  projects  requested  in  1995  had  priority  numbers  between  4.0  and 
69.0  on  the  previous  list.  All  retain  high  positions  on  the  current  list,  ranging  from 
1.0  to  79.0.  Everglades  193  was  not  on  the  previous  list.  It  is  now  12.0.  Here  is  a 
package-by-package  comparison: 

PRIORITY  LIST 

Old  priority  New  priority 

Alaska  No  130  313  '6 

Blue  Ridge  No,  507  None  None 
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PRIORITY  LIST— Continued 


Old  priority  New  priority 


Delaware  Water  Gap  No.  330    . 

Everglades  No.  193  

Gateway  No  149  

Golden  Gate  No,  102  

Grand  Canyon  No.  143 

Independence  No.  412 

Klondike  No  114  

Mammoth  Cave  No  161  

Martin  L.  King  No,  102  

FDR  Memonal  No.  245  

National  Capital  Parks  No.  758 

Sequoia  No.  200 

Sequoia  No  840 

Yosemite  No  504 

Yosemite  No  473  


None 

^None 

None 

12 

2.0 

3  69 

None 

3  None 

33.0 

22 

69.0 

7 

6.0 

3  63 

43.0 

3  None 

27.0 

3  None 

None 

3  None 

27.0 

8 

5.0 

1 

30.0 

M3 

25.0 

10 

4.0 

379 

'  An  element  of  Alaska  package  No  100 

^Department  of  Interior's  Dam  Safety  Program 

^  final  ptiases  of  these  projects,  or  project  nearing  completion 

'Project  IS  on  the  Federal  Lands  Highways  priority  listing. 

LINE  ITEM  CONSTRUCTION  PROGRAM 

It  does  not  appear  that  each  of  the  17  projects  included  in  the  NPS  proposed  fiscal 
year  1995  line-item  construction  program  also  coincide  with  the  17  highest  priority 
items  on  the  NPS  national  priority  list. 

20a.  Question.  Would  you  explain  why? 

Answer.  Priority  number  alone  cannot  determine  a  project's  place  in  an  annual 
request.  The  Servicewide  priority  list  is  ongoing  and  multiyear  in  character,  that  is 
to  say,  while  some  projects  require  one  year  of  preplanning  and  can  also  be  con- 
structed in  one  year,  many  more  projects  require  three  or  more  years  of  preplanning 
and  may  require  four  or  five  construction  phases,  spread  over  nearly  a  decade,  to 
complete  the  full  scope  of  the  project.  The  only  way  that  the  top  17  priority  projects 
could  have  been  included  in  the  same  budget  request  one  year  would  be  if  all  the 
projects  were  simultaneously  ready  to  start  and  required  funding  in  only  one  fiscal 
year.  Also,  other  programs  of  the  Department  (e.g.  Dam  Safety,  Everglades)  can 
generate  NPS  construction  requests. 

20b.  Question.  What  justification  can  you  provide  for  the  selection  of  projects  fur- 
ther down  the  list?  For  example,  while  not  doubting  the  worthiness  of  rehabilitating 
the  electrical  system  at  Yosemite,  you  have  ranked  this  project  as  number  77  on 
your  national  priority  list.  Please  explain. 

Answer.  Yosemite  473  was  priority  4.0  when  the  1995  budget  was  formulated. 
Since  this  is  a  multiphase  project  its  drop  in  priority  reflects  a  reevaluation  by  man- 
agement of  the  position  of  phase  DC  work  against  other  pressing  needs  in  the  Re- 
gion. Its  new  priority  will  be  considered  when  future  budgets  are  formulated. 

20c.  Question.  For  the  record,  please  list  each  project  with  its  current  priority 
ranking  on  the  NPS  Servicewide  priorities  for  Construction  list. 

Answer.  The  following  lists  contain  the  NPS  Servicewide  Construction  priorities: 
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(Priority  Order) 

REG 

SUP 

PARK  AREA 

PKG    PR 

REG 

1 

SEOtMIA  t  KINGS  CANYON 

200 

UE 

2 

CKATER  LAKE 

220 

PN 

5 

EVERGLADES 

191 

SE 

4 

INDEPENDENCE 

412 

MA 

5 

SOUTHWEST  REGION 

800 

SU 

6 

ALASKA  REGION 

100 

AK 

T 

HARPERS  FERRY  CENTER 

167 

HF 

S 

NCP-CENTRAL 

758 

NC 

9 

DENALI 

100RC 

AK 

10 

YOSEMITE 

S04 

5   WE 

11 

GATEWAY 

169 

NA 

12 

EVERGLADES 

193 

J   SE 

13 

GREAT  SMOKY  MOUNTAINS 

129 

S   SE 

u 

ACADIA 

232 

I        NA 

15 

MESA  VERDE 

239 

RM 

16 

SOUTHWEST  REGION 

278 

!   SW 

17 

NCP-CENTRAL 

448 

I        NC 

18 

SHENANDOAH 

446 

^        MA 

19 

MOUNT  RAINIER 

347 

I        PN 

20 

GRAND  CANYON 

136 

5   WE 

21 

JEFFERSON  NEM 

241 

1    MW 

22 

GRAND  CANYON 

143 

i       WE 

2J 

GETTYSBURG 

318 

I        MA 

24 

CARLSBAD  CAVERNS 

198 

S   SW 

25 

WIND  CAVE 

146 

2   RM 

26 

HARPERS  FERRY  CENTER 

172 

!         HF 

27 

LAKE  MEAD 

002 

;  WE 

28 

FORT  MCHENRY 

276 

i        MA 

29 

GLACIER 

165 

S   RM 

30 

GLACIER  BAY 

100BC 

2   AK 

31 

FLORISSANT  FOSSIL  BEDS 

103 

I   RM 

32 

YOSEMITE 

383 

5   WE 

33 

NCP-CENTRAL 

731 

3    NC 

34 

APOSTLE  ISLANDS 

839 

2   MU 

35 

COLONIAL 

248 

5   MA 

36 

GATEWAY 

147 

3   NA 

37 

SALEM  MARITIME 

188 

i        NA 

38 

YELLOWSTONE 

817 

5   RM 

39 

ISLE  ROYALE 

188 

3   MW 

40 

NCP-EAST 

612 

4   NC 

41 

BANDELIER 

214 

4   SW 

42 

OLYMPIC 

404 

I   PN 

43 

DINOSAUR 

216 

6   RM 

44 

CASTILLO  DE  SAN  MORCOS 

116 

6   SE 

45 

PRINCE  WILLIAM  FOREST  PARK  239 

5   NC 

46 

DELAWARE  WATER  GAP 

264 

6   MA 

47 

PICTURED  ROCKS 

168 

4   MU 

48 

SITKA 

lOOPG 

3   AK 

49 

SHIIOH 

134 

7   SE 

50 

GEORGE  WASHINGTON  M  PKUY 

171 

6   NC 

51 

EDISON 

170 

6   NA 

52 

JOHN  DAY  FOSSIL  BEDS 

105 

i        PN 

53 

MOUNT  RAINIER 

399 

i        PN 

54 

CUYAHOGA  VALLEY 

260 

i       MW 

55 

ASSATEAGUE  ISLAND 

261 

9   MA 

56 

KATMAI 

100LC 

5   AK 

57 

LAKE  MEAD 

853 

T       UE 

58 

MESA  VERDE 

223 

7   RM 

59 

ANDERSONVILLE 

109 

t        SE 

60 

LAKE  MEAD 

001 

8   WE 

61 

JEAN  LAFITTE 

146 

5   SW 

62 

PRESIDENT'S  PARK 

248 

7   NC 

63 

KLONDIKE  GOLD  RUSH 

114N 

6   AK 

64 

DRY  TORTUCAS 

103     1 

0   SE 

65 

SOUTHWEST  REGION 

257 

6   SW 

66 

GREAT  SAND  DUNES 

103 

8   RM 

67 

GATEWAY 

149 

7   NA 

68 

FORI  SMITH 

102 

7   SW 

69 

DENALI 

258 

8   AK 

70 

HARPERS  FERRY 

323A     10   NC 

71 

AGATE  FOSSIL  BEOS 

196 

5   MW 

72 

ZION 

226 

9   RM 

SERVICEWIOE  PRIORITIES  FOR  CONSTRUCTION  -  NPS  LINE  ITEM  PROGRAM 


PACKAGE  TITLE 


01/94 

330 

oej.t 

WORK 

ESTIMATE 

TYPE 

83,840,000 

2L 

11.000,000 

5H 

18,200.000 

1U 

82,000,000 

1U 

4,000,000 

IH 

76000000 

4B 

12000000 

2B 

17,502,000 

2B 

4,925,000 

1U 

114.887.000 

2L 

15.000.000 

1U 

78,200.000 

2L 

11.200.000 

5B 

10,750,000 

1U 

10,000,000 

26 

2,900,000 

1U 

11,648,000 

2B 

26,751,000 

IH 

4.800,000 

IH 

42,575,000 

lu 

1,950,000 

IB 

23,000,000 

IH 

3,540,000 

lU 

2,500,000 

IB 

1,179,000 

IB 

950000 

IB 

7,205,000 

lU 

2,500,000 

2B 

7,000,000 

lu 

16,564,000 

lU 

8,922,000 

4B 

6,550,000 

lU 

65,500,000 

IL 

2,665,000 

.2L 

15,000,000 

2L 

21,740,000 

IB 

8,910,000 

4B 

60,000,000 

3H 

3,519,000 

1U 

5,500,000 

3B 

6,000,000 

2B 

35,000,000 

2L 

10,000,000 

3B 

5,000,000 

2B 

6,209,000 

lU 

20,100,000 

3B 

2,600,000 

5B 

4,355,000 

3B 

3,442,000 

2L 

3,382.000 

3B 

27,000,000 

IB 

12,000,000 

5B 

4,500,000 

3B 

4500000 

IL 

16,502,000 

38 

917,000 

4L 

24,628,000 

IL 

8,000,000 

3U 

7,400,000 

48 

6,157,000 

1U 

4,200,000 

3B 

7,541,000 

2U 

1,331,000 

2B 

12,000,000 

2L 

2,100,000 

2B 

2,227,000 

5B 

10552000 

4B 

4,900,000 

2B 

10,605,000 

IR 

36,700,000 

5B 

1,296,000 

5B 

16,000,000 

5B 

remove  facilities  and  restore  giant  forest 
construct  mazama  dormitory 
replace  20<  obsolete  water  i  sewer  systems 
utility  improvement  and  rehabilitation 
rehab  facilities  for  hantavirus  prevention 
provide  visitor,  operations,  and  admin  fac 
replace  shipley  school/convert  grandvieu 
restore  lincoln  and  jefferson  memorials 
rehab  entry  area  utilities,  riley  creek 
restore  valley  by  removing/redesign  fac 
rehab  utilities  floyd  bennett  field,  ft.  tiid 
modify  water  delivery  system 
construct  oconoluftee  visitor  center 
upgrade  restrooms,  uater,  sewer.  power 
stabilize  and  restore  prehistoric  structures 
expand/ improve  sewage  treatment  facilities 
stabilize  and  preserve  washington  monument 
replace  trailers/construct  emergency  fac 
replace  paradise  ski  dorm 
modify  water  treatment  plant/replace  limes 
replace  arch  handicapped  access  ramps 
construct  replacement  housing 
connect  water/sewer  systems  to  mun.  auth. 
rehabilitate/replace  elevator  shaft  steel 
replace  elevators  for  visitor  safety 
accessibility  modifications  to  idc  building 
bring  wasterwater  system  into  compliance 
preserve  star  fort  t  related  structures 
upgrade  unsafe  water  and  sewer  system 
construct  maintenance  fac/rehab  utility  sys 
construct  initial  park  facilities 
upgrade  failing  sewage  and  uater  systems 
repair  monument  cores  and  seawalls 
protect  lightstation  from  shore  erosion 
protect  jamestown  island  form  erosion 
complete  rehabilitation  of  jacob  riis  park 
complete  visitor  facilities/restore  structure 
repair/replace  deteriorated  housing 
replace  elevated  water  tank 
rehabilitate  us  park  police  facilities 
relocate  facilities  from  frijoles  canyon 
eluha  dam  removal/restoration 
reconstruct/rehab  3  failing  structures 
stabilize  and  paint  fort 
replace  campground  water  lines 
repair/replace  visitor  use  facilities.  nj 
construct  maintenance/admin  complex 
rehab  vc/ho  facility  and  2  historic  buildings 
stabilize  riverbank 
rehabilitate  glen  echo  facilities 
develop  edison  center.  rehab  lab  complex 
construct'visitor/research  center 
rehabilitate  jackson  visitor  center 
continue  cleanup  of  krejci  dump  site 
rehabilitate  mainland  visitor  center  complex 
construct  lake  camp  facilities 
mitigate  structural  flooding  problems 
complete  waterline  replacement 
construct  museum/ i nfomat ion  center 
rehabilitate  filtration  plants 
complete  structural  repairs  to  visitor  center 
replace  electrical  system-white  house 
restore  structures/complete  maintenance  fac 
rehabilitate  portions  of  fort  jefferson 
rehab  historic  old  santa  fe  trail  building 
expand  visitor  center  thru  partnership 
complete  great  kills  park  rehabilitation 
preserve/restore  historic  buildings 
restore  gravel  road  surface.  77.6  miles 
construct  museum  t  arched  storage  facility 
construct  interpretive  exhibits/cult  center 
construct  transportation  system 
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(Priority  Order) 

REG 

swt> 

PARK  AREA 

PKG 

PR! 

REI 

73 

CR>tER  LAKE 

274 

6 

PN 

74 

DELAWARE  WATER  GAP 

111 

9 

MA 

75 

HOME  Of  FOR 

137 

7 

NA 

76 

ANIIETAM 

315 

11 

NC 

77 

YOSEHITE 

473 

9 

WE 

78 

ICATMAI 

lOOBC 

10 

AK 

79 

YELLOWSTONE 

813 

10 

RH 

80 

NCP-CENTRAL 

790 

12 

NC 

81 

CAPE  COO 

226 

8 

NA 

82 

ULTSSES  S.  GRANT 

100 

6 

MW 

83 

DENAll 

100TO 

12 

AK 

84 

STATUE  OF  LIBERTY 

161 

9 

NA 

85 

HIUUTE  MAN 

070 

to 

NA 

86 

GRAND  CANYON 

319 

11 

WE 

87 

CHACO  CULTURE 

204 

12 

SW 

88 

GLACIER  BAY 

130 

13 

AK 

89 

MOUNT  RAINIER 

315 

8 

PN 

90 

CAPE  COO 

225 

11 

NA 

91 

MAMPTOH 

209 

11 

MA 

92 

MAMMOTH  CAVE 

185 

13 

SE 

93 

MCPCEHTRAL 

430 

17 

NC 

94 

CANYON  DE  CHELLY 

135 

11 

SW 

95 

CAPE  HATTERAS 

801 

15 

SE 

96 

MONOCACT 

337 

20 

NC 

97 

SOUTHWEST  REGION 

279 

9 

SW 

98 

PERRY'S  VICTORY  AND  IPM 

104 

7 

MW 

99 

ALAKSA  PARKS  (MULTIPLE) 

135 

16 

AK 

100 

SAINT  GAUOEHS 

121 

12 

NA 

101 

GETTYSBURG 

296 

12 

MA 

102 

MOT  SPRINGS 

145 

16 

SW 

10J 

BIG  BEND 

274 

8 

SU 

104 

HARRY  S  IRLIKAN 

200 

8 

MW 

105 

DINOSAUR 

204 

13 

RM 

106 

VANDERBILT  MANSION 

139 

13 

NA 

107 

SHENANDOAH 

455 

14 

MA 

108 

MAGGIE  I.  WALKER 

116 

15 

MA 

109 

INDIANA  DUNES 

510 

9 

MU 

110 

GLACIER 

357 

15 

RM 

111 

SAN  ANTONIO  MISSIONS 

150 

13 

SU 

112 

ACADIA 

320 

15 

NA 

113 

RICHMOND 

170 

16 

MA 

114 

GRAND  CANYON 

190 

14 

WE 

115 

NCP-EAST 

106 

13 

NC 

116 

EISENHOWER 

130 

17 

MA 

117 

STATUE  OF  LIBERTY 

163 

16 

NA 

118 

GOLDEN  GATE 

282 

16 

WE 

119 

VOYAGUERS 

159 

10 

MW 

120 

CHESAPEAKE  I   OHIO  CANAL 

100 

15 

NC 

121 

JOHN  D.  ROCKEFELLER  M  PKW1 

■  131 

11 

RM 

SERVICEWIDE  PRIORMIES  FOR  CONSTRUCTION  ■  NPS  LINE  ITEM  PROGRAM 


PACKAGE  TITLE 


01/94 

330 

oej.t 

WORK 

ESTIMATE 

TYPE 

60,000,000 

2B 

18,600,000 

2B 

11,235,000 

2B 

3,226,000 

2B 

8,777,000 

lU 

19,721.000 

2B 

30,000,000 

3L 

6,550,000 

28 

7,574,000 

IB 

5,195,000 

2B 

2,777,000 

4B 

2,400,000 

IL 

9,177,000 

U 

9,825,000 

1U 

9,200,000 

5B 

2,790,000 

4H 

4.500,000 

IB 

9,875,000 

1H 

8,000,000 

2B 

8,101,000 

5B 

8,075,000 

3L 

5,000,000 

5B 

7,000,000 

3H 

5,660,000 

2B 

8,600,000 

4H 

11,380,000 

SB 

3,301,000 

ZB 

7,365,000 

SB 

3,565,000 

IB 

14,900,000 

2B 

2,000,000 

JL 

1,009,000 

28 

1,310,000 

SB 

6,840,000 

2B 

14,000,000 

1U 

2,500,000 

28 

5,800,000 

IB 

4,100,000 

3B 

5,700,000 

2B 

7,105,000 

2B 

12,000,000 

2L 

5,240,000 

11 

4,117,000 

2B 

8,000,000 

2B 

10,000,000 

2B 

20,960,000 

28 

3,865,000 

SB 

32.750,000 

2L 

13,604,000 

SB 

CONIRUCT  ACTIVITY  CENTER/PARKIMG/ROADS 
STABILIZE  HISTORIC  STRUCTURES  AT  40  SITES 
RESTORE/REHABILITATE  FDR  HOME  AND  SITE 
STABILIZE/RESTORE  HISTORIC  BATTLE  STRUCTURES 
REHABILITATE  FAILING  ELECTRICAL  SYSTEM 
RELOCATE  BROOKS  CAMP  FAC/REPAIR  VTS  ROAD 
REHAB  CAMPGROUND  AND  MARINA,  FISHING  BRIDGE 
PROVIDE  HANDICAPPED  ACCESS,  FORDS  THEATRE 
REHABILITATE  EIGHT  BEACH  FACILITIES 
PRESERVE/RESTORE  GRANT  HOME  AND  SITE 
CONSTRUCT  TOKLAT  REST  STOP  FACILITIES 
CORRECT  HEALTH  AND  SAFETY  DEFICIENCIES 
PROVIDE  SAFE  ACCESS/INTERPRET  BATTLE  ROAD 
REPLACE  NORTH  RIM  PIPELINE  (  TREATMENT  SYSTEM 
CONSTRUCT  HOUSING,  CAMPGROUND.  U/S  SYSTEM 
CONSTRUCT  PARK  EMPLOYEE  HOUSING 
REPLACE  SUNRISE  LODGE 

REHAB  DORMITORY  AND  SEASONAL  HOUSING  UNITS 
RESTORE  DETERIORATED  HISTORIC  STRUCTURES 
CONSTRUCT  NEW  ADMINISTRATION  BUILDING 
IMPROVE  WASHINGTON  MONUMENT  GROUNDS  ACCESS 
IMPROVE  VISITOR  CENTER,  MAINTENANCE,  HOUSING 
REPAIR/REPLACE  EMPLOYEE  PARK  HOUSING 
RESTORE  STRUCTURE  FOR  PRESERVATION  TRAINING 
CONSTRUCT  EMPLOYEE  HOUSING.  11  PARKS 
CONSTRUCT  VISITOR  CENTER 

REHAB  HISTORIC/BUILD  NEW  BACKCOUNTRY  CABINS 
CONSTRUCT  MAINTENANCE  AND  EXHIBIT  BUILDING 
REHAB  CYCLORAMA  CENTER,  REMOVE  ASBESTOS 
REHAB/RESTORE  BATHHOUSE  ROW  STRUCTURES 
REHABILITATE  CAMPGROUND,  CHISOS  BASIN 
REHAB  TRUMAN  AND  NOLAND  HISTORIC  HOUSES 
CONSTRUCT  MUSEUM  COLLECTION/RESEARCH  BID 
PRESERVE  VANDERBILT  MANSION 
REHABILITATE  UATER/SEWER/FIRE  SYSTEMS 
RESTORE  HISTORIC  STRUCTURES 
REMOVE  ASBESTOS  FROM  250  STRUCTURES 
REHAB  SUBSTANDARD  BACKCOUNTRY  CHALETS 
COMPLETE  SAN  JOSE  VISITOR  CENTER/COMPOUND 
REHAB  HISTORIC  STRUCTURES 
STABILIZE  DREWERYS  BLUFF  t  EARTHWORKS 
LANDFILL  CLOSURE 
RESTORE  FORT  WASHINGTON 
STABILIZE/REPAIR  FARM  STRUCTURES 
STABILIZE  23  ELLIS  ISLAND  BUILDINGS 
REHAB/REPAIR  FORT  MASON  PIER 
CONSTRUCT  VISITOR  FACILITIES 
RESTORE  HISTORIC  MONOCACY  AOUEDUCT 
DEVELOPMENT  OF  FLACG  RANCH  FACILITIES 


TOTAL,  NPS  LINE  ITEM  SERVICEWIDE  PRIORITIES:   1,646,931,000 


DEVELOPMENT  OBJECTIVES: 


1  =  HEALTH  AND  SAFETY  PROJECTS 

2  =  RESOURCE  PROTECTION 

3  =  REPAIR/REHABILITATION,  EXISTI 

4  »  NEW  FACILITIES,  NEW/DEVELOPIN 

5  =  ADDITIONAL  FACILITIES  IN  ESTA 


B  =  BUILDINGS:  VISITOR  USE,  PARK  SUPPORT,  ETC. 

H  c  HOUSING:  PERMANENT,  SEASONAL 

L  <  LANDSCAPE  WORK,  EROSION  PROTECTION,  SITE  RESTORATION, 

R  =  ROADS(FLHP  i   NON-FLHP),  BRIDGES,  TUNNELS 

U  '   UTILITIES:  ELECTRIC,  GAS,  WATER/SEWAGE  TREATMENT,  ETC. 
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NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 
SERVICEWIOE  PRIORITIES  FOR  FEDERAL  LANDS  HIGHUArS  PROGRAM  (FLNP)  CONSTRUCTION 


01/W 
330 


FLHP 

PRIORITY            PARK 

PKG.  NO. 

REG 

1 

GATEUAY 

185 

NA 

2 

FOOTHILLS  PARKVAY 

109A 

SE 

3 

KATMAI 

100 

AK 

4 

NATCHEZ  TRACE  PARKWAY 

250 

SE 

5 

GRAND  CANYON 

110 

UE 

6 

BLUE  RIDGE  PARKWAY 

503 

SE 

7 

YELLOWSTONE 

254 

RM 

8 

GEO  WASHINGTON  M  PKUY 

461 

NC 

9 

V1CKS8URG 

131 

SE 

9.5 

MINUTEMAN  NHP 

170A 

NA 

10 

GLACIER 

303 

RM 

It 

BIG  BEND 

223 

SW 

12 

LAKE  MEAD 

242 

UE 

13 

SEQUOIA  AND  KINGS  CANYON 

840 

WE 

14 

MOUNT  RAINIER 

349A 

PN 

15 

GREAT  SMOKY  MOUNTAINS 

319 

SE 

16 

DELAWARE  WATER  GAP 

292 

MA 

17 

GEO  WASHINGTON  M  PKWY 

836 

NC 

18 

NORTH  CASCADES 

404 

PN 

19 

SHENANDOAH 

125 

NA 

20 

CHICKASAW 

156 

91 

21 

YOSEMITE 

140 

WE 

22 

HERBERT  HOOVER 

162 

MU 

23 

BOSTON 

154 

NA 

24 

GETTYSBURG 

106 

MA 

2S 

NATCHEZ  TRACE  PARKWAY 

300 

SE 

26 

GRAND  TETON 

328 

RH 

27 

COLONIAL 

251 

HA 

28 

BRYCE  CANYON 

106 

RM 

29 

SARATOGA 

159 

NA 

30 

ACADIA 

287 

NA 

31 

MESA  VERDE 

278 

RM 

32 

WILSON'S  CREEK 

173 

MW 

33 

JOSHUA  TREE 

173 

WE 

34 

BADLANDS 

120 

RM 

35 

NCP-CEHTRAL 

450 

NC 

36 

LAKE  MEAD 

457 

WE 

37 

MOUNT  RAINIER 

3498 

PN 

38 

FOOTHILLS  PARKWAY 

109 

SE 

39 

ROCK  CREEK  PARK 

318 

NC 

40 

CANYON  OE  CHELLY 

169 

SW 

41 

FEDERICKSBURG 

230 

MA 

42 

OZARK 

506 

MW 

43 

YOSEMITE 

843 

WE 

44 

WUPATKI 

103 

SW 

45 

MORRIS  TOWN 

187 

NA 

46 

CHICKAMAUGA  AND  CHATTANOOGA 

142 

SE 

47 

RICHMOND 

129 

MA 

48 

ANTIETAM 

271 

NC 

49 

YOSEMITE 

505 

WE 

50 

ASSATEAGUE 

231 

MA 

51 

AM  IS  TAD 

180 

SW 

52 

ACADIA 

233 

NA 

53 

THEODORE  ROOSEVELT 

164 

RM 

54 

GREAT  SMOKY  MOUNTAINS 

324 

SE 

55 

GRAND  CANYOM 

196 

WE 

56 

SHILOH 

138 

SE 

57 

PETERSBURG 

132 

MA 

58 

GATEWAY 

111 

NA 

59 

PECOS 

137 

SU 

60 

CRATER  LAKE 

235 

PN 

61 

NCP-CENTRAl 

405 

NC 

62 

LASSEN  VOLCANIC 

101 

UE 

63 

CHICKAMAUGA  AND  CHATTANOOGA 

102 

SE 

64 

NCP-CENTRAL 

405B 

NC 

65 

GLACIER 

312 

RM 

66 

LAKE  MEREDITH 

185 

SW 

67 

GEORGE  WASHINGTON  MEM.  PKWY 

464 

NC 

68 

OLYMPIC 

311 

PN 

69 

NATCHEZ  TRACt  PARKWAY 

238 

SE 

70 

CAPE  COO 

210 

HA 

71 

BIG  THICKET 

113 

SW 

72 

NCP-CENTRAL 

405D 

NC 

73 

GRAND  CANYON 

272 

WE 

74 

LAVA  BEOS 

302 

UE 

75 

GEOAGE  WASHINGTON  H  PKWY 

461 

NC 

PACKAGE  TITLE 


ESTIMATE 


REHABILITATE  PARK  ROADS  25,000,000 

CONSTRUCT  PARKUAY  LINK  32.500,000 
RELOCATE  BROOKS  CAMP  FAC,  REPAIR  VTTS  ROA    2,356,000 

RESURFACE  VARIOUS  SECTIONS  OF  PARKWAY  5,000,000 

RECONSTRUCT  SOUTH  RIM  ROADS  22,794,000 

RESURFACE  25  MILES  OF  PARKWAY  5,000,000 

RECONSTRUCT  ROADS  PARKUIDE  227,000,000 

REHABILITATE  TURKEY  RUN  BRIDGE  2,900,000 

RESURFACE  ALL  B I TUM I  NOUS ■ PAVED  ROADS  2,355,000 

PROVIDE  SAFE  ACCESS/REHAB.  BATTLE  ROAD  4,144,000 

REHAB  GOING  TO  THE  SUN  ROAD,  55  MILES  9,000,000 

RECONSTRUCT  MAJOR  PARK  ROADS  18,400,000 

SAFETY  RECONSTRUCTION  LAKESHORE  ROAD  24,890,000 

RECONSTRUCT  GENERALS  HIGHWAY  47,160,000 

REHAB  HIGHWAY  410  10,000,000 

REPLACE  FOUR  BRIDGES  2,800,000 
REHAB/REPAIR  ROUTE  209  (22HI)  (  6  BRIDGES   52,170,000 

RECONSTRUCT  SPOUT  RUN  PARKWAY  7,210,000 

REPLACE  BRIDGES-NEWHALEM  I,   HARLEOUIN  6,000,000 

RECONSTRUCT  SKYLINE  DRIVE  31,000,000 

RECONSTRUCT  LAKE  DISTRICT  ROADS  2,700,000 

RELOCATE  SOUTH  ENTRANCE  ROAD/MARIPOSA  25,676,000 

REHABILITATE  PARK  ROADS  800,000 

IMPROVE  CHARLESTOUN  NAVY  YARD  ROADS  4,150,000 

REHAB  PARK  ROADS  8,253,000 

CONSTRUCT  PARKUAY  38,900,000 

COMPLETE  FINAL  SURFACE,  31.7  MILES  9,000,000 

REPAIR/REHAB  COLONIAL  PARKWAY  13,000,000 

RECONSTRUCT  ROADS  PARKWIDE  21,000,000 

REHABILITATE  TOUR  ROADS  6,000,000 

REHABILITATE  TOUR  LOOP  ROAD  AND  BRIDGES  20,000,000 

CORRECT  ENTRANCE  ROAD  FAILURE  8,000,000 

REHAB  MAIN  ENTRANCE  ROAD  500,000 

RECONSTRUCT  UNSAFE  ROADS,  PARKING  18,471,000 

REHAB  30  MILES  MAIN  ROAD  15,700,000 

RECONSTRUCT  EAST  BASIN  DRIVE  2,600,000 

REHAB  NORTH  SHORE  ROAD  i   CONNECT  ACCESS  51,090,000 

REHAB  HIGHWAY  123  25,000,000 

COMPLETE  PARKWAY  (33;5  MILES)  135,400,000 
REHAB  ROCK  CREEK  PARKWAY  t   ADJACENT  TRAIL    4,140,000 

REHAB  PARK  ROADS  1,500,000 

REHAB  PARK  ROAOS  7,020,000 

REHAB  PEAVINE  ROAD  3,300,000 

RECONSTRUCT  GLACIER  POINT  ROAD  14,410,000 

RECONSTRUCT  MAIN  LOOP  ROAD  6,100,000 

REHAB  PARK  TOUR  ROADS  5,381,000 

RELOCATE  U.S.  HIGHWAY  27  IN  GEORGIA  19,700,000 

REHAB  PARK  ROADS  2.800,000 

CONSTRUCT  NEW  TOUR  ROADS  2,405,000 

RECONSTRUCT  EL  PORTAL  ROAD  26,593,000 

RECONSTRUCT  MAJOR  PARK  ROADS  6,500,000 

RECONSTRUCT  PARK  ROADS  2,000,000 

REPLACE  PARK  ENTRANCE  ROAD  1,000,000 

RECONSTRUCT/RESURFACE  PARK  ROADS  9,900,000 

REHAB  ABRAMS,  GREENBRIER,  BIG  CREEK  ROS  1,100,000 

RECONSTRUCT  WEST  RIM  DRIVE  6,157,000 

RESURFACE  PARK  TOUR  ROADS  1,165,000 

REHABILITATE  MAIN  PARK  ROAD  I   BRIDGES  2,000,000 

REHAB  SANDY  HOOK  MAIN  ROAO  8,500,000 

REHAB  ENTRANCE  ROAD  500,000 
RESURFACE  ROAD-ANNIE  SPRINGS  TO  WEST  BDRY    5,500,000 

RECONSTRUCT  IND. /MAINE  AVE,  EASTBOUNO  3,500,000 

REPAIR  MAIN  PARK  ROAO  13,493,000 

IMPROVE  PARK  ROAOS  AND  2  BRIDGES  5,062,000 

RECONSTRUCT  JEFFERSON  DRIVE  2,500,000 

RESURFACE  CAMAS  ENTRANCE  ROAD  3,000,000 

RECONSTRUCT  ACCESS  ROAOS  AND  PARKING  5,900,000 

REHABILITATE  MEMORIAL  AVENUE  BRIDGE  2,500,000 

RECONSTRUC  EAST  BEACH/IOC  CABIN  ROAOS  4,700,000 

CONSTRUCT  FOUR  OVERPASSES  4,000,000 

REHAB  PARK  ROADS  AND  PARKIHG  2,626,000 

STABILIZE  PARK  ROADS  1,600,000 
RECONSTRUCT  LINCOLN  HEM  CIRCLE,  APPROACHE    3,500,000 

REALIGN/REPAIR  EAST  RIM  ROAO  11,266,000 

RECONSTRUCT  SOUTHEAST  ENTRANCE  ROAD  5,895,000 

SPROUT  RUN  TO  123  5,800,000 


1016 


NAT  101 

HAL  PARK  SERVICE 

1 

01/94 
330 

SERVICEUIDE  PRIORITIES  FOR  FEDERAL 

LANDS  HIGHWAYS  PROGRAM  (FLHP)  CONSTRUCTION 

FLHP 

PRIORITY              PARK 

PKG.  NO. 

REG 

PACKAGE  TITLE 

ESTIMATE 

08J. 

76 

PADRE  ISLAND 

200 

su 

KtKUUIt  BIRD  ISLAND  BASIN  ROAD 

900,000 

77 

DEATH  VALLEY 

283 

UE 

REHAB  BADUATER  ROAD  AND  SPUR  ROADS 

14,803,000 

78 

YOSEMITE 

565 

WE 

REHABILITATE  UAUONA  ROAD 

27,772,000 

79 

GEORGE  WASHINGTON  M  PICUY 

461 

NC 

123  TO  SPROUT  RUN 

5,800,000 

80 

CRATER  LAKE 

253 

PN 

RESURFACE  ROUTE  7/PINNACLES  ROAD,  6.1  MIL 

1,400,000 

81 

LYNDON  B.  JOHNSON 

193 

SW 

REHAB  PARK  ROADS 

1,500,000 

82 

SEOUOIA  AND  KINGS  CANYON 

336 

WE 

REPLACE  CEDAR  GROVE  BRIDGE 

3,930,000 

85 

NCP-CENTRAL 

405C 

NC 

RECONSTRUCT  ROADS,  EAST  POTOMAC  PARK 

4,400,000 

84 

EDISON 

170 

HA 

REHAB  VISITOR  CENTER  PARKING 

1,500,000 

85 

SALINAS  PUEBLO  MISSIONS 

173 

SU 

REHAB  ENTRANCE  ROAD 

900,000 

86 

CARLSBAD  CAVERNS 

180 

SU 

RESURFACE  ENTRANCE  ROAD  AND  PARKING 

500,000 

87 

CRATER  LAKE 

256 

PN 

RESURFACE  ROAD,  CLOUOCAP  TO  HEADQUARTERS 

3,900,000 

88 

YOSEMITE 

146 

WE 

RECONSTRUCT  TIOGA  ROAD 

45,850,000 

89 

GUADALUPE  MOUNTAINS 

207 

SW 

RESURFACE  DOG  CANYON  ENTRANCE  ROAD 

800,000 

90 

NAVAJO 

U4 

SW 

REHAB  ENTRANCE  AND  CAMPGROUND  ROADS 

500,000 

91 

GATEWAY 

115 

NA 

REHAB  MILLER  FIELD  ROAD  AND  PARKING 

4,238,000 

92 

NORTH  CASCADES 

343 

PN 

RErONSTRUCI  CASCADE  RIVER  ROAD 

800,000 

93 

SAN  ANTONIO  MISSIONS 

185 

SU 

REHAB  PARKING  AREAS 

600,000 

94 

LOWELL 

101 

NA 

REHAB  VISITOR  CENTER  PARKING 

688,000 

95 

NORTH  CASCADES 

344 

PN 

REHAS  STEHEKIN  ROAD 

2,000,000 

96 

HOME  OF  FOR/VAMPERBILT  MANSION 

138 

NA 

REHAB  ROADS,  BRIDGES,  AND  PARKWAY 

6,140,000 

97 

MOUNT  RAINIER 

386 

PN 

RECONSTRUCT  BACKBONE  RIDGE  VIADUCT 

3,000,000 

98 

SARATOGA 

160 

NA 

REHAB  ROADS  AND  PARKING 

439,000 

99 

COULEE  0AM 

266 

PN 

RESURFACE  ROADS  AND  PARKING 

1.700.000 

100 

WEIR  FARM 

102 

NA 

REHAB  PARK  ROADS  AND  PARKING 

144.000 

101 

OLYMPIC 

406 

PN 

CONSTRUCT  TWIN  CREEK  BRIDGE 

650,000 

102 

OLYMPIC 

407 

PN 

REPLACE  FINIEY  CREEK  BRIDGE 

1.050.000 

103 

NE2  PERCE 

159 

PN 

REPLACE  SPALDING  ROADS  AND  PARKING 

1.000.000 

SERVICEWIDE 

TOTAL  - 

FLHP  PROGRAM  SERVICEWIDE  PRIORITIES:             1 

.293,836,000 

DEVELOPMENT   OBJECTIVES: 

ItHEALTH 

S  SAFEIY,  2:  RESOURCE  PROTECTION.   3:FACILITY  REPAIR/REHAB. 

LINE  ITEM  CONSTRUCTION  PROJECTS 

Four  projects  are  marked  as  emergency  or  special  emphasis  projects,  including  the 
Blue  Ridge  Parkway  project  to  construct  Fisher  Peak  Mountain  Music  Center.  Ac- 
cording to  the  project  description,  funds  would  be  used  to  construct  an  amphi- 
theater, comfort  station,  entrance  road,  parking,  utilities  and  site  work.  Future 
plans  include  a  1,300  square  foot  music  center,  a  lutier's  shop,  concession  building, 
2  performing  shelters,  and  10  miles  of  trail.  $5,000,000  is  requested  in  construction 
funds  and  an  estimated  $125,000  in  planning  money  is  also  requested.  The  total 
cost  of  the  project  is  estimated  to  be  $10,800,000. 

21a.  Question.  Given  the  "huge  backlog  of  capital  improvement  needs"  cited  on  the 
page  259  of  the  budget,  what  is  the  justification  for  moving  ahead  with  this  new 
project? 

Answer.  The  Fisher  Peak  Mountain  Music  Center  does  not  have  a  Servicewide 
priority.  Congress  directed  the  NPS  to  plan  and  design  the  facility  through  the  ap- 
propriation process.  Since  design  will  be  complete  in  1994,  the  Administration  de- 
cided to  request  construction  funds  in  1995. 

21b.  Question.  Please  explain  what  merits  give  this  project  the  special  emphasis 
or  emergency  status  indicated  on  the  construction  table  (page  264)? 

A.nswer.  There  is  no  emergency  status  indicated  on  page  264.  The  request  simply 
indicates  that  design  is  completed  and  1995  construction  could  be  accomplished. 

21c.  Question.  What  projects  were  eliminated  to  accommodate  this  new  start? 

Answer.  This  project  was  added  after  the  construction  request  was  completed  so 
it  is  not  entirely  accurate  to  say  any  project  was  eliminated.  Earlier  in  the  process 
the  last  projects  eliminated  were: 

Delaware  Water  Gap  #263/264,  Rehabilitate  Visitor  Use  Facilities,  $2,400,000 

Yellowstone  NP  #813,  Rehabilitate  Fishing  Bridge  Campground,  $1,500,000 

Cape  Hatteras  NS,  #801,  Construct  Replacement  Employee  Housing,  $5,900,000 

2 Id.  Question.  Where  does  this  project  rank  on  the  current  national  priority  and 
the  priority  list  in  place  at  the  time  the  budget  was  formulated? 

Answer.  It  is  not  on  either  list. 

21e.  Question.  The  comprehensive  construction  table  on  page  264  indicates  that 
no  funds  have  been  appropriated  previously  for  this  project;  however,  it  is  noted  on 
page  266  that  the  $5,000,000  estimate  of  funds  required  in  fiscal  year  1995  for  con- 
struction is  based  on  extensive  planning  and  design.  How  was  this  accomplished? 
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Answer.  Column  4  on  page  264  only  indicates  appropriations  of  earlier  phases  of 
line  item  construction.  There  have  been  none  for  this  project.  Design  is  being  accom- 
plished with  construction  planning  funds  directed  by  Congress  in  earlier  appropria- 
tions. The  NPS  did  not  request  these  funds. 

DELAWARE  WATER  GAP  NATIONAL  RECREATION  AREA 

Proposed  funding  for  Whitsell  Dam  safety  modifications  at  the  Delaware  Water 
Gap  f5^ational  Recreation  Area,  Pennsylvania,  is  included  in  the  fiscal  year  1995  pro- 
gram. The  budget  justification  states  that  the  Whitsell  Dam  is  ranked  96  based  on 
the  DOI  Dam  Safety  Technical  Priority  Ranking  List. 

22.  Question.  While  not  doubting  the  need  tor  work  on  a  dam  that  is  classified 
in  poor  condition  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  what  were  the  reasons  for  selecting 
an  item  of  this  rank,  rather  than  one  designated  as  a  higher  priority? 

Answer.  The  Dejpartment  of  the  Interior  actively  encourages  its  Bureaus  to  ad- 
dress dam  safety.  6f  the  National  Park  Service  dams  on  the  DOI  Dam  Safety  Tech- 
nical Priority  Ranking  List,  Whitsell  is  the  highest  ranked  dam  which  has  not  been 
funded  yet  for  safety  modification.  The  10  higher  ranked  NPS  dams  on  the  list  have 
been  funded  already.  Of  these  10  projects,  4  have  been  completed  and  6  are  under- 
way. 

GREAT  KILLS  BATHHOUSE,  NEW  YORK 

It  appears  that  the  replacement  of  the  Great  Kills  Bathhouse,  NY,  (package  149) 
ranks  as  67  on  your  current  national  priority  list. 

23a.  Question.  Why  was  this  project  included  in  the  proposed  fiscal  year  1995  con- 
struction program  rather  than  one  to  which  the  Park  Service  assigned  a  higher  pri- 
ority? 

Answer.  Although  assigned  a  lower  priority  in  the  Service's  new  Construction  pri- 
ority list,  this  project  was  already  well  underway  through  prior  year  funding  be- 
cause of  its  high  priority  ranking,  number  2,  on  the  former  ranking  list.  The  Service 
concluded  it  would  not  be  fiscally  prudent  to  discontinue  this  project  at  this  late 
stage  of  its  development  and  requested  funding  to  continue  its  current  phase  in  fis- 
cal year  1995.  The  funding  requested  represents  a  portion  of  the  phase  that  was  de- 
leted from  the  fiscal  year  1994  request  for  this  project. 

23b.  Question.  What  was  this  project's  rank  on  the  list  in  use  at  the  time  your 
fiscal  year  1995  budget  was  formulated? 

Answer.  Servicewide  it  was  priority  number  2.  A  new  ranking  of  needed  projects 
was  assembled  after  the  Great  Kills  project  had  been  planned,  partially  funded  and 
requested  in  the  President's  fiscal  year  1995  budget. 

GRAND  CANYON  NATIONAL  PARK 

Having  visited  the  Grand  Canyon  National  Park,  I  can  testify  firsthand  to  the 
need  for  improved  eniployee  housing  there.  Your  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  in- 
cludes $11.0  million  for  employee  housing  (phase  III)  to  remedy  this  situation.  Ac- 
cording to  your  budget,  24  percent  of  the  total  park  force  is  now  living  in  obsolete 
units.  To  date,  $9.2  million  has  been  provided  by  Congress  for  employee  housing. 
In  future  years,  another  $22.0  is  needed  to  complete  the  housing  requirements  at 
the  park  (page  273). 

24a.  Question.  Last  year  we  were  told  $18.0  million  would  be  needed  to  completed 
the  Grand  Canyon  employee  housing  effort.  What  has  changed  to  increase  the  needs 
by  $4.0  million? 

Answer.  This  increase  is  the  result  of  NPS  increasing  the  estimates  on  the  project 
as  the  design  proceeded,  fiscal  year  1994  was  based  on  preliminary  drawings,  also 
called  "Class  B"  estimates,  fiscal  year  1995  was  based  on  a  combination  of  "Class 
B"  and  "Class  A"  estimates,  which  represent  100  percent  completed  construction 
drawings. 

24b.  Question.  If  funds  are  appropriated  at  the  requested  level,  will  this  eliminate 
the  housing  shortage  for  current  employees,  as  well  as  new  recruitments?  If  not, 
what  is  the  estimated  future  need? 

Answer.  On  the  South  Rim,  the  need  for  housing  to  replace  obsolete  units  and  to 
accommodate  increasing  staff  amounts  to  a  need  to  house  approximately  200  em- 
ployees. The  fiscal  year  1995  request  for  $10,970  million  will  complete  approxi- 
mately 45  single  family  houses  and  all  the  infrastructure  required  to  complete  the 
single  family  housing  area.  The  $4.0  million  requested  in  future  years  for  phase  IV 
will  construct  another  14  houses  and  finish  that  portion  of  the  project.  Future  years 
funding  will  be  used  to  construct  higher  density,  multifamily  housing  which  will  sig- 
nificantly improve  the  housing  situation. 
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MAMMOTH  CAVE  NATIONAL  PARK 

Mammoth  Cave  Wastewater  Treatment  System  request  is  $3.1  million  to  install 
25,000  feet  of  park  sewer  line;  this  would  be  the  final  installment  of  this  project. 

24c.  Question.  What  has  been  the  local/State  contribution  to  the  construction  of 
this  regional  wastewater  treatment  plant?  Have  other  Federal  agencies  contributed 
to  this  regional  effort?  If  so,  which  ones  and  what  are  their  contributions? 

Answer.  State  funding  has  been  provided  by  the  Kentucky  Economic  Development 
Grant  in  the  amount  of  $300  million  and  the  Community  Development  Block  Grant 
contributed  $1.5  million.  A  Forty  Year  Bond  Issue  resulting  in  local  contributions 
totaling  $2,484  million  was  made  possible  by  a  loan  from  the  Farmers  Home  Admin- 
istration. Other  Federal  agency  contributions  are  from  a  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  Grant  in  the  amount  of  $5,161,500. 

PLANNING  VISITOR  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEMS 

The  fiscal  year  1995  planning  program  contains  funds  for  park  transportation  so- 
lutions. I  understand  the  Park  Service  has  recently  completed  a  study  of  transpor- 
tation alternatives  in  Denali,  Yellowstone  and  Yosemite  National  Parks. 

25.  Question.  Could  you  share  with  us  in  brief  the  results  of  this  study? 

Answer.  A  study  of  alternative  transportation  modes  for  national  park  units  di- 
rected by  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991  (ISTEA)  is 
near  completion.  Problems  identified  by  the  study  include  the  need  to  increase  cur- 
rent authorizations  in  the  Federal  Lands  Highways  Program  to  $160  million  for  the 
next  15  years  to  bring  park  roads  up  to  acceptable  standards  and  the  need  to  pro- 
vide reliable  funding  for  Visitor  Transportation  Systems  (VTS)  which  will  include 
equipment  acquisition,  support  facilities  and  operating  costs.  The  policy  expressed 
by  Congress  in  the  ISTEA  legislation  emphasizes  the  use  of  Highway  Trust  Funds 
to  address  congestion  and  environmental  concerns.  This  may  provide  a  viable  means 
to  fund  VTS  needs. 

The  study  examines  a  wide  range  of  transport  system  alternatives  from  buses  to 
various  forms  of  rail  at  Denali,  Yellowstone,  and  Yosemite  National  Parks  which 
were  sized  to  address  specific  identified  problems  in  each  park.  The  study  also  indi- 
cates that  some  form  of  rubber-tired  vehicle  (buses)  will  remain  the  cost  effective 
and  viable  mode  of  transportation  in  the  foreseeable  future.  The  technology  changes 
will  occur  in  the  motive  power  (battery,  electric  motor,  fuel  cell,  alternative  fuels) 
used  by  buses.  The  study  will  be  printed  in  its  final  form  by  September  1,  1994. 

ELWHA  DAM  REMOVAL 

Planning  funds  in  the  amount  of  $3.5  million  are  included  to  continue  the  baseline 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  studies  and  advance  engineering/planning  for  the 
potential  Elwha  Dam  removal,  fiscal  year  1994  Conference  Report  language  ex- 
pressed the  concern  of  the  managers  that  costs  estimates  for  dam  removal  were  in 
excess  of  $150,000,000,  and  urged  the  Department  to  look  at  the  ultimate  benefits 
from  removal  of  the  dam  to  determine  whether  the  money  spent  removing  the  dam 
would  result  in  a  better  return  for  natural  systems  than  spending  the  same  amount 
of  money  on  other  natural  resource  restoration  projects. 

26.  Question.  Will  you  comment  on  these  concerns  in  light  of  the  results  of  a  re- 
cent report  by  the  Department  indicating  that  full  ecosystem  restoration  of  the 
Elwha  River  can  only  be  achieved  by  dam  removal? 

Answer.  Most  rivers  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  are  impacted  by  past  or  continuing 
activities  such  as  timber  harvest  and  associated  road  construction,  agriculture,  ur- 
banization, flood  control  measures,  water  withdrawals,  and  dams.  In  contrast,  the 
Elwha  River  basin  is  essentially  pristine — about  83  percent  of  the  watershed  lies 
within  Olympic  National  Park.  The  two  dams  on  the  river  are  the  only  major  con- 
tinuing habitat  disturbance.  Once  removed,  restoration  can  proceed  unhindered. 
This  is  not  true  for  the  other  basins  in  the  region.  For  example,  the  Columbia  River 
and  tributary  basins  (e.g.,  Yakima,  Umatilla,  Snake)  will  continue  to  be  affected  by 
all  of  the  activities  noted  above  that  will,  in  turn,  influence  restoration  efforts.  The 
pristine  nature  of  the  Elwha  River  coupled  with  the  historically  high  salmon  and 
steel  head  productivity  of  the  basin  makes  the  Elwha  River  the  best  prospect  for 
restoration  in  the  region.  Since  dam  removal  is  a  one-time  expense  rather  than  a 
continuing  mitigation  effort,  it  is  also  one  of  the  most  cost  effective  restoration  op- 
portunities. 
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GENERAL  MANAGEMENT  PLANS 

The  NPS  budget  states  that  at  least  125  plans  are  more  than  15  years  old  and 
overdue  for  review  of  revision  to  address  current  management  issues  and  needs. 

27a.  Question.  How  will  current  budgetary  constraints  and  downsizing  affect  the 
development  of  these  General  Management  Plans  (GMP)?  Will  new  criteria  be  of- 
fered as  guidelines? 

Answer.  Budget  constraints  and  downsizing  could  mean  that  the  number  of  GMP 
projects  underway  may  have  to  be  reduced.  This  will  result  in  an  increased  number 
that  will  be  more  than  15  years  old.  A  period  of  15  years  is  a  rule  of  thumb  we 
use  to  define  the  overall  condition  of  the  GMP  program,  but  it  is  only  one  measure 
of  the  viability  of  a  particular  plan.  Other  factors  are  the  number  of  problems  facing 
a  park,  the  severity  of  the  problems,  and  the  conditions  in  the  area  around  the  park. 

We  are  taking  a  number  of  measures  to  assure  that  our  plans  support  manage- 
ment decisionmaking.  We  will  amend  older  GMP's  rather  than  do  a  complete  revi- 
sion by  addressing  specific  management  problems  with  appropriate  planning  ac- 
tions. We  have  examined  the  needs  for  planning  and  will  adopt  procedures  to  make 
planning  more  flexible  to  provide  a  wider  range  of  planning  services,  experiment 
with  new  approaches,  integrate  planning  with  management  and  operations  to  short- 
en lines  of  communication  and  be  more  timely,  and  focus  on  helping  parks  con- 
centrate on  their  significant  resources  and  clearly  define  the  planning  task. 

27b.  Question.  Who  determines  the  priorities  for  funding  general  management 
planning  projects? 

Answer.  GMP  project  priorities  are  set  by  the  10  Regional  Directors  who  manage 
the  368  units  of  the  System.  The  current  priority  list,  established  in  December  1993, 
consists  of  55  projects.  The  first  five  priorities  on  that  list  are  listed  in  the  NPS 
Budget  Justifications  for  fiscal  year  1995. 

CHICKASAW  NATIONAL  RECREATION  AREA  BOB  PETERS'  RETIREMENT— NEW  PARK 

SUPERVISOR 

Chickasaw  NRA  park  supervisor  Bob  Peters  retired  recently  after  35  years  of 
service  to  the  National  Park  Service.  Bob  is  greatly  appreciated  for  all  his  hard 
work  and  commitment  to  improving  Chickasaw. 

28.  Question.  What  are  National  Park  Service  policies  and  procedures  for  replac- 
ing park  supervisors,  and  when  can  we  expect  a  new  supervisor  for  Chickasaw? 

Answer.  The  National  Park  Service  is  in  the  process  of  institutionalizing  and  pro- 
fessionalizing the  selection  of  park  superintendents  and  assistant  superintendents. 
We  expect  to  announce  several  superintendency  selections,  including  Chickasaw,  in 
the  near  future. 

CAMPGROUND  CONSTRUCTION 

National  Park  Service  planning  documents  indicate  a  need  for  $2,180,000  in  fiscal 
year  1995  funding  for  continued  construction  of  campground  improvements  at 
Chickasaw,  as  detailed  below: 

Construction 

Buckhorn  Loop  B  campground: 

Construction  drawings  » $60,000 

Construction  1,038,000 

Total  1,098,000 

Buckhorn  Loop  A/C  campground: 

Construction  drawings  50,000 

Construction  832,000 

Total  882,000 

Rock  Creek  campground:  Preliminary  design  200,000 

29.  Question.  What  is  the  National  Park  Service's  funding  capability  for  these 
projects  in  fiscal  year  1995? 

Answer.  This  funding  ($2,180,000)  can  be  obligated  for  continued  construction  of 
campground  improvements  at  Chickasaw  in  fiscal  year  1995. 
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■  VISITOR  CENTER 

30.  Question.  What  is  the  National  Park  Service's  funding  capability  to  plan  and 
design  a  visitor  center  at  Chickasaw  in  fiscal  year  1995? 

Answer.  The  fiscal  year  1995  funding  requirement  to  complete  the  Travertine  Dis- 
trict Development  Concept  Plan  Amendment  and  the  Chickasaw  Nation  Cultural 
Center  Environmental  Assessment  is  $25,000.  Preliminary  design  for  the  National 
Park  Service  visitor  center  and  headquarters/maintenance  complex  is  estimated  to 
cost  $195,000  in  fiscal  year  1995. 

HONEY  SPRINGS  AND  WASHITA  NATIONAL  BATTLEFIELDS 

The  Oklahoma  Congressional  delegation  on  April  29,  1994,  sent  a  letter  to  Na- 
tional Park  Service  Director  Roger  Kennedy  expressing  support  for  designating  the 
Honey  Springs  and  Washita  battlefield  sites  in  Oklahoma  as  national  parks  and  re- 
questing Park  Service  assistance  in  drafting  legislation  to  accomplish  this  goal.  This 
letter  was  initiated  after  meetings  with  Oklahoma  Historical  Society  and  National 
Park  Service  officials  who  expressed  support  for  these  new  parks. 

31a.  Question.  Does  the  National  Park  Service  support  national  park  designation 
for  the  Honey  Springs  and  Washita  battlefield  sites  in  Oklahoma? 

Answer.  The  National  Park  Service  considers  these  sites  potentially  eligible  for  in- 
clusion in  the  National  Park  System.  However,  we  do  not  have  a  position  on  des- 
ignating these  sites  as  NPS  units  at  this  time.  Our  position  will  be  determined  at 
the  time  legislation  is  proposed  after  considering  budgetary  constraints  and  other 
competing  priorities. 

31b.  Question.  Has  the  National  Park  Service  studied  these  sites  to  determine 
their  worthiness  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Park  System? 

Answer.  Yes.  The  Washita  Battlefield  was  the  subject  of  a  study  in  1970  and  of 
several  subsequent  evaluations.  The  Honey  Springs  Battlefield  was  evaluated 
through  the  Civil  War  Battlefield  Protection  Program.  These  studies  have  found  the 
sites  to  be  significant,  but  the  criteria  for  suitability,  feasibility,  and  management 
alternatives  need  to  be  addressed. 

31c.  Question.  What  are  the  National  Park  Service  estimates  of  the  Federal  cost 
to  acquire,  maintain,  and  administer  these  sites  should  they  receive  national  park 
designation? 

Answer.  The  National  Park  Service  is  currently  preparing  estimates  for  land  ac- 
quisition, operations,  and  potential  development  needs.  Additional  field  work  is  re- 
quired to  prepare  these  estimates,  but  we  expect  to  have  the  information  available 
within  the  next  few  months. 

3 Id.  Question.  Should  they  be  authorized  this  year,  is  the  National  Park  Service 
repared  to  request  funding  for  these  new  parks  in  the  President's  fiscal  year  1996 
udget? 

Answer.  Should  authorization  occur  this  year,  these  new  parks  would  be  consid- 
ered along  with  other  priorities  within  the  Service  and  the  Department  of  the  Inte- 
rior for  funding  in  fiscal  year  1996. 
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Questions  Submitted  by  Senator  Thad  Cochran 

general  management/park  operations 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  National  Park  Service  has  initiated  a  FTE  ceiling 
on  the  National  Park  System. 

1.  Question.  Given  the  increased  visitation  to  the  National  Park  System,  and  par- 
ticularly the  Natchez  National  Historical  Park,  are  the  FTEs  allocated  to  each  park 
sufficient  to  adequately  staff  these  areas? 

Answer.  Most  park  superintendents  feel  the  need  for  more  staff"  to  handle  both 
increased  visitation  and  expanded  areas  or  facilities.  The  need  is  exacerbated  on  oc- 
casion when  temporary  help  is  needed  to  fulfill  a  special  project  and  the  super- 
intendent determines  that  the  project  is  best  accomplished  by  an  FTE-encumbering 
temporary  team  managed  by  park  staff,  rather  than  through  the  award  of  a  con- 
tract. 

The  NPS  must,  however,  control  the  amount  of  FTEs  and  cannot  afford  to  allocate 
them  on  an  as-requested  basis,  especially  since  the  enactment  of  Public  Law  103- 
226,  "The  Federal  Workforce  Restructing  Act  of  1994,"  which  mandates  a  5-year  re- 
duction of  272,900  positions  Governmentwide.  Though  we  feel  that  all  parks  are 
adequately  staffed  currently,  we  are  inhibited  from  providing  the  amount  of  FTEs 
that  would  be  required  for  optimum  performance. 
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2.  Question.  Does  the  Park  Service  have  a  system  for  allocating  additional  FTEs 
to  growing  parks,  or  those  with  increased  visitation? 

Answer.  The  National  Park  Service  is  currently  planning  on  a  reorganization  that 
will  streamline  the  Service  in  such  a  way  that  will  free  up  additional  FTEs  for 
parks  by  consolidating  the  workforce  in  central  offices.  In  this  way,  we  plan  to  ac- 
commodate the  increasing  need  for  staff  at  our  parks  over  the  next  few  years,  while 
still  helping  the  Government  to  meet  the  workforce  downsizing  goals  required  by 
Public  Law  103-226.  The  allocation  of  these  freed-up  FTEs  will  be  decided  by  NPS 
management  based  on  resource  protection  and  visitor  safety  criteria. 

CONSTRUCTION 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  has  completed  the  battlefield  protection  plan  for 
the  Corinth,  Mississippi,  battlefield.  Congress  has  passed  legislation  providing  for 
the  construction  of  an  interpretive  center  at  Corinth. 

3.  Question.  Does  the  Park  Service  have  the  necessary  funds  to  begin  construction 
of  this  facility?  What  is  the  yearly  breakdown  of  funds  needed  for  construction  of 
this  project?  Where  does  this  project  fall  in  the  Park  Service's  construction  prior- 
ities? 

Answer.  In  1992,  the  Southeast  Regional  Office  completed  a  site  analysis,  archi- 
tectural program,  and  preliminary  design  for  a  Corinth  Visitor  Center.  However,  the 
NPS  has  not  programmed  any  funds  for  construction  of  an  interpretive  center  at 
Corinth.  In  view  of  unmet  rehabilitation  and  preservation  needs  throughout  the  Na- 
tional Park  System,  the  Service  cannot  assume  construction  responsibilities  of  legis- 
latively unauthorized  areas.  No  breakdown  of  proposed  construction  costs  are  avail- 
able, as  no  work  on  this  project  has  been  done  within  the  NPS  planning  process. 
This  project  has  no  Servicewide  priority. 

4.  Question.  What  will  the  role  of  Shiloh  National  Park  play  in  the  proposed  Civil 
War  Interpretation  Center? 

Answer.  Shiloh  National  Military  Park  was  established  to  commemorate  the  larg- 
est battle  of  the  1862  campaign,  waged,  in  part,  for  control  of  the  crucial  railroad 
junction  at  Corinth,  Mississippi.  The  park  is  therefore  closely  tied  historically  to 
events  and  resources  in  the  Corinth  area.  Shiloh  National  Military  Park  would  offer 
Corinth  Center  limited  technical  assistance  on  this  project. 

GULF  ISLANDS  NATIONAL  SEASHORE  FORT  MASSACHUSETTS 

Last  year,  I  requested  funds  for  the  Gulf  Islands  National  Seashore  for  erosion 
control  at  Fort  Massachusetts. 

5.  Question.  What  is  the  status  of  Fort  Massachusetts  and  what  is  the  Service's 
estimated  cost  to  implement  an  erosion  control  plan? 

Answer.  Fort  Massachusetts  is  threatened  by  shoreline  erosion.  Data  recently  col- 
lected indicates  the  average  rate  of  shoreline  retreat  in  the  vicinity  of  Fort  Massa- 
chusetts to  be  approximately  15  feet  per  year  and  waters  of  Mississippi  Sound  are 
now  within  100  feet  of  the  Fort.  In  conjunction  with  the  final  maintenance  dredging 
of  the  existing  Gulfport  Channel,  a  small  beach  nourishment  project  was  accom- 
plished in  September  1991.  It  is  estimated  that  this  action  will  provide  protection 
for  approximately  2  to  3  years.  Funding  in  the  amount  of  $500,000  would  be  needed 
for  further  analysis  of  current  conditions  and  predicting  those  that  will  prevail  fol- 
lowing the  channel  relocation;  development  and  testing  alternative  means  of 
effecting  long-term  protection;  evaluation  of  alternatives  through  the  National  Envi- 
ronmental Protection  Act  process;  and  selection  of  a  preferred  course  of  action. 

NATCHEZ  NATIONAL  HISTORICAL  PARK 

Restoration  and  preservation  work  is  underway  at  Melrose,  but  there  is  work  re- 
maining to  stabilize  three  buildings  at  the  William  Johnson  House  Complex. 

6.  Question.  What  additional  funds  will  be  necessary  to  complete  this  work? 

Answer.  A  contract  has  been  awarded  for  the  preparation  of  an  Historic  Struc- 
tures Report,  an  Engineering  Analysis,  and  a  Furnishings  Plan  for  the  William 
Johnson  House  Complex.  Once  completed,  these  plans  will  oe  used  to  determine  ap- 
propriate means  to  preserve  the  structures  and  an  approximate  amount  of  funding 
required. 

7.  Question.  The  draft  General  Management  Plan  for  the  Natchez  National  Histor- 
ical Park  indicates  the  need  for  $1,219  million  for  studies  and  reports  for  the  Wil- 
liam Johnson  House  Complex,  Melrose,  and  Fort  Rosalie.  What  additional  funding 
will  be  necessary  to  complete  these  surveys? 

Answer.  Approximately  $460,000  is  still  needed  for  studies  and  reports.  Most  of 
the  funds  would  be  used  for  archeology  and  special  history  studies  at  the  Fort  Rosa- 
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lie  site.  Although  some  of  the  land  at  Fort  Rosalie  is  still  in  private  ownership.  The 
Service  owns  enough  property  to  begin  this  archeological  work. 

An  amount  of  $760,000  has  already  been  made  available  in  prior  appropriations 
for  the  other  studies  identified  in  the  GMP.  The  Southeast  Regional  Office  is  in  the 
process  of  contracting  for  reports  on  cultural  landscapes,  historic  structures,  and 
historic  furnishings  as  well  as  special  history  studies  for  the  William  Johnson  and 
Melrose  sites. 

COKER  HOUSE 

Coker  House,  at  Champion  Hill,  is  one  of  Mississippi's  most  noted  Civil  War  land- 
marks. Stabilization  of  the  home  is  needed  to  prevent  further  deterioration.  The  goal 
is  to  return  the  historic  Coker  House  and  the  surrounding  area  to  its  early  1863 
appearance  for  use  as  an  interpretive  center  and  as  a  typical  example  of  an  ante- 
bellum plantation  home. 

8.  Question.  What  programs  outside  of  the  State  grants-in-aid  are  available  to  pre- 
serve this  historic  structure? 

Answer.  With  the  exception  of  State  grants-in-aid  funding,  no  other  National  Park 
Service  funds  are  available  for  the  stabilization  and  restoration  of  the  Coker  House 
at  Champion  Hill  in  Hinds  Countv,  Mississippi.  The  Service's  American  Battlefield 
Protection  Program  (ABPP)  provides  financial  assistance  to  State  and  local  organi- 
zations for  the  preservation  of  endangered  sites  associated  with  the  Civil  War,  but 
are  targeted  specifically  to  battlefield  land.  The  Service  is  enjoined  by  law  from 
awarding  these  monies  for  the  purpose  of  construction  or  development  activities 
such  as  the  Coker  House  or  from  using  the  funds  for  acquisition  of  property  in  fee 
or  interest.  American  Battlefield  Protection  Program  funds  are  awarded  for  such  ac- 
tivities as  research  and  documentation,  land-use  or  protection  planning,  interpreta- 
tion, heritage  education,  or  community  consensus  building.  The  NPS  is  unaware  of 
other  sources  of  Federal  funds  which  might  be  available  to  assist  the  owners  of  the 
Coker  House. 

NATCHEZ  TRACE  PARKWAY 

In  the  fiscal  year  1994  Interior  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriations  bill,  the 
Committee  encouraged  the  Service  to  explore  construction  of  a  bicycle  trail  alongside 
the  Natchez  Trace  Parkway  around  Jackson. 

9.  Question.  What  is  the  status  of  this  project? 

Answer.  A  planning  team  consisting  of  Denver  Service  Center,  Southeast  Regional 
Office,  and  park  personnel  is  developing  preliminary  alternatives  with  cost  esti- 
mates. On  several  occasions,  the  team  met  with  representatives  of  Governmental 
agencies  and  individuals  in  the  Jackson  area  to  solicit  input  into  the  planning  proc- 
ess. The  plan  should  be  completed  in  late  1994. 

10.  Question.  It  is  my  understanding  that  the  National  Park  Service  has  been 
working  with  the  city  of  Natchez  and  other  interested  parties  to  develop  a  new  ter- 
minus for  the  Natchez  Trace  Parkway?  What  is  the  status  of  this  project? 

Answer.  An  Environmental  Impact  Statement  is  currently  underway  to  evaluate 
the  impact  of  potential  alternatives.  Initial  meetings  with  Natchez  officials  and  in- 
terested individuals  have  been  completed  as  the  planning  process  continues. 

11.  Question.  Does  the  President's  fiscal  year  1995  budget  include  funds  to  con- 
tinue this  project? 

Answer.  There  are  no  funds  included  in  the  President's  fiscal  year  1995  budget 
request  to  continue  this  project. 

12.  Question.  What  will  be  the  National  Park  Service's  contribution  to  this 
project? 

Answer.  Under  current  legislation  for  the  Natchez  Trace  Parkway,  the  National 
Park  Service  could  plan,  design,  and  construct  the  Parkway  on  donated  right-of-way 
if  funds  are  appropriated. 


Question  Submitted  by  Senator  Pete  V.  Domenici 

WHITE  SANDS  NATIONAL  MONUMENT 

In  last  year's  budget.  White  Sands  National  Monument  (WHSA)  was  listed  as  one 
of  the  Special  Focus  Initiatives  on  Visitor  Services  and  Maintenance.  At  that  time, 
an  increase  of  $500,000  was  proposed,  but  no  increase  was  approved. 

At  143,733  acres.  White  Sands  is  the  largest  park  in  New  Mexico,  and  its  614,000 
visitors  per  year  make  it  one  of  the  most  frequently  visited  parks  in  our  State.  How- 
ever, with  a  budget  of  only  $671,000,  it  currently  receives  fewer  dollars  per  visitor 
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than  any  park  in  our  State.  And  it  is  estimated  that  the  park  received  more  than 
32,000  visitors  per  FTE. 

Mr.  Director,  I  had  the  pleasure  of  visiting  White  Sands  on  the  75th  Anniversary 
of  the  National  Park  Service.  It  is  a  wonderful  park,  and  it  is  operated  by  some  ter- 
rific people.  However,  White  Sands  is  a  park  under  tremendous  strain,  and  the 
cracks  are  beginning  to  show.  For  example,  with  the  exception  of  a  residence  con- 
structed in  the  1960's,  there  has  been  no  change  in  the  park's  infrastructure  since 
1937.  In  1937,  12,000  people  visited  the  park.  Those  same  facilities  are  now  serving 
over  600,00.  Visitor  facilities  are  now  severely  overtaxed  and  the  need  for  oper- 
ational space  has  resulted  in  the  loss  of  one  residence  for  office  space. 

For  fiscal  year  1995,  the  National  Park  Service  is  proposing  an  increase  of 
$275,000  anci  2  FTEs  for  park  operations  at  White  Sands  National  Monument. 
White  Sands  is  included  as  a  park  in  the  Park  Operations  Initiative  Resource  Stew- 
ardship. 

1.  Question.  How  did  you  prioritize  the  funding  levels  for  each  of  the  parks  in- 
cluded in  the  Park  Operations  Resource  Stewardship  Initiative? 

Answer.  A  set  of  criteria  was  developed,  which  included  parks  which  were  new 
units  of  the  System,  parks  gaining  new  responsibilities,  parks  with  threats  to  re- 
sources, parks  where  employees  or  visitors  faced  health  and  safety  concerns,  units 
which  have  not  kept  pace  with  inflation  over  the  past  10  years,  parks  with  increas- 
ing visitation  and  parks  in  urban  areas.  The  criteria  were  considered  at  each  organi- 
zational level  of  the  Service,  beginning  at  the  park  level.  Park  managers  submitted 
their  increases  in  priority  order  to  Regional  Directors  who,  in  turn,  submitted  in- 
creases in  priority  order  to  the  Washington  Directorate  of  the  National  Park  Service. 
The  final  list  of  parks  included  in  the  $20  million  initiative,  approximately  60  parks, 
represents  the  collective  best  judgement  of  top  National  Park  Service  management 
as  to  the  highest  priority  unfunded  park  operational  requirements  of  the  Service. 

2.  Question.  The  $275,000  included  for  White  Sands  can  be  put  to  good  use,  but 
much  more  needs  to  be  done — especially  since  visitation  continues  to  increase  out 
at  the  monument.  With  that  in  mind,  I  am  curious  as  to  why  WHSA  is  to  receive 
$275,000,  rather  than  $500,000  requested  last  year.  If  this  was  to  accommodate  con- 
cerns by  the  appropriators,  I  would  understand,  especially  knowing  how  tight  the 
budget  is,  but  this  park  is  so  clearly  bursting  at  the  seams  that  I  really  do  believe 
more  funding  is  necessary,  and  could  be  utilized  in  one  fiscal  year. 

•  Answer.  In  fiscal  year  1994,  when  White  Sands  National  Monument  was  included 
in  the  Special  Focus  Initiative  and  proposed  to  receive  $500,000,  the  Service  was 
able  to  ask  for  a  $40  million  increase  for  selected  parks,  as  well  as  $39  million  to 
provide  a  7  percent  across-the-board  increase  for  all  parks.  Only  about  half  of  the 
$40  million  for  selected  parks  was  enacted  and  White  Sands  was  not  of  sufficient 
priority  in  the  candidate  parks  to  receive  funds  under  this  initiative.  In  fiscal  year 
1995,  the  Service  was  able  to  request  another  $20  million  for  selected  parks  and  $12 
million,  or  a  2  percent  increase,  for  all  parks.  While  the  $20  million  for  selected 
parks  is  roughly  the  same  as  the  amount  reduced  by  Congress  in  fiscal  year  1994, 
new  requirements  have  arisen  in  the  last  year  which  the  Service  is  compelled  to  ad- 
dress with  proposed  funding.  These  situations  include  threats  to  resources  at  Gen- 
eral Grant  National  Memorial  and  Delaware  Water  Gap  National  Recreation  Area, 
health  and  safety  threats  to  visitors,  as  well  as  threats  to  the  resource  at  Jefferson 
National  Expansion  Memorial,  new  responsibilities  at  Harry  S  Truman  National 
Historic  Site,  and  the  potential  establishment  of  Mojave  National  Park  through  leg- 
islation. In  setting  Regional  and  Servicewide  priorities.  Park  Service  management 
has  to  weigh  the  urgency  and  priority  of  the  many  competing  problems  identified, 
while  considering  how  to  fit  the  needs  identified  within  the  budgetary  allowance 
available.  If  higher  levels  of  budgetary  allowance  were  available.  White  Sands  would 
likely  have  received  consideration  for  a  larger  funding  proposal.  Given  the  budg- 
etary allowances  available,  any  increase  above  the  $275,000  for  White  Sands  would 
likely  have  to  come  at  the  expense  of  another  park  with  equally  compelling  needs. 

GLORIETA  NATIONAL  BATTLEFIELD 

The  Glorieta  Unit  of  the  Pecos  National  Historical  Park  is  home  to  the  site  of  one 
of  the  most  significant  battles  of  the  Civil  War.  It  was  at  Glorieta  Pass  that  the 
confederate  plans  for  conquering  the  riches  and  support  of  the  West  were  thwarted 
as  the  Confederacy  turned  back  on  it  drive  on  Fort  Union  and  Denver,  withdrawing 
from  the  west  for  the  rest  of  the  war. 

Mr.  Director,  the  Glorieta  Battlefield  has  consistently  rated  high  on  the  list  of  pri- 
ority battlefields.  In  fact,  the  Civil  War  Sites  Advisory  Commission  listed  Glorieta 
Battlefield  as  a  Class  Al  Battlefield.  This  designation  means  that  it  is  considered 
of  fair  integrity,  with  moderate  threats,  and  was  the  site  of  a  battle  of  decisive  influ- 
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ence.  Only  12  percent  of  the  384  listed  sites  were  designated  as  A  sites.  However, 
despite  this  high  priority  listing,  Glorieta  was  not  included  on  the  list  of  budget  jus- 
tifications for  battlefields  under  study  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 

1.  Question.  Knowing  of  the  high  priority  of  Glorieta  as  a  critical  battlefield,  could 
you  please  explain  why  Glorieta  was  not  included  on  the  study  list? 

Answer.  Glorieta  Pass  in  New  Mexico  is  a  Priority  I  Civil  War  Battlefield  as  iden- 
tified by  the  Civil  War  Sites  Advisory  Commission  Report  to  Congress  (mandated 
by  Public  Law  101-628).  Priority  I  battlefields  are  sites  with  a  critical  need  for  co- 
ordinated Nationwide  action  by  the  year  2000.  The  American  Battlefield  Protection 
Program  (ABPP)  of  the  National  Park  Service  has  targeted  these  50  highly  signifi- 
cant and  imminently  threatened  sites  in  16  States  for  its  efforts. 

The  Commission's  report  categorized  Glorieta  Pass  as  a  Class  A  battlefield  be- 
cause it  had  a  decisive  influence  on  its  campaign  and  a  direct  impact  on  the  course 
of  the  war.  The  site  retains  a  fair  level  of  integrity.  Currently  it  is  experiencing 
moderate  threats.  Less  than  20  percent  of  the  core  area  of  the  battlefield  is  pro- 
tected. 

The  ABPP  provides  small  infusions  of  money  to  these  priority  sites  through  coop- 
erative agreements  chosen  through  a  competitive  process.  The  ABPP  focuses  its  ef- 
forts on  sites  with  public  support  for  and  interest  in  preservation  of  the  historic  bat- 
tlefield site  and  where  organizations  are  willing  to  make  a  commitment  to  the  long- 
term  preservation  and  management  of  the  site.  In  1994,  no  requests  for  these  funds 
were  received  from  organizations  associated  with  Glorieta  Pass. 

LAND  ACQUISITION 

The  Glorieta  Battlefield  is  currently  located  on  two  sites,  totalling  682  acres.  So 
far,  the  Park  Service  has  only  acquired  140  of  these  acres.  With  the  $500,000  the 
Congress  appropriated  last  year,  the  park  was  able  to  acquire  40  acres  from  the 
Conservation  Fund,  and  is  currently  in  the  process  of  purchasing  an  additional 
19.66  acres. 

Clearly,  Glorieta  has  been  able  to  put  funding  to  immediate  and  good  use.  But 
there  remains  523  acres  to  be  acquired.  The  Congress  has  appropriated — since 
1990 — only  $800,000;  it  is  estimated  that  $5.5  million  will  be  needed  to  acquire  all 
the  lands  at  the  monument.  Obviously,  we  are  still  some  $4.7  million  short. 

2.  Question.  Would  NPS  support  an  appropriation  of  $500,000  for  acquisition  at 
Glorieta,  knowing  that  the  funding  can  ana  will  be  spent? 

Answer.  The  National  Park  Service  could  obligate  additional  funds  at  Glorieta 
Battlefield,  but  cannot  support  the  appropriation  of  funds  in  addition  to  those  re- 
quested in  the  budget  request  for  fiscal  year  1995. 

AMERICAN  BATTLEFIELD  PROTECTION  PROGRAM 

Finally,  it  has  been  brought  to  my  attention  that  under  the  American  Battlefield 
Protection  Program  (ABPP),  battlefields  located  within  national  parks  cannot  re- 
ceive funding,  unless  the  park  establishes  a  partnership  with  another  organization 
so  that  funding  can  flow  through  that  organization  rather  than  directly  to  the  park. 
Apparently,  the  ABPP  does  not,  or  will  not,  provide  funding  directly  to  parks  that 
contain  battlefields.  This  despite  the  fact  that  several  battlefields  of  significance  are 
included  within  national  paries,  and  could  use  this  funding  for  documentation  and 
other  purposes. 

3.  Question.  I  wanted  to  make  you  aware  of  this  and  ask  if  you  know  first  of  all, 
if  this  is  correct,  and  if  so,  what  we  might  do  to  help  remedy  this  situation? 

Answer.  This  is  not  the  case.  The  American  Battlefield  Protection  Program 
(ABPP)  provides  funds  directly  to  units  of  the  National  Park  System  or  to  NPS  Re- 
gional Offices  for  purposes  of  preservation  of  endangered  Civil  War  battlefields.  For 
example,  over  the  3-year  history  of  the  program,  the  ABPP  has  supported  projects 
at  the  Gettysburg,  Richmond,  Fredericksburg-Spotsylvania,  and  Chickamauga-Chat- 
tanooga  National  Battlefield  Parks. 

The  key  program  emphasis  of  the  American  Battlefield  Protection  Program  is  to 
develop  effective  preservation  partnerships  at  the  State  and  local  levels  to  protect 
endangered  battlefield  lands  as  an  alternative  to  costly  Federal  acquisition.  The  pro- 
gram's emphasis,  then,  is  generally  not  on  lands  already  protected  by  Federal  Gov- 
ernment ownership.  However,  in  the  case  of  many  of  our  national  battlefield  parks, 
significant  threats  continue  to  endanger  the  qualities  for  which  they  were  des- 
ignated from  outside  park  borders.  In  these  instances,  the  ABPP  provides  funding 
to  the  parks,  NPS  Regional  Offices,  or  in  some  instances  partner  organizations,  to 
develop  transboundary  and  partnership  strategies  at  these  critical  sites. 

More  routine  research  and  maintenance  activities,  within  the  boundaries  of  the 
park  unit,  are  more  appropriately  supported  out  of  the  regular  Service  operating  ap- 
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propriation.  Several  battlefields  within  the  System  received  additional  operating 
funds  in  fiscal  year  1994  or  are  proposed  to  receive  funds  in  fiscal  year  1995  under 
the  Park  Operations  Initiative.  These  parks  include  Richmond  National  Battlefield 
Park,  Monocacy  National  Battlefield,  Fredericksburg-Spotsylvania  National  Memo- 
rial Park,  Big  Hole  National  Battlefield  and  Vicksburg  National  Military  Park.  This 
is  a  more  prudent  means  of  addressing  park  requirements,  given  the  small  ABPP 
annual  appropriations  and  the  magnitude  of  need  as  documented  in  the  Civil  War 
Sites  Advisory  Commission's  recent  report  to  Congress. 

STREAMLINING  THE  NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE  (NATIONAL  PERFORMANCE  REVIEW) 

Director  Kennedy,  the  Secretary  has  stated  that  the  Interior  Budget  includes 
nearly  $47  million  in  administrative  savings  reductions.  The  Department  of  the  In- 
terior is  proposing  to  reduce  FTEs  consistent  with  the  first  phase  of  the  President's 
long-term  goal  of  reducing  the  Federal  bureaucracy  by  252,000.  Interior's  reduction 
in  FTEs  for  1995  is  1,377. 

1.  Question.  In  the  budget  for  the  National  Park  Service,  there  is  included  funding 
to  enable  the  Service  to  convert  up  to  2,600  long-term  temporary  and  seasonal  posi- 
tions to  permanent  employment  status.  Your  agency  is  obviously  committed  to  en- 
suring that  the  parks  have  adequate  staff  to  address  the  needs  within  the  parks. 
I  support  this  goal.  However,  knowing  of  the  increase  in  FTEs  at  the  Park  Service, 
should  employees  in  the  other  agencies  under  your  jurisdiction  brace  themselves  for 
shouldering  the  greatest  burden  of  the  reduction  in  FTEs? 

Answer.  The  National  Park  Service  is  requesting  funds  in  its  fiscal  year  1995 
Budget  Justifications  for  conversion  of  certain  temporary  employees  to  a  status  that 
will  allow  them  to  receive  retirement  and  health  benefits.  'These  employees'  dura- 
tions of  employment  will  not  change  and,  therefore,  no  additional  FTEs  for  this  ini- 
tiative are  requested  nor  will  any  other  Department  of  the  Interior  Bureau's  FTE 
ceiling  be  affected. 

2.  Question.  Can  you  provide  the  committee  with  an  update  on  Interior's  proposed 
reorganization  of  the  National  Park  Service?  We  hear  so  many  different  rumors 
about  which  field  offices  will  be  eliminated,  how  many  employees  will  be  displaced, 
etc.,  that  it  is  difficult  to  separate  fact  from  fiction.  Coula  you  please  let  us  know 
the  latest  on  these  efforts? 

Answer.  The  National  Park  Service  effort  to  reorganize  its  central  office  oper- 
ations is  nearing  an  end.  We  will  be  submitting  the  final  plan  soon  for  Depart- 
mental and  Congressional  Subcommittee  review.  It  will  not  necessarily  close  any  of- 
fices, though  one  of  its  goals  is  to  streamline  the  size  of  central  office  staffing. 

LAND  ACQUISITION  POLICY 

I  know  that  the  National  Park  Service  has  placed  a  greater  emphasis  on  oper- 
ations and  maintenance  this  year,  and  less  on  land  acquisition.  I  understand  the 
rationale  behind  such  a  decision,  and  I,  too,  believe  that  we  need  to  do  a  better  job 
maintaining  the  parks  we  have.  However,  we  currently  have  an  enormous  backlog 
of  lands  that  need  to  be  acquired,  and  there  are  many  landowners  within  the  bound- 
aries of  authorized  parks  who  have  been"  waiting  for  us  to  purchase  their  lands  for 
years.  Frankly,  I  believe  both  should  be  of  equal  priority. 

1.  Question.  The  Secretary  has  stated  that  with  the  current  budget  constraints, 
we  should  place  a  greater  emphasis  on  land  exchanges.  What  steps  are  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior  taking  to  meet  this  ambitious  goal? 

Answer.  The  Department  has  developed  a  task  force  consisting  of  several  Interior 
Bureaus  to  ascertain  what  measures  might  be  taken  so  that  obstacles  to  completion 
of  exchanges  can  be  cleared  and  inter-Bureau  tasks  can  be  coordinated. 

VISITOR  SERVICES — CARLSBAD  CAVERNS  NATIONAL  PARK 

The  budget  includes  $60,000  and  1  FTE  for  concessions  management  at  Carlsbad 
Caverns  National  Park.  I  know  that  the  Park  Service  is  currently  negotiating  a  new 
concessions  contract  at  the  cavern. 

1.  Question.  Would  you  please  provide  me  with  an  update  on  how  things  are  pro- 
ceeding with  the  new  concessions  contract? 

Answer.  The  Southwest  Region  of  the  National  Park  Service  is  nearing  completion 
of  the  draft  concession  contract  and  prospectus  for  Carlsbad  Caverns  National  Park. 
It  is  anticipated  that  the  draft  concession  contract  and  prospectus  will  be  ready  to 
send  to  the  Washington  Office  for  review  and  approval  by  the  end  of  June  1994. 
The  document  will  then  be  released/issued  for  competitive  bid  to  all  interested  par- 
ties. Absent  any  unforeseen  delay,  we  expect  to  award  a  new  concessions  contract 
for  Carlsbad  Caverns  National  Park  in  fall  1994. 
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"investment"  spending 

The  President  continues  to  propose  increased  spending  for  so-called  "investment" 

Erograms  in  his  fiscal  year  1995  budget.  For  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  $2.2 
illion  in  program  spending  is  classified  as  "investment"  spending.  This  "invest- 
ment" spending  includes  entire  Federal  programs,  including  the  operations  account 
of  the  major  land  agencies,  including  the  Park  Service,  and  the  National  Biological 
Survey. 

1.  Question.  The  Interior  "Budget  in  Brief  indicates  that  the  proposed  "invest- 
ment" spending  for  Department  of  the  Interior  agencies  in  fiscal  year  1995  is  $201.1 
million  above  that  provided  in  fiscal  year  1994.  An  estimated  $61.3  million  of  this 
increase  is  associated  with  the  Park  Service  operations  account.  Excluding  ongoing 
base  activities,  how  much  of  the  Park  Service  operating  account  is  actually  focused 
on  the  President's  "investment"  priorities  (last  year  it  was  $89.45  million  for  three 
specific  activities)? 

Answer.  Increases  totaling  $80.3  million  are  associated  with  investment.  The  re- 
maining amount  classified  as  investment  represents  base  activities. 

2.  Question.  What  is  the  Administrations  rational  for  including  entire,  ongoing 
programs  in  the  "investment"  category  of  spending  when  it  is  only  increments  of 
programs  that  are  actually  targeted  to  "investment"  themes? 

Answer.  The  prior  year  categorization  of  "investment"  spending  resulted  in  incon- 
sistent categorizations  of  funding.  For  example,  the  proposed  investments  in  the  Na- 
tional Park  Service  in  fiscal  year  1994  included  certain  portions  of  additional  park 
operating  funds — namely,  additional  maintenance  and  professionalization  funding — 
yet  excluded  the  remaining  funding  in  these  categories.  This  implied  that  only  those 
increments  were  investments  in  the  National  Park  System,  even  though  base  fund- 
ing in  these  programs,  as  well  as  other  increases  proposed  in  the  park  operating 
accounts,  were  used  for  similar  purposes.  To  redefine  "investment"  to  include  the 
total  park  operating  account  is  based  upon  the  rationale  that  the  entire  park  operat- 
ing account  is  an  important  investment  in  the  health  and  welfare  of  the  parks  and 
should  be  presented  as  such. 

3.  Question.  The  "investment"  portion  of  the  Department's  budget  includes  $11.3 
million  for  NAFTA-related  activities  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  No  similar  "in- 
vestment" spending  is  targeted  to  the  Park  Service.  Why? 

Answer.  The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  contains  the  highest  priorities  given  limited 
resources.  Because  of  their  responsibility  and  expertise  in  controlling  illegal  trade 
in  wildlife  and  wildlife  products,  a  significant  portion  of  the  NAFTA  funds  are  re- 
quested for  this  effort  in  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service;  no  such  responsibility  exists 
within  the  National  Park  Service. 

4.  Question.  Has  the  Administration  identified  similar  NAFTA-related  require- 
ments for  the  Park  Service?  If  so,  please  provide  the  Subcommittee  with  the  details 
on  these  requirements. 

Answer.  The  Administration  has  not  yet  identified  similar  NAFTA-related  re- 
quirements for  the  Park  Service. 

5.  Question.  The  Administration  also  includes  the  new  National  Biological  Survey 
program  in  the  President's  "investment"  package.  The  budget  includes  a  net  of 
$169.7  million  for  this  program.  How  much  of  this  "investment"  program  will  be  car- 
ried out  by  the  Park  Service? 

Answer.  The  National  Biological  Survey's  investment  program  will  be  carried  out 
by  National  Biological  Survey  personnel,  some  of  whom  may  have  formerly  been  em- 
ployed by  the  National  Park  Service.  The  National  Park  Service  and  National  Bio- 
logical Survey  investment  programs  are  complementary  in  the  sense  that  activities 
within  the  Biological  Survey  contribute  to  the  sound  management  practices  within 
the  National  Park  System  by  providing  park  managers  with  sound  scientific  data 
upon  which  to  base  natural  resource  management  decisions.  But  the  efforts  are  not 
duplicative  and  are  distinct  to  the  extent  that  each  organization's  investment  activi- 
ties will  be  carried  out  for  the  most  part  by  personnel  from  within  the  specific  agen- 
cy involved. 

6.  Question.  For  the  record,  will  you  please  provide  a  comparison  of  what  is  esti- 
mated to  be  spend  by  the  Park  Service  through  the  National  Biological  Survey  in 
fiscal  year  1994  and  under  the  proposed  fiscal  year  1995  budget? 

Answer.  Approximately  $20  million  in  base  funding  and  additional  increases  origi- 
nally includea  in  the  >fPS  budget  was  transferred  to  National  Biological  Survey 
(NBS)  in  fiscal  year  1994.  Approximately,  this  amount  of  funding  should  be  directed 
to  meeting  NPS  needs  from  the  fiscal  year  1994  NBS  budget.  In  addition,  the  NPS 
has  or  is  spending  $177,700  through  the  National  Biological  Survey  in  fiscal  year 
1994  for  water  quality,  habitat,  vegetation  mapping  and  related  projects,  and  has 
firm  plans  to  spend  $68,000  for  similar  needs  through  the  NBS  in  fiscal  year  1995. 
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7.  Question.  In  addition  to  the  proposed  "investment"  spending,  the  Administra- 
tion proposes  progrsim  terminations  and  reductions  to  stay  within  the  overall  cap 
on  discretionary  spending.  If  the  Subcommittee  rejects  some  of  these  savings  propos- 
als, it  will  be  at  the  expense  of  some  agency  priorities.  What  are  the  highest  priority 
"investment"  items  for  the  Park  Service? 

Answer.  The  highest  priority  "investment"  items  for  the  National  Park  Service  are 
the  direct  investments  in  its  natural,  cultural  and  human  resources.  Thus,  the  $20 
million  increase  for  specific  park  operations,  the  2  percent  across-the-board  park  in- 
crease, our  participation  in  the  Department's  South  Florida  initiative,  the  second 
phase  of  our  effort  to  increase  resource  management  professionals  in  the  parks,  the 
Employees  Futures  request  that  would  upgrade  the  status  and  training  of  our  rang- 
ers, and  the  conversion  of  our  temporary  employees  to  permanent  employees  rate 
as  our  highest  priorities. 

FTE  REDUCTIONS 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  is  slated  for  a  significant  reduction  in  full-time 
equivalent  positions  (FTEs)  under  the  Administration's  proposals  to  streamline  the 
Federal  Government  by  252,000  FTEs  over  five  years.  The  Department  of  the  Inte- 
rior "Budget  in  Brief  shows  reductions  of  1,377  FTEs  from  an  estimated  74,991  in 
fiscal  year  1994  to  74,614  by  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1995. 

1.  Question.  The  Park  Service  budget  shows  a  reduction  of  28  FTEs  between  1993 
and  1994,  from  19,314  to  19,286  FTEs.  Does  the  Park  Service  expect  to  meet  this 
FTE  reduction  estimate  by  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1994? 

Answer.  The  National  Park  Service  expects  to  use  slightly  less  FTEs  in  fiscal  year 
1994  than  its  ceiling. 

2.  Question.  How  will  the  Park  Service  implement  this  FTE  reduction  in  fiscal 
year  1994? 

Answer.  The  FTE  reductions  during  fiscal  year  1994  are  being  accomplished 
through  various  job  freeze  actions  in  central  offices  and  by  the  buyout  actions  that 
were  taken  in  April  of  this  year. 

3.  Question.  Between  fiscal  year  1994  and  fiscal  year  1995,  the  Administration  in- 
dicates that  the  Park  Service  will  reduce  staff  levels  by  another  404  FTEs,  almost 
15  times  the  anticipated  reduction  this  year.  In  the  summary  table  (page  105),  the 
budget  indicates  that  Park  Service  FTE  level  will  be  reduced  by  368  FTEs  for  appro- 
priated programs,  and  actually  increased  by  60  FTEs  for  permanent  and  trust  fund, 
for  a  net  FTE  reduction  of  308.  What  are  the  correct  figures  for  the  proposed  FTE 
reductions  in  the  Park  Service? 

Answer.  The  FTE  ceiling  for  programs  using  appropriations  will  decrease  by  428 
to  18,088,  and  the  ceiling  for  permanent  and  trust  programs  will  increase  by  24  to 
794,  leaving  a  net  decrease  of  404.  Of  course,  all  fiscal  year  1995  amounts  are  not 
final  and  will  depend  upon  an  analysis  of  appropriation  levels,  after  they  are  en- 
acted. 

4.  Question.  How  many  of  the  assumed  FTE  reductions  can  be  achieved  through 
attrition?  What  is  the  estimated  attrition  rate  for  the  Park  Service? 

Answer.  The  National  Park  Service  FTE  reduction  plan  relies  very  little  on  attri- 
tion. It  is  instead  focused  on  use  of  the  buyout  legislation  and  an  aggressive  place- 
ment process  that  has  been  recently  started  to  transfer  central  office  staff  to  open 
positions  in  the  parks  while  limiting  the  refilling  of  those  jobs  in  the  central  offices. 
Since  part  of  our  strategy  is,  at  the  very  least,  to  maintain  the  levels  of  employment 
at  parks,  attrition  will  only  be  used  as  a  downsizing  tool  at  central  offices.  The  attri- 
tion rate,  which  had  been  running  at  about  5  percent  prior  to  fiscal  year  1994,  has 
been  greatly  skewed  by  the  workforce's  anticipation  of  buyout  opportunities. 

5.  Question.  How  does  the  Park  Service  realistically  assume  that  it  can  achieve 
these  significant  FTE  reductions  in  one  year? 

Answer.  There  were  over  400  buyouts  in  the  National  Park  Service  this  April.  To- 
gether with  our  placement  effort  to  transfer  central  office  employees  to  parks,  we 
remain  confident  that  we  will  attain  our  FTE  reduction  goal  for  fiscal  year  1995. 

6.  Question.  What  level  do  the  FTEs  in  the  budget  documents  represent?  Do  they 
represent  actual  FTEs  expected  to  be  on  staff  in  fiscal  year  1994,  or  do  they  rep- 
resent authorized  staffing  levels?  I  think  many  Members  of  Congress  are  concerned 
with  the  representation  of  these  as  proposed  personnel  reductions,  and  whether  or 
not  they  are  actual  staffing  reductions  or  "paper"  staffing  reductions  for  authorized 
personnel  levels  that  have  not  actually  been  achieved. 

Answer.  The  Budget  Justifications  represent  authorized  FTE  ceilings.  The  FTEs 
are  accumulations  of  staff  years  (i.e.  2,080  hours  of  work)  and  do  not  reflect  the 
amount  of  positions  or  actual  personnel  on  board.  Personnel  levels  in  the  NPS  reach 
up  to  22,000  or  23,000  in  the  summer  season  when  the  use  of  temporaries  is  at  its 
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highest.  However,  since  seasonal  employees  by  their  very  nature  do  not  use  a  full 
FTE,  we  are  able  to  manage  our  combined  use  of  permanent  personnel  (around 
15,000)  and  our  temporary  staffing  to  stay  within  our  annual  ceiling  of  about  19,000 
FTEs. 

PETROGLYPH  NATIONAL  MONUMENT 

Although  the  overall  budget  for  acquisition  is,  as  I  mentioned  earlier,  extremely 
tight,  I  appreciate  the  National  Park  Service  recognizing  the  critical  resource  we 
have  out  in  Albuquerque  at  the  Petroglyph  National  Monument,  as  well  as  the 
speed  with  which  these  lands  need  to  be  acquired.  The  budget  justifications  docu- 
ment shows  that  $3.5  million  will  be  provided  for  acquisition  at  the  Petroglyph  Na- 
tional Monument  in  fiscal  year  1994.  The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  includes  $1.75  mil- 
lion for  continued  acquisition  at  the  monument. 

I  look  forward  to  continuing  to  work  with  NPS  on  this  matter  as  we  move  closer 
to  completing  our  financial  obligation  to  the  affected  landowners. 

AZTEC  RUINS  NATIONAL  MONUMENT 

Since  the  establishment  of  the  Aztec  Ruins  National  Monument,  only  9  of  the  293 
acres  of  non-Federal  land  have  been  acquired.  These  9  acres  were  acquired  with  the 
$500,000  the  Congress  appropriated  in  1992.  The  Southwest  Regional  Office  of  the 
National  Park  Service  has  indicated  that  they  would  like  some  acquisition  funding 
for  Aztec  Ruins  National  Monument  in  order  to  purchase  some  of  these  lands.  The 
park  itself  is  320  acres  total.  I  appreciate  having  this  matter  brought  to  my  atten- 
tion, and  will  work  with  the  Park  Service  and  the  Appropriations  Committee  to  see 
what  can  be  done  about  this  request. 

Additionally,  I  want  to  encourage  the  Committee  to  work  very  hard  at  funding 
the  park  operations  budget.  This  little  park  in  northwestern  New  Mexico  is  slated 
to  receive  9  FTEs  under  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  proposal.  Aztec  Ruins  hires  a 
great  deal  of  its  employees  from  the  Navajo  Nation,  many  of  whom  have  been  with 
the  Park  Service  for  years.  It  is  a  wonderful  relationship  between  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment and  the  Navajo  Nation,  and  I  look  forward  to  continuing  this  relationship. 


Questions  Submitted  by  Senator  Slade  Gorton 

international  park  proposal 

Mr  Frampton,  as  you  are  well  aware,  there  is  a  proposal  to  create  an  "The  Cas- 
cades International  Park  and  Reserve,"  or  international  forest,  which  would  link  the 
North  Cascades  with  Canada.  This  past  April  an  event  was  held  at  the  University 
of  Washington,  sponsored  by  the  National  Park  Service,  which  discussed,  at  length, 
the  proposal. 

Nearly  200  people  protested  outside  the  forum,  many  of  these  folks  live  in  Eastern 
Washington — in  and  around  the  North  Cascades.  I  have  heard  from  many  of  my 
constituents  on  this  issue  and  they  are  concerned  that  this  is  yet  another  attempt 
to  prohibit  commercial  and  recreational  uses  of  the  North  Cascades,  and  I  share 
their  concerns. 

la.  Question.  I  understand  that  you  have  stated  that  you  would  like  to  see  all  the 
affected  communities  of  the  North  Cascades  involved  in  the  process  of  developing 
the  "International  Park."  How  do  you  respond  to  the  residents  of  the  North  Cas- 
cades who  do  not  want  this  park  proposal  to  become  a  realitv? 

Answer.  There  is  currently  no  'park  proposal"  by  the  Federal  agencies.  Canadian 
and  United  States  citizens  initiated  the  "international  park  and  reserve"  concept, 
but  there  has  never  been  a  specific  proposal.  However,  we  do  need  to  seek  new  ways 
to  manage  our  natural  resources  and  reserves.  The  current  approach  has  led  to  an 
increasing  loss  of  biodiversity  as  evidenced  by  more  plant  and  wildlife  species  be- 
coming threatened  and  endangered,  while  valuable  jobs  have  been  lost  in  the  timber 
and  fishing  industries. 

The  "park  proposal"  or  "The  Nature  Has  No  Boundaries  Workshop"  was  simply 
a  method  to  begin  dialogue  on  ecosystem  environmental  education,  and  planning  be- 
tween Canada  and  the  United  States.  This  should  not  be  confused  witn  the  initial 
phases  of  interagency  ecosystem  management  planning  within  the  United  States 
which  has  begun  on  the  east  and  west  slopes  of  the  North  Cascades.  We  encourage 
local  residents  to  get  involved  in  this  planning  process. 

lb.  Question.  Will  you  be  listening  to  the  views  of  the  people  who  live  and  work 
and  own  property  in  the  North  Cascades? 
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Answer.  People  are  an  integral  part  of  the  ecosystem  management  planning  proc- 
ess, and  they  and  their  respective  interest  groups  need  to  be  involved  as  sharehold- 
ers. The  "international  park  and  reserve"  concept  had  an  initial  public  discussion 
at  the  "Nature  Has  No  Borders"  Conference  at  the  University  of  Washington  in 
March  1994.  Nothing  further  has  been  done  by  the  NPS.  If  this  concept  were  to 
enter  the  planning  phase  in  the  future,  the  ecosystem  management  planning  process 
would  certainly  be  a  model  to  consider.  Also,  any  Federal  management  action  re- 
quires public  involvement  under,  among  other  laws,  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act. 

Ic.  Question.  I  am  deeply  concerned  that  this  proposal  would  have  the  effect  of 
locking  up  more  land  from  all  uses — whether  its  commercial  or  recreational.  Fur- 
thermore, given  that  Federal  resources  are  dwindling,  I  question  whether  or  not  the 
Park  Service  should  become  involved  in  what  would  undoubtedly  be  a  costly  under- 
taking. To  what  degree  is  the  NPS  participating  in  the  proposal  to  create  a  Cas- 
cades International  Park  and  Reserve? 

Answer.  There  is  no  proposal  at  this  time  to  create  a  Cascades  International  Park 
and  Preserve.  We  were  one  of  several  sponsors  of  the  "Nature  Has  No  Borders"  Con- 
ference at  the  University  of  Washington.  The  focus  was  to  share  information  and 
to  listen  to  diverse  perspectives  about  the  concept  of  an  international  park  and  pre- 
serve. 

Id.  Question.  For  all  purposes,  it  appears  to  me,  and  a  large  number  of  my  con- 
stituents in  Eastern  Washington,  that  this  proposal  would  potentially  impact  many 
ongoing  commercial  activities  in  the  North  Cascades.  Do  you  anticipate  that  the  pro- 
posed park  would  limit  access  and  the  commercial  uses  of  the  North  Cascades? 

Answer.  The  NPS  does  not  envision  any  significant  changes  in  the  manner  in 
which  it  administers  its  lands.  Ninety-three  percent  of  the  North  Cascades  National 
Park  Service  Complex  is  designated  wilderness.  We  wish  to  pursue  more  efficient 
and  cost  effective  land  management  options  in  collaboration  with  the  U.S.  Forest 
Service  which  manages  five  immediately  adjacent  wilderness  areas  in  three  national 
forests.  Similarly,  it  would  be  good  public  land  management  practice  to  seek  consist- 
ency with  adjacent  lands  in  British  Columbia,  Canada.  The  ecosystem  definitely  ex- 
tends across  our  northern  border. 

Interagency  ecosystem  management  planning  will  consider  the  restoration  of  log- 
ging access  roads  and  sustainable  commercial  use.  In  all  probability  there  will  be 
new  limits,  but  they  will  be  within  the  context  of  attempting  to  achieve  sustainable 
socioeconomic  development. 

LAKE  CUSHMAN 

Pursuant  to  legislation  passed  in  1992,  the  Park  Service  was  directed  to  execute 
a  land  exchange  with  Tacoma  Public  Utilities  to  facilitate  the  relicensing  of  the 
Cushman  project.  There  are  admittedly  many  complex  issues  involved  in  the  reli- 
censing. But  the  land  exchange  was  designed  to  solve  one  of  these  problems — not 
create  one.  As  such,  those  of  use  who  had  a  role  in  the  land  exchange  legislation 
are  awfully  anxious  to  see  the  exchange  completed. 

2.  Question.  Can  you  tell  me  the  status  of  the  land  exchange? 

Answer.  According  to  the  terms  of  the  legislation  (Public  Law  102-436),  five  con- 
ditions must  be  met  before  the  land  exchange  can  take  place.  They  are  listed  below: 

*  *  *  (A)  the  city  of  Tacoma  demonstrates  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary 
that  the  city  of  Tacoma  is  able  to  deliver  to  the  United  States  clear  and 
unencumbered  title  to  the  lands  identified  in  subsection  (a)(2),  and  that  after  such 
exchange  there  will  be  no  legal  impediment  to  the  management  of  such  lands  as 
part  of  Olympic  National  Park  under  all  provisions  of  law  applicable  to  Olympic  Na- 
tional Park; 

(B)  the  Secretary  is  reasonably  satisfied  that  an  environmental  review  of  the 
Cushman  Project  (No.  460)  sufficient  to  meet  the  requirements  of  law  has  been  initi- 
ated; 

(C)  the  city  of  Tacoma  has  entered  into  an  enforceable  agreement  with  the  Sec- 
retary which  provides  that  lands  acquired  by  the  city  of  Tacoma  through  an  ex- 
change under  this  title  will  be  managed  in  a  manner  consistent  with  the  manage- 
ment of  those  same  lands  during  the  time  such  lands  were  managed  by  the  National 
Park  Service;  and 

(D)  the  city  of  Tacoma  offers,  in  good  faith,  to  negotiate  with  the  Skokomish  Tribe 
regarding  the  impact  of  the  Cushman  Project  on  fish,  wildlife,  estuary,  and  cultural 
resources,  and  to  fund  appropriate  studies  concerning  such  impacts  (to  be  jointly  ad- 
ministered by  the  city  and  the  Tribe),  to  the  extent  that  further  information  is  rea- 
sonably obtainable. 


1030 

(2)  The  land  exchange  authorized  by  this  section  shall  be  subiect  to  the  laws  and 
regulations  applicable  to  exchanges  involving  lands  managed  by  the  Secretary  as 
part  of  the  National  Park  System.*   *  * 

Olympic  National  Park  prepared  a  draft  environmental  assessment  (DEA)  of  the 
proposed  land  exchange  and  boundary  change  action  to  resolve  the  licensing  im- 
passe. The  period  allowed  for  public  review  and  comment  closed  on  March  18,  1993. 
A  final  EA  is  due  for  completion  by  June  30,  1994.  Many  effects  of  the  proposed 
action  are  interconnected  with  project  licensing,  and  can  only  be  addressed  fully  in 
the  context  of  that  larger  issue.  Such  study  and  analysis  is  beyond  the  scope  of  the 
park's  environmental  assessment.  Consummation  of  the  proposed  land  exchange 
and  boundary  change  is,  therefore,  conditional  to  an  environmental  review  by  the 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission  (FERC)  on  the  effects  of  its  proposed  action; 
i.e.,  project  licensing. 

Currently,  the  Commission  expects  to  complete  its  EIS  in  late  1994.  The  EA/EIS 
addresses  only  one  of  the  five  conditions  established  by  the  legislation.  Additional 
work  needs  to  be  accomplished  on  three  of  the  remaining  four  conditions.  The  NPS 
cannot  by  itself  assure  that  all  conditions  will  be  satisfied,  but  we  are  hopeful  that 
those  which  the  NPS  can  satisfy  will  be  met  by  the  time  the  EIS  is  completed. 

GRIZZLY  BEAR  RECOVERY  PLAN 

The  NPS  is  a  member  of  the  "North  Cascades  Grizzly  Bear  Steering  Committee," 
the  Committee  which  has  put  together  proposals  to  encourage  the  "recovery"  of 
grizzlies  in  the  North  Cascades.  I  understand  that  the  final  recovery  plan  for  the 
North  Cascades  will  be  completed  sometime  this  year. 

Based  on  a  briefing  given  to  my  staff  by  members  of  the  grizzly  bear  recovery 
team  and  literature  on  the  proposal,  I  understand  that  the  area  which  the  recovery 
team  outlines  as  the  ecosystem  for  the  bears  encompasses  nearly  10,000  square 
miles  in  the  North  Cascades  and  up  into  Canada.  The  goal  of  the  recovery  plan  is 
to  increase  the  number  of  bears  from  the  10  or  so  which  currently  inhabit  the  area 
to  anywhere  between  200-400  over  the  course  of  50  to  80  years.  More  immediately 
the  recovery  plan  proposes  to  place  10  bears  into  the  area  to  start  the  recovery  proc- 
ess. 

I  realize  that  the  various  Federal  agencies  involved  in  putting  together  the  "recov- 
ery" plan — FWS,  Forest  Service,  NPS — have  solicited  public  comment  on  the  pro- 
posal from  folks  in  my  State,  however,  I  question  whether  the  concerns  of  my  con- 
stituents are  truly  being  heard.  When  I  hear  from  my  constituents  who  live  and 
work  in  the  North  Cascades  the  message  I  am  hearing  is  that  the  grizzlv  recovery 
plan  lacks  support  from  the  people  who  will  have  to  live  with  the  plan  day  in  and 
day  out. 

I  have  several  concerns.  The  most  clear  concern  is  that  the  recovery  plan,  in  the 
opinion  of  this  Senator,  seems  to  look  to  take  us  back  in  time  to  the  point  where 
human  activity  in  the  North  Cascades  is  not  what  it  is  today.  I  fear,  as  do  my  con- 
stituents, that  not  only  does  this  recovery  plan  increase  the  potential  for  human 
interaction  with  the  bears,  but  that  commercial  and  recreational  activity  in  the 
North  Cascades  may  be  limited  at  some  point. 

3.  Question.  Will  the  grizzly  bear  recovery  plan  stop  commercial  and  recreational 
activity  in  the  North  Cascades?  Will  it  limit  commercial  and  recreational  activity? 

Answer.  We  do  not  believe  that  the  recovery  plan  will  stop  commercial  and  rec- 
reational activity  in  the  North  Cascades.  When  completed  in  June,  the  plan  will 
start  the  process  of  looking  at  implementation  for  recovery.  This  process  will  iden- 
tify what  actions  will  be  taken  to  achieve  recovery  in  the  North  Cascades.  National 
Environmental  Protection  Act  compliance  is  mandatory  and  the  public  has  an  oppor- 
tunity to  voice  their  concerns  about  methods  of  recovery. 

In  a  similar  situation  at  Yellowstone,  methods  for  food  handling  and  storage  in 
the  backcountry  were  changed  to  minimize  human/bear  conflicts.  Today,  the  inci- 
dent rate  of  human/bear  conflict  in  Yellowstone  is  one  in  three  million  visitors.  This 
includes  black  and  grizzly  bears.  The  rate  of  incidents  was  much  higher  in  the 
1970's  when  bears  where  conditioned  to  human  food.  Now  that  bears  have  been 
weaned  from  this  activity,  conflict  with  humans  has  been  drastically  reduced.  Re- 
moving human  food  sources  in  the  backcountry  as  well  as  in  the  front  country  is 
crucial  to  minimizing  human/bear  conflicts. 

There  is  a  limited  number  of  grizzly  bears  in  the  North  Cascades  recovery  area 
today.  When  implementation  of  recovery  begins,  it  is  believed  that  they  will  recover 
slowly,  over  a  50-100  year  period,  having  little  effect  on  commercial  or  recreational 
use.  There  may  be  situations  where  managers  of  public  lands  will  temporarily  close 
areas  when  conflict  by  bear  and  humans  may  occur  whether  it  be  black  or  grizzly 
bear.  Three  years  ago,  Hannegan  Meadows  and  Boundary  camps  were  closed  be- 
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cause  of  &  black  bear  problem.  The  area  was  closed  by  the  National  Park  Service 
and  Forest  Service  to  minimize  conflict  with  a  problem  bear.  We  were  successful 
with  the  temporary  closure  of  the  two  camps  which  helped  solve  the  problem  with 
no  public  outcry.  Active  management  in  situations  like  this  is  necessary  to  eliminate 
potential  conflicts  between  humans  and  bears. 

If  we  change  our  food  handling  procedures  in  the  backcountry  to  minimize  attract- 
ing bears  to  camps,  we  can  minimize  conflicts  between  humans  and  bears.  We  are 
fortunate  in  the  North  Cascades  that  bears  have  never  grown  accustomed  to  human 
food  as  they  have  in  other  recovery  areas. 

LAKE  QUns'AULT  ROAD,  OLYMPIC  NATIONAL  PARK 

A  stretch  of  the  Lake  Quinault  Road,  in  the  Olympic  National  Park,  has  been 
washed  out  for  quite  a  while  now.  The  road  washout  has  caused  local  residents  and 
visitors  to  the  lake  a  terrific  inconvenience.  I  understand  that  Olympic  National 
Park  supervisors  have  submitted  a  request  for  funding  to  restore  the  segment  of  the 
road  to  the  Regional  NPS  Office. 

4.  Question.  What  is  the  status  of  this  request?  Will  the  Regional  NPS  Office  com- 
mit to  funding  the  restoration  of  the  road  during  fiscal  year  1995?  Does  the  Regional 
NPS  Office  have  enough  funds  in  its  budget  to  pay  for  the  restoration  or  does  it 
require  a  separate  appropriation? 

Answer.  The  project  to  open  the  road  is  scheduled  for  completion  in  late  1995,  as- 
suming all  required  clearances  are  obtained.  Federal  Lands  Highway  Program  funds 
have  been  reprogrammed  to  ensure  there  will  be  funding  for  this  project  in  fiscal 
year  1995. 


Questions  Submitted  by  Senator  Conrad  A.  Burns 

LAND  acquisition 

1.  Question.  Included  in  the  budget  request  is  $45.7  million  for  land  acquisition 
for  fiscal  year  1995.  But  only  $3  million  of  that  will  be  spent  on  inholdings.  If  there 
are  over  a  $1  billion  worth  of  inholdings,  don't  you  believe  we  should  tackle  that 
list  before  we  acquire  more  Federal  land? 

Answer.  There  appears  to  be  some  confusion  regarding  the  definition  of 
"inholdings."  All  property  to  be  acquired  in  fiscal  year  1995  is  included  in  the  Na- 
tional Park  Service  land  acquisition  backlog,  which  currently  totals  $1  billion.  This 
backlog  consists  of  two  categories  of  unacquired  land: 

( 1 )  Private  land  in  the  units  of  the  National  Park  System  that  were  authorized 
before  fiscal  year  1960  are  called  "inholdings"  and  are  acquired  using  the 
"Inholding"  Une  item.  For  fiscal  year  1995,  the  amount  requested  for  "inholdings" 
is  $3  million. 

(2)  "Recently  authorized  areas"  are  those  units  of  the  National  Park  System  that 
were  authorized  by  Congress  after  fiscal  year  1960.  The  $42.7  million  in  the  fiscal 
year  1995  budget  request  will  be  used  to  acquire  lands  within  the  boundaries  of 
some  of  these  units,  as  well  as  emergencies. 

Many  people  incorrectly  connote  only  "inholdings"  as  non-Federal  land  within  the 
boundary  of  any  unit  of  the  National  Park  System,  when  in  fact  both  categories  of 
unacquired  land  are  included  in  the  authorized  boundaries  of  the  National  Park 
System. 

national  biological  survey 

2.  Question.  Included  in  the  NPS  budget  is  $107,000  for  4  employees  to  be  de- 
tailed to  the  National  Biological  Survey.  What  role  will  these  employees  have?  How 
much  money  has  the  Park  Service  already  reallocated  to  this  agency  which  has  not 
been  authorized  by  Congress? 

Answer.  The  NPS  budget  includes  a  base  adjustment  of  $107,000  and  4  FTEs 
within  the  natural  resources  program.  This  does  not  reflect  employees  detailed  to 
the  National  Biological  Survey  (NBS),  but  instead  makes  corrections  to  the  fiscal 
year  1994  transfer  of  funds  and  personnel  to  that  agency.  The  funds  for  transfer 
to  NBS  were  identified  early  in  calendar  year  1994  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the 
budget  cycle.  Errors  were  discovered  during  subsequent  analysis  and  decisions 
about  specific  individuals  and  project  funds  were  refined.  The  $107,000  adjustment 
is  the  diff"erence  between  the  fiscal  year  1994  transfer  amount  and  the  corrected 
amount.  The  4  FTEs  and  $107,000  would  provide  the  NPS  with  the  proper  amount 
of  funding  and  FTEs  for  NPS  research  personnel  who  did  not  transfer  to  the  NBS. 
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The  NPS  transferred  $20.1  million  to  the  NBS  in  fiscal  year  1994.  This  amount 
was  reviewed  by  Congress  and  included  as  NBS  funding  in  the  fiscal  year  1994  Inte- 
rior Appropriations  Act  (Public  Law  103-138). 

FEE  COLLECTION 

3.  Question.  I  would  like  some  information  regarding  the  collection  of  gate  re- 
ceipts. Since  the  parks  have  been  able  to  retain  up  to  15  percent  of  the  gate  receipts, 
has  this  had  a  positive  budgetary  effect  on  Yellowstone  and  Glacier? 

Answer.  In  fiscal  year  1994,  Yellowstone  National  Park  received  $570,000  and 
Glacier  National  Park  received  $250,000  for  the  cost  of  collections.  These  amounts 
are  significantly  more  than  was  available  in  fiscal  year  1993  for  fee  collection.  As 
a  result,  both  parks  will  be  able  to  operate  at  maximum  capacity  during  the  peak 
visitor  season  beginning  Memorial  Day  weekend. 

GLACIER  NATIONAL  PARK 

4.  Question.  Director  Kennedy  has  stated  his  support  for  the  renovation  of  the 
Granite  and  Sperry  Chalets  within  Glacier.  I,  too,  support  the  renovation  and  will 
request  that  this  subcommittee  include  funding  for  these  chalets.  A  private  organi- 
zation, who  has  pledged  to  raise  over  a  $1  million  for  the  project — I  think  it  is  good 
that  there  is  this  type  of  public  support  and  financial  commitment  to  the  project. 
This  organization  would  like  to  set  up  information  and  fundraising  booths  within 
the  park  to  help  raise  the  funds.  Will  the  NPS  be  able  to  assist  this  group? 

Answer.  Yes,  fundraising  at  specified  assembly  points  in  Glacier  National  Park 
will  be  authorized  and  identified  in  a  Special  Use  Permit.  Exhibit  display  space  will 
be  provided  to  solicit  donations.  An  article  on  the  chalets  and  the  fundraising  effort 
will  be  in  the  Glacier  National  Park  newspaper  which  has  an  annual  distribution 
of  200,000.  Glacier  National  Park  is  currently  finalizing  a  Memorandum  of  Under- 
standing with  "Save  Our  Chalets"  in  support  of  their  fundraising  efforts. 

WOLF  RECOVERY  PLAN 

I  am  very  concerned  with  the  proposed  plan  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to 
reintroduce  wolves  in  Yellowstone  >fational  Park  and  Central  Idaho.  There  are  al- 
ready 75,000  wolves  in  North  America.  It  is  estimated  that  the  proposed  plan  will 
cost  about  $6.5  million. 

5a.  Question.  How  much  has  already  been  spent  on  wolf  recovery  by  the  National 
Park  Service  for  this  plan? 

Answer.  Since  the  late  1980's,  the  National  Park  Service  has  expended  slightly 
more  than  $1  million  on  studies  directed  by  Congress  and  the  Environmental  Im- 
pact Statement. 

5b.  Question.  What  was  the  cost  to  the  NPS  for  the  recently  completed  EIS? 

Answer.  From  fiscal  year  1992  to  fiscal  year  1994,  the  National  Park  Service  esti- 
mates it  has  spent  approximately  $440,000  for  the  preparation  of  the  Environmental 
Impact  Statement. 

5c.  Question.  How  can  we  justify  the  use  of  taxpayers'  money  for  this  program? 

Answer.  The  gray  wolf  (Canis  lupus)  is  listed  as  an  endangered  species  in  the 
lower  48  States,  except  in  Minnesota  where  it  is  listed  as  threatened  (43  Federal 
Register  9612,  March  9,  1978).  In  fiscal  year  1989,  Congress  provided  funding  to 
study  the  possibility  of  wolf  restoration  in  Yellowstone  National  Park.  Research  was 
directed  at  answering  questions  about  whether  wolves  would  be  controlled  inside  or 
outside  of  the  park;  how  a  reintroduced  wolf  population  would  affect  the  prey  base 
and  big  game  hunting  around  the  park;  how  reintroduced  wolves  would  affect  griz- 
zly bears;  and  appropriate  delineation  of  wolf  management  zone  boundaries.  In  fis- 
cal year  1991,  additional  funding  was  provided  to  study  the  dispersal  of  a  recovering 
wolf  population  in  Glacier  National  Park,  and  how  wolves  use  available  habitat  and 
affect  their  prey  base. 

In  the  course  of  these  studies  and  the  recently  completed  Environmental  Impact 
Statement,  the  public  was  given  an  opportunity  to  provide  input.  The  public  re- 
sponded with  160,000  comments — more  than  on  any  other  known  Federal  plan. 
Two-thirds  of  the  responses  expressed  support  of  the  restoration  of  wolves  to  Ameri- 
ca's first  national  park. 

6.  Question.  I  am  especially  concerned  with  the  impact  of  the  wolf  plan  on  live- 
stock producers  in  my  State.  Even  by  the  Department's  estimates,  the  plan  will  re- 
sult in  the  loss  of  several  hundred  sheep  and  cattle  per  year.  The  Department  seems 
to  casually  dismiss  these  as  losses  livestock  producers  should  be  expected  to  endure. 
How  can  you  have  such  a  cavalier  disregard  for  the  losses  these  producers  will  have 
to  sustain? 
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Answer.  Depredation  of  livestock  was  one  of  the  major  issues  identified  by  the 
pubUc  during  the  planning  process  and  analyzed  in  the  Environmental  Impact 
Statement.  In  the  three  States  around  Yellowstone  it  was  estimated  that  an  average 
of  19  cattle  and  calves  and  68  sheep  could  be  killed  or  injured  by  wolves  each  year. 
While  these  losses  would  be  a  small  portion  of  the  almost  200,000  cattle  and  calves 
and  300,000  sheep  and  lambs  that  die  annually  from  a  variety  of  causes  prior  to 
market  in  these  three  States,  it  was  not  disregarded  but  was  vei7  seriously  consid- 
ered. Several  provisions  were  included  in  the  EIS  to  address  this  serious  concern: 
(1)  A  professional  control  program  in  cooperation  with  the  States  and  the  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture's  Animal  Damage  Control  (ADC)  program  is  to  be  part  of  any 
reintroduction.  (2)  Private  landowners  may  harass  wolves  at  any  time  on  their  land 
and  kill  wolves  that  are  killing  livestock  on  private  land.  (3)  Producers  on  public 
land  may  harass  wolves  near  their  livestock  on  public  land  and  obtain  a  permit  to 
kill  wolves  that  are  killing  livestock  if  ADC  is  unable  to  solve  the  problem. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  RECESS 

Chairman  Byrd.  The  subcommittee  will  stand  in  recess  until  10 
a.m.,  Wednesday  May  25,  when  we  will  receive  testimony  from  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  the  Honorable  Bruce  Babbitt. 

[Whereupon,  at  3:50  p.m.,  Wednesday,  May  11,  the  subcommittee 
was  recessed,  to  reconvene  at  10  a.m.,  Wednesday,  May  25.] 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR  AND  RELAT- 
ED AGENCIES  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  FIS- 
CAL YEAR  1995 


WEDNESDAY,  MAY  25,  1994 

U.S.  Senate, 
Subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations, 

Washington,  DC. 

The  subcommittee  met  at  10:08  a.m.,  in  room  S-128,  the  Capitol, 
Hon.  Robert  C.  Byrd  (chairman)  presiding. 

Present:  Senators  Byrd,  Leahy,  Bumpers,  Reid,  Murray,  Nickles, 
Stevens,  Domenici,  Gorton,  Hatfield,  and  Bums. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Office  of  the  Secretary 
statement  of  hon.  bruce  babbitt,  secretary  of  the  interior 

accompanied  BY: 

BONNIE    R.    COHEN,    ASSISTANT    SECRETARY,    POLICY,    MANAGE- 
MENT AND  BUDGET 
MARY  ANN  LAWLER,  DIRECTOR  OF  BUDGET 

BUDGET  REQUEST 

Chairman  Byrd.  The  subcommittee  will  come  to  order.  This  is 
the  time  scheduled  to  review  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  of  the  In- 
terior Department.  Testifying  this  morning  is  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  Bruce  Babbitt. 

The  fiscal  year  1994  budget  request  for  Interior  Department 
funds  subject  to  annual  appropriation  under  the  jurisdiction  of  this 
subcommittee  is  $6,643,222,000,  a  slight  decrease  of  $2.5  million 
below  the  fiscal  year  1994  enacted  level.  The  budget  for  the  Inte- 
rior Department  represents  about  one-half  of  the  funding  contained 
in  the  Interior  appropriations  bill. 

Significant  items  proposed  in  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  for  the 
Department  include  increases  of  $64.5  million  for  Park  Service  op- 
erations, $55.4  million  for  program  operations  of  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  and  $70.8  million  for  land  and  water  settlement 
costs  of  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs.  Interior  land  acquisition  is 
held  level  with  last  year's  enacted  amount. 

And,  decreases  are  proposed  for  Park  Service  construction,  Bu- 
reau of  Mines  research  operations,  and  other  items. 

In  addition,  the  budget  proposes  substantial  funding  increases 
for  various  initiatives.  Protection  and  restoration  of  the  south  Flor- 
ida ecosystem,  including  the  Everglades,  increases  $28.9  million 
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over  last  year's  funding.  Funding  for  implementation  of  the  Presi- 
dent's forest  plan  for  the  Pacific  Northwest  increases  by  $44.9  mil- 
lion within  the  Interior  Department. 

Last  week,  the  Senate  Appropriations  Committee  met  and  re- 
ported out  the  602(b)  allocations  that  will  control  each  subcommit- 
tee's actions  in  developing  the  appropriations  bills  this  year.  For 
the  Interior  Subcommittee,  the  allocation  is  $194  million  below  the 
budget  request  in  budget  authority  and  $215  million  below  the 
President's  request  in  outlays. 

So,  once  again  we  will  be  faced  with  having  to  reduce  substan- 
tially many  of  the  increases  proposed  in  the  budget,  even  though 
they  were  often  offset  by  reductions  elsewhere  in  the  budget.  Now, 
Mr.  Secretary  and  my  colleagues,  you  will  see  here  before  me  this 
stack  of  letters  that  we  have  received  already  from  our  colleagues 
in  the  Senate,  many  of  them  on  this  committee,  requesting  moneys 
for  items  in  their  States  or  programs  that  affect  those  States. 

Take  a  good  look  at  it,  because  that's  the  stack  that  we  have  re- 
ceived already.  And,  they  are  still  coming  in. 

Now,  let  me  repeat,  as  I  look  at  this  stack  of  letters,  for  the  Inte- 
rior Subcommittee  the  allocation  is  $194  million  below  the  budget 
request  in  budget  authority  that  is  below  the  President's  request 
and  $215  million  below  the  President's  request  in  outlays.  Now, 
that's  real  money. 

Once  again,  we  will  be  faced  with  having  to  reduce  substantially 
many  of  the  increases  proposed  in  the  budget,  even  though  they 
were  often  offset  by  reductions  elsewhere  in  the  budget.  And,  we 
are  also  going  to  have  to  reduce  substantially  the  requests  from 
members. 

Your  prepared  statement,  Mr.  Secretary,  will  be  included  in  the 
record.  I  invite  you  to  introduce  your  associates  and  summarize 
any  remarks  that  you  care  to  make. 

And,  then  we  will  proceed  with  our  questions.  Mr.  Nickles,  the 
ranking  member,  will  be  here  shortly. 

He  has  been  delayed  by  virtue  of  a  conference  call.  I  am  told  that 
it's  perfectly  agreeable  for  us  to  proceed. 

Mr.  Secretary,  thank  you. 

INTRODUCTION  OF  ASSOCIATES 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  very  much.  It's  a  pleas- 
ure to  be  back.  I  think  we've  had  a  very  productive  year  working 
with  the  committee. 

I  would  like  to  introduce  Bonnie  Cohen,  who  is  behind  me.  She 
is  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Policy,  Management,  and  Budget; 
and,  Mary  Ann  Lawler,  on  my  immediate  right,  who  is  the  person 
in  that  office  in  charge  of  the  numbers,  the  details,  and  keeping  me 
on  the  straight  and  narrow  this  morning. 

SUMMARY  STATEMENT  OF  HON.  BRUCE  BABBITT 

In  lieu  of  the  customary  written  statement,  if  I  may,  just  a  few 
thoughts  about  the  direction  of  this  budget.  Obviously,  well  known 
to  all  of  the  committee  members,  we  face  the  task  of  significant 
downsizing  and  real  budget  cuts. 
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The  slight  decrease  in  the  overall  level  of  this  budget  is  actually 
close  to  $100  million,  although  most  of  the  reductions  are  outside 
the  purview  of  this  committee  on  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  side. 
Those  modest  reductions  are  compounded,  of  course,  by  the  esca- 
lation of  fixed  cost  including  locality  pay  and  all  of  the  personnel 
costs. 

As  we  struggled  with  this  budget,  we  have  tried  very  hard  to  do 
the  internal  reallocations  that  will  keep  up  with  the  service  level. 
I  have  been  around  the  country,  particularly  in  the  land  manage- 
ment agencies  or  the  National  Park  Service,  Bureau  of  Land  Man- 
agement, and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  saying  to  the  employ- 
ees out  there: 

We  are  not  going  to  cut  back  at  the  ground  level.  We  are  going  to  structure  this 
budget  in  a  way  that  does  some  very  intense  consolidation  and  streamlining,  con- 
centrated at  the  top,  in  order  to  maintain  the  service  level  in  the  face  of  continual 
expansions  and  the  demands  for  resources  and  visits  to  parks. 

In  fiscal  year  1995,  our  FTE  reduction  target  is  1,377  FTE's. 
That  is  on  track,  to  a  total  of  about  10,000  FTE's  over  5  years. 

Chairman  Byrd.  10,000  in  your  Department? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  That's  correct.  That's  approximately — well,  it's 
more  than  a  10-percent  reduction  in  the  work  force. 

My  approach  to  this,  as  I  have  indicated,  has  been  that  it  really 
is  a  copout  simply  to  try  to  freeze  everything  in  place  and  whittle 
away  across  the  board.  We  have  a  larger  task. 

And,  that  is  to  maintain  the  service  level — Senator,  good  morn- 
ing— to  build  cautiously  and  thoughtfully  on  the  new  objectives  and 
the  new  directions  that  are  a  part  of  managing  the  Department 
and  respond  to  the  realities  out  there  on  the  ground.  That's  the 
reason  that  in  the  budget  there  are  some  cautious  increases  in 
areas  that  you  authorized  really  for  the  first  time  last  year. 

FOREST  PLAN 

The  timber  plan  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  is  one  example  of  that. 
I  think  I  can  say  to  you  at  the  end  of  the  first  year,  cautiously,  that 
we  are  getting  the  plan  in  place  and  working  it  through  the  courts. 
It  is  now  extremely  important  that  we  have  the  money  for  forest 
restoration  and  to  ensure  that  we  expedite  the  timber  sales  that  I 
believe  will  be  authorized  by  the  courts  under  the  new  plan.  It  is 
a  cross-agency  job.  It  has  fiscal  implications  for  the  Forest  Service, 
as  well  as  for  many  of  the  Interior  agencies. 

SOUTH  FLORIDA 

The  Florida  initiative  we  began  last  year  is  moving  along  very 
well.  I  think  we  need  a  modest  increase  there.  I  would  point  out 
that  the  increase  we  are  requesting  to  begin  the  reconstruction  of 
the  south  Florida  ecosystem  is  really  a  partnership  effort.  The 
State  of  Florida  legislature  last  month  passed  a  piece  of  legislation 
which  committed  the  private  sector  and  the  south  Florida  water 
management  district  to  expenditures  of  $700  million  over  the  next 
15  years.  I  think  in  the  context  of  the  better  part  of  $1  billion,  the 
proposed  $25  million  increase  in  the  Interior  budget  is  an  excellent 
investment  designed  to  keep  the  momentum  going  and  lock  into 
place  all  of  those  commitments. 
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NATIONAL  BIOLOGICAL  SURVEY 


A  word  about  the  biological  survey.  We  are  moving,  I  think,  very 
nicely.  There  is  a  strong  sense  of  consensus  in  the  scientific  com- 
munity. I  would  like  Bonnie  Cohen  to  pass  out  a  document  that 
some  of  you  may  not  have  seen.  I  would  just  ask  you  to  take  it 
home  for  bedtime  reading.  It  reflects  and  lays  out,  I  think,  a  very 
broad  consensus  among  the  States,  universities,  and  the  entire 
American  scientific  community,  about  how  this  process  should  un- 
fold. 

The  new  director  came  on  just  last  week,  Ron  Pulliam,  who  was 
recruited  from  the  University  of  Georgia  where  he  was  director  of 
the  Institute  of  Ecology.  We  have  asked  for  modest  increases  to 
continue  the  work  of  the  biological  survey  as  it  moves  forward. 

I  suspect  we  will  have  some  discussion  about  the  National  Park 
Service.  There  are  many  issues  there  that  I  think  are  intensely  im- 
portant. I  just  flag  that  for  your  attention. 

LAND  ACQUISITION 

The  land  and  water  conservation  fund  we  are  holding  steady  at 
last  year's  level.  But,  within  our  priorities,  there  is  a  slight  shift 
which  I  think  is  very  important. 

We  are  funding  some  land  acquisition  projects  that 

Senator  Reid.  I  couldn't  understand  you. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  I'm  sorry.  Senator.  In  the  land  and  water  conserva- 
tion fund,  we  are  including  some  acquisition  to  support  habitat  con- 
servation plans,  as  part  of  the  State/local/private  sector  planning 
process  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  A  nice  example  is  in 
Texas  in  the  Balcones  canyon  lands.  The  State,  the  county,  and  the 
city  have  made  some  enormous  commitments  to  the  expenditure  of 
public  funds  to  complete  these  plans. 

Again,  it's  a  demonstration  of  our  willingness  to  help  move  those 
partnerships  toward  completion. 

GRAZING 

Last,  a  word  about  grazing  and  mining.  The  changes  that  we  pro- 
pose are  obviously  not  yet  in  place.  We  have  left  some  place  holders 
in  the  budget  in  anticipation  of  our  proposal. 

Rangeland  reform  has  been  a  long  and  complex  process.  I  think 
I  can  say  cautiously  that  we  are  reaching  a  larger  area,  obviously 
not  complete,  but  a  much  larger  area  of  consensus  and  that  process 
has  a  good  chance  of  coming  to  conclusion  in  the  coming  budget 
year. 

In  the  BLM  budget,  there  are  placeholders  because  when  the 
new  regulations  go  into  place,  it's  going  to  be  terribly  important 
that  we  devote  the  time  and  the  energy  to  making  them  work. 

MINING  LAW  REFORM 

Mining  reform  is  a  legislative  issue.  It  looks  to  me  like  there  is 
a  substantial  chance  that  the  conference  committee  will  produce 
mining  law  reform  including  both  what  we  have  called  revenue  in- 
creases and  some  outlay  assumptions  in  terms  of  the  changes  that 
would  have  to  be  carried  out  under  that  law. 
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PREPARED  STATEMENT 

Finally,  let  me  just  say  that  even  through  the  difficult  exercise 
of  making  these  changes  and  reductions,  I  have  had  really  an  ex- 
traordinarily positive  experience  working  with  the  chairman,  all  of 
you,  and  your  staff,  and  I  appreciate  it  very  much. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Secretary.  Your  prepared  state- 
ment will  be  included  in  the  record  as  though  read. 

Is  that  your  wish? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Please. 

[The  statement  follows:] 

Statement  of  Secretary  Bruce  Babbitt 

I  am  pleased  to  be  here  today  to  continue  our  cooperative  working  relationship 
on  providing  the  funding  needed  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  for  the  preserva- 
tion, management,  and  use  of  the  great  natural  and  cultural  resources  entrusted  to 
the  Department's  care.  I  believe  that  working  together  we  are  getting  Interior  on 
the  right  track,  and  I  very  much  appreciate  what  this  Subcommittee  has  done  for 
the  Department. 

The  total  1995  budget  for  Interior  is  $9.4  billion.  This  includes  $1.9  billion  in  per- 
manent authority.  The  1995  Interior  budget  request  to  this  Subcommittee  of  $6.6 
billion  emphasizes  three  major  themes.  The  first  is  to  increase  investments  in  our 
natural  resources;  second,  we  want  to  ensure  an  equitable  return  for  use  of  public 
resources;  and  third,  we  want  to  begin  to  implement  the  recommendations  of  the 
Vice  President's  National  Performance  Review. 

In  order  to  support  key  programs  and  reduce  the  deficit  along  the  path  set  forth 
in  the  discretionary  spending  caps,  this  budget  request  reflects  the  choices  and  bal- 
ancing I  have  been  called  upon  to  make.  While  the  overall  totals  for  this  budget  for 
the  entire  Department  are  down  from  1994,  we  are  proposing  over  $200  million  in 
increases  for  the  President's  investments  in  key  areas  in  the  Department.  While  this 
Spring's  1994  supplementals  and  emergency  transfers  and  the  1995  budget  amend- 
ments may  have  shifted  these  numbers  a  bit,  basically  1995  shows  little  change 
from  1994.  I  am  well  aware  that  funding  is  extremely  tight  and  the  602(b)  alloca- 
tions are  much  lower  than  we  would  have  hoped.  Nevertheless,  I  want  to  work  with 
this  subcommittee  to  maintain  Administration  and  Secretarial  priorities.  In  order  to 
fund  these  initiatives  within  an  essentially  flat  budget,  difficult  tradeoffs  had  to  be 
made  to  fund  the  high  priorities.  However,  I  believe  our  budget  proposals  are  bal- 
anced and  should  be  Kept  as  a  cohesive  unit. 

ECOSYSTEM  MANAGEMENT 

One  of  the  Administration's  top  priorities  is  to  change  the  way  we  manage  the 
Nation's  lands  and  natural  resources.  This  budget  reflects  a  new,  broader  ap- 
proach— ecosystem  management. 

Traditionally,  our  natural  resources  have  been  protected  by  managing  legislatively 
or  administratively  established  land  units,  such  as  National  parks,  refuges,  and  for- 
ests. In  addition,  we  have  also  protected  individual  natural  resources  by  listing 
them  as  threatened  or  endangered  species.  Despite  these  efforts,  ecological  condi- 
tions on  many  Federal  lands  have  declined.  The  old  approach  does  not  recognize  the 
interdependency  of  natural  resources. 

Natural  resources  form  distinct  ecological  units  or  ecosystems  that  span  Federal 
and  non-Federal  lands.  Managing  resources  and  human  activities  over  these  large 
geographical  areas  will  better  enable  us  to  improve  ecological  conditions  and  ward 
off  future  ecological  and  econon.ic  "trainwrecks"  before  they  become  intractable.  Eco- 
system management  does  not  ignore  legislative  mandates  nor  override  traditional 
agency  missions.  It  does  not  encroach  on  resource  management  responsibilities  of 
states  and  other  agencies.  Ecosystem  management  does  change  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment's approach  to  carry  out  its  stewardship  responsibilities. 

Govemmentwide,  the  President's  Budget  focuses  on  four  priority  ecosystenis:  the 
forests  of  the  Pacific  Northwest,  in  Washington,  Oregon  and  northern  California;  the 
South  Florida  ecosystem;  Prince  WiUiam  Sound  in  Alaska;  and  the  Anacostia  River, 
in  the  District  of  Columbia.  The  Department  has  a  key  role  in  the  first  three  of 
these  ecosystems.  The  Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
are  primarily  responsible  for  the  Anacostia  River  ecosystem  improvement  effort. 
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Forest  Plan. — We  propose  to  spend  a  total  of  $73.4  million  in  the  Pacific  North- 
west to  implement  the  President  s  Forest  Plan.  This  is  an  increase  of  $42.8  million 
over  1994.  Of  the  total,  $30  million  is  for  "jobs  in  the  woods"  to  restore  watersheds 
and  at  the  same  time  create  jobs;  $41.9  million  is  for  other  aspects  of  Forest  Plan 
implementation,  including  monitoring,  research,  watershed  assessments,  and  plan- 
ning; and  finally,  $1.5  million  will  be  used  to  enable  Indian  tribes  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest  to  put  timber  on  the  market  and  into  the  sawmills.  Funding  is  included 
in  the  programs  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Na- 
tional Biological  Survey,  and  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs. 

South  Florida. — In  South  Florida,  the  Department  is  leading  a  comprehensive  ef- 
fort to  restore  a  seriously  declining  ecosystem.  We  propose  to  spend  $57.3  million 
in  this  area,  which  doubles  our  1994  investment.  This  will  be  a  coordinated  Federal 
effort  to  develop  and  implement  a  comprehensive  program.  Funding  is  included  in 
our  budget  for  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  National  Biological  Survey,  National 
Park  Service,  Geological  Survey,  and  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs.  Together  they  will 
do  ecosystem  research  and  management,  conduct  water  quality  and  quantity  stud- 
ies, work  to  improve  water  delivery  systems  through  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  and 
purchase  land  with  state  and  local  partners. 

Prince  William  Sound. — In  Alaska,  the  Department  will  continue  to  work  with 
other  Federal  agencies  and  the  State  to  restore  the  injured  natural  resources  of 
Prince  William  Sound.  Using  permanent  appropriations  provided  from  civil  and 
criminal  settlements,  we  will  continue  our  leadership  role  in  acquiring  environ- 
mentally sensitive  habitat  and  the  development  of  a  comprehensive  restoration,  re- 
search, and  monitoring  program  in  the  spill  zone. 

LAND  MANAGEMENT  OPERATIONS 

With  over  440  million  acres  to  manage  nationwide,  day-to-day  operations  remain 
a  priority  emphasis  for  us  in  1995,  with  increases  requested  for  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  and  National  Park  Service.  In  addition  to 
the  funding  increases  for  the  ecosystems  initiatives,  operations  funding  is  increasing 
in  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  by  $17  million,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
by  $24  million,  and  the  National  Park  Service  by  $61  million. 

The  National  Parks  remain  a  high  Departmental  priority  as  indicated  by  proposed 
increases  of  $32  million  for  the  operation  of  individual  park  units,  $18  million  to 
pay  rangers  at  rates  more  commensurate  with  their  growing  responsibilities,  and  $6 
million  to  convert  long-term  temporary  employees  so  they  can  obtain  health  and  life 
insurance  benefits.  Tne  budget  also  assumes  passage  of  legislation  to  raise  psirk 
fees. 

In  addition  to  m«nor  funding  increases  for  the  ecosystems  initiative,  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  budget  increases  by  $24  million  for  endangered  species  programs, 
refuge  operation  and  maintenance,  and  habitat  conservation  programs.  Funoing  is 
also  included  to  implement  the  environmental  activities  contained  in  the  North 
American  Free  Trade  Agreement  which  is  an  important  part  of  the  President's  in- 
vestment program,  with  an  increase  of  $139  million  govemmentwide.  The  increase 
of  $10.9  million  for  Interior  will  fund  border  inspections  and  enforcement,  coopera- 
tive habitat  conservation  efforts,  and  allow  more  resources  for  border  refuges  and 
fisheries  programs. 

The  majority  of  the  funding  increase  requested  for  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
operations,  aside  from  the  Pacific  Northwest  increase,  is  to  implement  our  Range- 
land  Reform  initiative. 

EQUITABLE  RETURN  FOR  PUBLIC  RESOURCES 

A  major  goal  of  the  Department  is  to  ensure  an  equitable  return  for  the  use  of 

Eublic  resources.  This  goal  includes  rangeland  reform,  reform  of  the  1872  Mining 
aw,  increased  park  fees,  and  payment  of  appropriate  royalties  by  minerals  produc- 
ers. 

I  worked  with  the  Congress,  western  governors,  the  livestock  industry,  environ- 
mental groups,  and  other  interested  parties  in  an  open  and  collaborative  process  to 
develop  the  grazing  regulations  the  Department  published  in  the  Federal  Register 
on  March  25,  1994.  Under  our  concept,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Managenient  will  set 
broad  environmental  and  management  goals  on  a  National  level,  while  implementa- 
tion plans  geared  towards  local  conditions  are  developed  with  local  input  from  Re- 
source Advisory  Councils.  The  proposal  also  includes  a  new  grazing  fee  formula  to 
be  implemented  beginning  with  the  next  grazing  year.  The  proposed  regulations  also 
commit  the  Bureau  to  developing  a  program  of  lee  incentives  for  operators  who  prac- 
tice good  land  stewardship.  We  are  still  developing  the  eligibility  criteria  for  this 
incentive. 
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The  Department  remains  committed  to  working  with  the  Congress  to  achieve  com- 
prehensive reform  of  the  1872  Mining  Law.  Specifically,  we  want  to  eliminate  pat- 
enting, charge  a  royalty  for  hard  rock  minerals,  establish  a  Hard  Rock  Mining  Rec- 
lamation Fund,  make  mine  claim  maintenance  fees  permanent,  and  protect  the  en- 
vironment. As  a  place  holder  pending  Congressional  action,  the  budget  reflects  reve- 
nue assumptions  based  on  the  House-passed  bill  of  an  eight  percent  royalty  on  the 
"net-smelter  return."  Chairman  Johnston's  recent  "mark"  included  an  alternative  of 
a  two  percent  gross  royalty  indexed  to  the  price  of  gold  and  copper.  I  am  looking 
forward  to  working  with  members  of  both  Houses  during  the  upcoming  Conference 
as  we  negotiate  a  comprehensive  solution. 

I  am  also  pleased  to  have  the  opportunity  to  work  with  the  Congress  on  park  fees 
and  concessions  reform.  As  you  know,  the  Department  has  long  been  criticized  for 
not  being  vigorous  in  ensuring  that  concessioners  return  an  equitable  share  of  their 
profits  to  the  government.  I  am  committed  to  true  concessions  reform  and  support 
the  goals  contained  in  S.  208.  As  I  understand  it,  the  House  Natural  Resources 
Committee  has  marked  up  S.  208  making  several  changes  from  the  Senate  version. 
We  look  forward  to  working  with  you  as  the  legislative  process  continues  to  pursue 
an  option  which  will  allow  a  portion  of  the  concession  franchise  fees  to  be  retained 
by  the  Park  Service  in  a  central  account  so  that  park  infrastructure  will  be  better 
maintained. 

NATIONAL  PERFORMANCE  REVIEW 

The  1995  budget  places  an  important  emphasis  on  implementing  the  rec- 
ommendations of  Vice  President  Gore's  National  Performance  Review.  For  instance: 
the  future  Bureau  of  Mines  will  be  a  smaller,  more  focused  agency  working  to  solve 
specific  problems — such  as  protecting  the  environment,  keeping  workers  safe,  and 
supporting  sound  economic  and  natural  resource  policies.  Tne  Bureau  of  Reclama- 
tion, whose  budget  is  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Senate  Appropriations  Sub- 
committee on  Energy  and  Water  Development,  has  undergone  a  major  review  of  its 
mission  with  a  new  goal  toward  becoming  the  Nation's  preeminent  water  resources 
management  agency.  The  Geological  Survey,  Minerals  Management  Service,  and  Of- 
fice of  Surface  Mining  Reclamation  and  Enforcement  are  also  undergoing  major  pro- 
gram reviews.  In  addition,  all  bureaus  are  looking  at  ways  to  streamline  administra- 
tive services  in  order  to  effect  savings. 

We  have  also  included  nearly  $47  million  in  administrative  savings  reductions  in 
response  to  the  President's  Executive  Order  last  year.  The  Department  proposes  to 
reduce  FTE's  consistent  with  the  first  phase  of  the  President's  long-term  goal  of  re- 
ducing the  Federal  bureaucracy  by  252,000.  In  1995,  this  reduction  is  1,377  FTE's. 

INVESTMENTS  IN  SCIENCE 

Recognizing  that  effective  land  management  decisions  must  be  based  upon  solid 
scientific  research,  the  Department's  budget  includes  significant  new  investments  to 
provide  a  better  understanding  of  resource  management  issues  among  public  agen- 
cies and  private  landowners. 

The  1995  budget  would  increase  funding  for  water  quality  research  by  $6.4  mil- 
lion. It  proposes  a  National  Spatial  Data  Infrastructure  to  share  information  affect- 
ing resource  management  decisions.  The  1995  budget  also  requests  $176.8  million, 
an  increase  of  $9.6  million,  for  the  National  Biological  Survey  to  provide  biological 
research  and  information  necessary  for  effective  natural  resource  management  deci- 
sions. Endangered  species  conservation  and  recovery  initiatives  directed  by  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  will  receive  $81.4  million  in  1995  which  includes  increased 
funding  for  pre-listing  conservation  measures  and  consultations  with  other  govern- 
ment agencies. 

LAND  ACQUISITION 

The  1995  budget  of  the  Department  continues  the  1994  level  of  funding  from  the 
Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  at  $190  million.  Given  current  budget  con- 
straints, the  emphasis  on  land  exchanges  must  be  increased.  We  propose  to  use  $7 
million  specifically  on  land  exchange  efforts  in  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  Most  of  the  funds  for  exchanges  will  be  directed  towards 
acquiring  critical  habitat  and  sensitive  resources  in  selected  areas  such  as  desert 
tortoise  habitat  in  California  and  riparian  habitat  along  the  Virgin  River  in  south- 
western Utah.  Greater  emphasis  on  exchanges  increases  the  number  of  options 
available  to  land  managers  during  negotiations  with  land  owners,  and  can  help  im- 
prove overall  manageability  of  land  ownership. 
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BUREAU  OF  INDIAN  AFFAIRS 


The  1995  budget  request  reflects  the  Administration's  continuing  commitment  to 
better  fulfill  its  Federal  Indian  trust  responsibility  and  support  government-to-gov- 
ernment partnerships.  Within  the  overall  Governmentwide  constraints,  the  Bureau 
of  Indian  Affairs'  budget  was  developed  with  considerable  emphasis  given  to  the  pri- 
orities established  by  tribes  at  the  area  and  national  Bureau-Tribal  budget  meet- 
ings. Increases  for  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  include  $8.8  million  for  tribal  prior- 
ities on  reservations.  In  addition,  the  budget  will  provide  increased  funding  of  $15.8 
million  for  school  operations  and  a  total  of  $170  million  for  Indian  land  and  water 
rights  settlements,  which  fully  funds  enacted  settlements. 

MAJOR  BUDGET  REDUCTIONS 

As  I  said  before,  the  major  challenges  to  the  Department  include  staying  within 
the  spending  caps  and  reducing  the  Federal  workforce,  but  at  the  same  time  manag- 
ing 440  million  acres  of  lands  and  meeting  the  increasing  demands  on  our  resources. 
Let  me  re-emphasize  that  we  had  to  make  hard  choices  in  this  budget.  One  of  the 
major  demands  on  the  resources  is  visits  which  are  up  38  percent  since  1985  to 
parks,  refuges,  and  recreation  sites  on  public  lands.  If  these  trends  continue,  we  will 
see  another  five  percent  increase  in  visitation  each  year. 

The  hard  choices  include  deferring  construction  funding  for  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  National  Park  Service,  and  Bureau  of  In- 
dian Affairs  from  a  total  of  over  $450  million  to  about  $300  million  as  proposed  in 
the  budget  and  a  reduction  of  $93  million  in  Bureau  of  Reclamation  water  projects. 
In  addition,  we  reduced  funding  for  the  Bureau  of  Mines  by  $19.9  million.  We  also 
propose  to  reduce  grants  to  states  to  reclaim  abandoned  mined  land  by  $10  million 
and  eliminate  the  Rural  Abandoned  Mine  Program. 

CONCLUSION 

In  summary,  we  have  made  the  hard  choices  we  have  been  called  upon  to  make. 
This  budget  builds  upon  the  progress  we  made  with  the  Congress  last  year  in  re- 
aligning the  Department's  budget  to  reflect  resource  management  needs.  In  doing 
so,  we  have  supported  the  President's  investments  in  natural  resources,  continued 
to  seek  an  equitable  return  on  the  public's  resources,  and  will  seek  to  implement 
the  recommendations  of  the  National  Performance  Review  to  ensure  that  the  De- 
partment provides  better  service  at  less  cost. 

I  will  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions  you  may  have. 
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PERSONAL  DATA 

Married,  two  children. 

FEDERAL  EMPLOYEE  PAY  PROPOSALS 

Chairman  Byrd.  Now,  the  House  Appropriations  Subcommittee 
on  Treasury,  Postal  Service,  and  General  Government,  as  I  under- 
stand it,  has  endorsed  a  4.5-percent  pay  increase  for  Federal  work- 
ers in  fiscal  year  1995. 

How  much  is  requested  in  your  budget  for  increased  pay  in  fiscal 
year  1995? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  total  amount  of  Federal  em- 
ployee personnel  costs  that  we  have  absorbed  in  this  budget  for 
next  year  is  $74  million. 

Chairman  Byrd.  How  much 

Mr.  Babbitt.  We  absorbed  approximately  $60  million  of  that  this 
year.  We  will  absorb  another  $20  million  in  the  coming  year. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Is  that  what  the 

Mr.  Babbitt.  That  is  $20  million  in  locality  pay. 

Chairman  Byrd.  So,  what  percentage  increase  does  this  assume? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  In  locality  pay? 

Chairman  Byrd.  No;  overall.  Does  it  assume  a  1.6-percent  in- 
crease? 

Isn't  that  what  the  President  requested  in  his  budget? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Yes;  that's  correct.  Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
point  out  that  the  figures  I  have  given  you — the  $60  million  that 
we  absorbed  in  1994,  and  the  $20  million  in  1994  locality  pay  ab- 
sorbed this  year — does  not  include  the  proposals  that  we  have  be- 
fore this  committee  for  the  restructuring  of  ranger  pay  scales  in  the 
National  Park  Service,  which  is  yet  another  item. 

Chairman  Byrd.  The  President  included  a  1.6-percent  pay  raise 
in  his  budget.  The  House  is  working  its  way  on  a  much  larger  in- 
crease for  a  total  of  a  4.5-percent  pay  increase. 

I  believe  the  military  and  the  Armed  Services  Committees  have 
recommended  a  2.6-percent  increase  for  military.  And,  in  the 
Treasury,  Postal  Service  Subcommittee  of  the  House,  wasn't  it  rec- 
ommended that  that  go  to  3.8  percent? 

Senator  Nickles.  I'm  not  sure.  I  don't  know. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Well,  for  the  moment,  what  will  be  the  effect  on 
your  budget  if  your  operating  accounts  are  held  at  last  year's  level 
but  the  amount  of  the  Federal  pay  raise  is  increased  above  the 
amounts  included  in  your  budget? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  It  imposes  on  me  an  obligation  of  a  dollar  for  dollar 
reduction  in  programs. 

Chairman  Byrd.  That's  plain  spoken,  isn't  it?  It's  plain  enough. 

Well,  it  seems  that  the  pay  increase  recommended  is  as  follows: 
The  President,  his  request,  would  be  1.6  percent.  The  military  in 
the  House  is  proposing,  I  believe,  that  for  the  military  it  would  be 
2.6. 

Senator  Stevens.  That's  what  I  heard,  yes,  sir.  But,  I  don't  think 
we  have  voted  on 

Chairman  Byrd.  No;  we  haven't  voted  on  it  here.  And,  in  the 
House — I'm  told,  in  the  House  Treasury,  Postal  Service  Subcommit- 
tee yesterday  or  late  last  week  an  amendment  was  adopted  increas- 
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ing  Federal  pay  by  3.8  percent,  beginning  January  1,  1995,  3.8  per- 
cent. 

PAY  RAISE  CONSEQUENCES 

Now,  if  that  pay  raise  amendment  should  make  its  way  into  law, 
what  would  that  do  to  your  Department  with  respect  to  RIF's,  cut- 
ting off  people  from  their  jobs? 

What  would  it  do  to  your  other  programs  and  operating  costs? 

What  would  it  do  in  your  Park  Service,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Serv- 
ice? 

What  would  be  the  effect  of  that  kind  of  pay  raise  in  this  tight 
budget  climate? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Well,  what  it  would  necessitate  is  offsetting  reduc- 
tions. There  are  essentially  two  ways  to  find  those  reductions.  One 
is  to  expand  the  FTE  reductions.  The  other  is  to  look  at  programs 
and  find  program  offsets.  Obviously,  I  am  not  eager  to  do  either 
one.  We  are  committed  to  almost  10  thousand  FTE  reductions  over 
5  years  if  we  are  going  to  meet  our  1995  target. 

But,  it's  not  easy.  And,  we  are  undergoing  some  substantial  dis- 
locations. 

The  program  issues,  I  think,  speak  for  themselves. 

Chairman  Byrd.  So,  anything  over  the  1.6  percent  that  the 
President  has  recommended  is  going  to  have  a  concomitant  adverse 
effect  on  your  programs  and  on  your  personnel  positions.  Is  that  a 
fair  statement? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Yes,  sir. 

EMPLOYEE  BUYOUTS 

Chairman  Byrd.  How  many  persons  in  the  Interior  Department 
took  advantage  of  the  buyout  or  early  retirement  incentive  this 
year? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  We  had  a  pretty  good  response.  The  response  is 
several  hundred  above  the  targets.  I  believe  about  3,000. 

Chairman  Byrd.  About  3,000?  What  are  the  estimated  costs  of 
those  buyouts? 

Ms.  Lawler.  We  would  have  to  provide  that  for  the  record 

Chairman  Byrd.  All  right. 

Ms.  Lawler.  Because  it  varies  so  much  from  bureau  to  bureau. 
It  depends  on  grade  level  and  the  time  the  buyouts  were  taken. 
Some  of  these  buyouts  won't  occur  until  fiscal  year  1995.  Again  we 
will  provide  that  for  the  record. 

Senator  Reid.  Are  people  still  eligible  for  the  buyout? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  It  has  been  closed  out. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Would  you  say  that  again? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Senator  Reid's  question  was  is  the  buyout  offer  still 
open.  The  answer  is  no. 

Chairman  Byrd.  And,  how  is  it  being  paid? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Out  of  personnel  funds. 

Ms.  Lawler.  As  people  are  leaving,  we  are  saving  their  salary 
through  the  end  of  the  year.  In  some  cases,  we  are  using  whatever 
funds  are  available  in  order  to  pay  the  buyouts.  This  could  mean 
program  reductions. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Do  you  anticipate  a  second  round  of  buyouts  in 
fiscal  year  1995? 
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Mr.  Babbitt.  Yes,  sir. 

Chairman  Byrd.  And,  does  your  budget  include  an  increase  for 
the  estimated  costs? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  We  don't  project  a  cost  increase  because  our  as- 
sumption is  that  we  can  fund  the  buyout,  if  done  early  in  the  year 
through  the  cost  savings. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Do  you  have  an  estimate  of  the  costs  associated 
with  these  early  retirements? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  I  can  get  that  for  the  committee. 

Chairman  Byrd.  All  right. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Our  assumption,  again,  is  that  it  will  be  offset  by 
personnel  savings.  We  can  get  those  figures. 

Chairman  Byrd.  All  right,  both  for  fiscal  year  1994-95. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Yes. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Estimated  Cost  of  Buyouts 

There  are  three  major  direct  costs  associated  with  the  buyouts.  In  fiscal  year  1994 
the  Department  will  pay  for  the  incentive  payments  paid  retiring  and  terminating 
employees  and  the  nine  percent  CSRS  offset  for  early  outs.  In  fiscal  year  1995  the 
Department  will  pay  the  first  year  of  a  four-year  $80  per  capita  charge  payable  to 
the  Office  of  Personnel  Management  for  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  and  Disability 
Fund.  The  Department  accepted  3,086  buyout  applications,  2,285  from  bureaus  and 
offices  funded  by  the  Interior  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriations  Act.  Some  of 
these  were  from  employees  supported  by  reimbursement  or  allocated  funds. 

The  fiscal  year  1994  gross  costs  of  the  buyout  will  be  $76.2  million,  $57.4  milUon 
to  bureaus  and  offices  funded  by  the  Interior  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriations 
Act.  Of  this  latter  amount,  $52.9  million  was  paid  directly  from  appropriated  ac- 
counts included  in  the  Interior  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriation  Act.  These  costs 
were  offset  by  the  savings  in  salaries  of  those  employees  bought  out.  Since  the 
buyout  was  effective  by  May  3  for  nearly  all  departing  employees  and  most  of  the 
vacancies  created  will  not  be  restored,  40  percent  of  the  salaries  and  benefits  of 
these  employees  was  saved.  The  fiscal  year  1995  costs,  for  the  per  capita  charge  will 
be  $5.5  million,  $5.0  million  to  bureaus  and  offices  funded  by  the  Interior  and  Relat- 
ed Agencies  Appropriations  Act. 

The  Department  is  considering  offering  buyouts  again  in  fiscal  year  1995.  If  they 
are  offered,  the  gross  cost  would  depend  on  the  total  buyouts  expected,  which  could 
range  from  650  up  to  3,000  for  fiscal  year  1995.  In  the  latter  case  the  cost  would 
be  approximately  the  same  as  fiscal  year  1994. 

LOCALITY  PAY  RAISE 

Chairman  Byrd.  One  proposal  is — did  I  ask  you  about  the  local- 
ity pay  raise?  How  much  will  the  locality  pay  raise  cost  the  Inte- 
rior? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  I  believe  it's  about  $40  million  in  fiscal  year  1995. 
Is  that  correct,  Mary  Ann? 

Ms.  Lawler.  Between  1994-1995,  the  total  is  actually  $74  mil- 
lion. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Of  which  how  much  will  be  absorbed  in  fiscal 
year  1995? 

Ms.  Lawler.  $18  million  in  1995.  The  balance,  we  are  already 
absorbing  in  1994.  We  are  having  to  cover  that  pay  now. 

Chairman  Byrd.  So,  does  this  mean  that  inasmuch  as  no  addi- 
tional funds  were  provided  for  those  pay  costs,  does  that  mean  that 
any  increases  provided  last  year  for  program  enhancement,  any  in- 
creases, are  not  being  used  for  such  but  instead  are  helping  to  de- 
fray the  fixed  costs? 

Ms.  Lawler.  I'm  afraid  so.  That's  exactly  right. 
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CONTRACTING 

Chairman  Byrd.  Now,  one  proposal  is  to  cover  the  increased  pay 
costs  by  reducing  contracting.  Some  perceive  that  contracting  is 
strictly  an  administrative,  discretionary  item. 

How  much  of  the  Interior  Department's  firefighting  program  is 
carried  out  using  contract  aircraft? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  I  would  guess,  off  the  top  of  my  head,  80  to  90  per- 
cent. 

PAY  INCREASE  PROPOSAL 

Chairman  Byrd.  Now,  back  to  the  proposed  pay  increase  of  3.8 
percent,  that's,  of  course,  more  than  100  percent  over  the  Presi- 
dent's request. 

What  would  that  kind  of  an  increase  cost  in  terms  of  dollars  in 
your  Department? 

Ms.  Lawler.  We've  already  covered  1.6  percent  in  the  budget.  If 
we  had  to  cover  the  additional  cost,  it  would  be  close  to  $40  million. 
I  can  provide  an  exact  estimate  for  the  record.  But,  it  would  be  a 
substantial  absorption  if  we  had  to  cover  those  additional  costs. 

Chairman  Byrd.  $40  million? 

Ms.  Lawler.  Right. 

Chairman  Byrd.  All  right.  If  you  would,  provide  more  for  the 
record. 

Ms.  Lawler.  Certainly. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Pay  Raise  Proposai^-Treasury,  Postal  Service,  and  General  Government 

Appropriations,  1995 

For  those  Department  of  the  Interior  bureaus  and  offices  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Interior  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriations  Subcommittee,  the  Presidents 
Budget  request  includes  $29.2  million  to  pay  for  the  fiscal  year  1995  costs  of  a  1.6 
percent  pay  raise  ($28.4  million)  and  the  last  quarter  of  the  January,  1994,  locality 
pay  increase  ($0.8  million  for  the  salary-intensive  smaller  Department  offices). 

The  fiscal  year  1995  costs  of  the  full  pay  raise  of  2.6  percent,  based  on  the  Bureau 
of  Labor  Statistics'  Employment  Cost  Index  (ECI),  would  be  $46.1  million.  The  fiscal 
year  1995  costs  of  the  second -year  of  locality  pay  increases  would  be  $26.8  million. 
Thus,  full  pajonent  of  the  authorized  new  pay  increases  would  cost  $72.9  million  in 
fiscal  year  1995,  $43.7  million  more  than  in  the  President's  Budget  request.  An  ad- 
ditional $17.1  million  to  pay  for  the  last  quarter  of  the  January  1994  locality  pay 
increase  will  also  be  paid  from  the  amounts  appropriated  for  programs  in  1995. 

The  Treasury,  Postal  Service,  and  General  Government  Fiscal  Year  1995  Appro- 
priations Bill  (H.R.  4539)  as  passed  by  the  House  calls  for  an  ECI-based  pay  raise 
of  2.0  percent  and  a  locality  pay  increase  that  is  half  the  amount  previously  speci- 
fied in  law.  Under  this  bill,  the  ECI-based  salary  pay  raise  would  cost  $35.5  million 
in  the  Department's  budget  in  fiscal  year  1995  and  the  locality  pay  raises  would  cost 
$13.4  million,  resulting  in  an  overall  cost  of  1995  pay  raises  of  $48.9  million,  $20.5 
million  more  than  in  the  President's  budget. 

JOBS 

Chairman  Byrd.  How  could  this  affect  or  in  what  degree  do  you 
anticipate  that  this  could  affect  the  jobs  in  the  Department?  I  take 
it  that  if  there  is  going  to  be  this  kind  of  an  increase,  some  people 
are  going  to  lose  their  jobs  in  order  to  absorb  the  cost  of  the  in- 
crease. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Well,  we  would  certainly  have  to  make  a  threshold 
decision  about  program  reductions  or  additional  FTE  reductions. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Or  both? 
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Mr.  Babbitt.  Or  both.  That's  a  real  possibility. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Well,  Mr.  Nickles,  why  don't  you  ask  some 
questions  at  this  point  and  I  will  hold  in  abeyance  my  other  ques- 
tions? 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  very  much.  I  apolo- 
gize for  being  10  minutes  late. 

I  was  on  a  conference  call.  I  apologize  to  the  Secretary  as  well. 

BUYOUTS 

Mr.  Secretary,  welcome  to  our  subcommittee.  To  follow  up  on 
Senator  Byrd's  comments  on  the  buyout  provision,  correct  me  if  I'm 
wrong,  Mr.  Secretary,  but  you  have,  what,  3,100  employees  that 
are  taking  advantage  of  the  buyout? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  That's  correct. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  I  think  the  Forest  Service  is  in  the  2,000  plus 
range.  So,  about  40-some  percent  of  the  buyouts  are  going  to  be 
coming  out  of  this  subcommittee's  jurisdiction. 

Those  positions  will  not  be  replaced? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Well,  for  the  most  part,  they  will  not  be  replaced. 
It's  not  literally  possible  on  a  1-to-l  basis. 

But,  that's  certainly  the  intention  of  the  buyouts.  We  attempted 
to  target  them  and  structure  them  so  that  there  is  no  replacement. 
Otherwise,  you  don't  get  the  numbers  that  we  are  committed  to  re- 
duce. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Well,  that's  my  concern.  I'm  hopeful  that  the 
result  is  that  we  don't  look  back  2  years  from  now  and  say,  'Tes, 
we've  paid  people  $25,000,"  but  we  don't  really  see  a  reduction  in 
FTE's,  or  we  see  an  increase  in  contracting  out  with  no  significant 
savings  for  the  government. 

You  mentioned  a  couple  of  the  department  initiatives  in  your  re- 
marks. These  initiatives  deal  with  big,  new  programs,  both  in  the 
Pacific  Northwest  and  south  Florida. 

SOUTH  FLORIDA  INITIATIVE 

Let  me  just  touch  on  those.  You  mentioned  that  in  south  Florida 
the  State  legislature  came  up  with  a  program  that  would  cost  the 
State,  or  maybe  State  and  local — I  wasn't  sure. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  And  the  private  sector. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  And  private  sector  $700  million  over  15  years. 
What's  your  estimated  Federal  commitment  over  the  next  15  years? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  We  have  not  made  any  projections  at  the  depart- 
mental level  to  go  beyond  the  level  you  see  in  this  budget.  Looking 
ahead  and  looking  across  the  entire  Federal  Government,  there  is 
likely  to  be  some  extra  budget  authority  requests  coming  from  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  if  the  Florida  plan  unfolds  as  is  currently  being 
discussed. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  I  would  like  to  get  some  kind  of  estimate. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  I  think  that's  fair.  What  I  would  be  willing  to  do 
is  to  talk  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  respond  to  you.  It  will 
be  on  their  side.  But,  it's  a  fair  inquiry. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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South  Florida  Ecosystem  Restoration  Estimated  Costs 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  does  not  have  a  15  year  projection  of  costs  associ- 
ated with  South  Florida  Ecosystem  Restoration;  however,  current  estimates  of 
spending  associated  with  on-going  and  future  projects  benefiting  the  South  Florida 
ecosystem  total  approximately  $1.8  billion.  This  includes  Federal,  State,  Dade  Coun- 
ty, and  private  funds  associated  with  on-going  water  delivery  construction,  land  pro- 
tection, and  restoration  efforts. 

Of  the  total,  approximately  $723  million,  or  39  percent,  is  Federal  funding  and 
is  associated  witn  various  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  projects  such  as  the 
Kississimmee  River  restoration,  the  Modified  Water  Delivery  project  benefiting  Ev- 
erglades National  Park  and  the  construction  of  an  artificial  filtration  marsh  known 
as  a  Stormwater  Treatment  Area.  Also,  Federal  funding  includes  Interior  land  ac- 
quisition at  Big  Cypress  National  Preserve  and  Everglades  National  Park.  While  the 
costs  would  fluctuate  in  any  given  year,  over  a  15-year  time  period  the  $723  million 
would  average  less  than  $50  million  a  year. 

It  is  notable  that  the  majority  of  the  funding,  about  $1.1  billion  or  61  percent, 
associated  with  the  restoration  is  from  either  the  State,  county,  or  private  sources. 
Thus,  the  South  Florida  Ecosystem  Restoration  is  truly  a  partnership  effort,  with 
the  Federal  share  providing  leverage  for  significant  State  and  private  involvement. 

SOUTH  FLORIDA  ECOSYSTEM  INITIATIVE 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Well,  on  your  side,  you  have  requested  about 
a  100-percent  increase  for  the  south  Florida  ecosystem  initiative. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  That's  correct. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  I'm  adding  together  U.S.  Geological  Survey, 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  National  Biological  Survey,  National 
Park  Service  and  BIA.  If  you  add  all  that,  you  are  going  from  $28 
million  to  $57  million,  which  is  about  a  100-percent  increase  in  1 
year. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  That's  correct. 

Senator  Nickles.  What  are  you  projecting  for  the  next  2  or  3 
years? 

Senator  Reid.  What  program  is  that? 

Senator  NiCKLES.  We  are  talking  about  the  south  Florida  eco- 
system, the  Everglades 

Senator  Reid.  I'm  sorry. 

Senator  Nickles  [continuing].  Where  they  are  trying  to  have — 
well,  it's  a  massive  program. 

SOUTH  FLORIDA-FUTURE  FUNDING 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Senator,  I  don't  anticipate  major  or  significant  in- 
creases in  our  budget.  The  increase  this  year  is  to  set  up  the 
science  base,  the  research  base,  and  to  keep  track  of  all  this.  There 
is  some  land  acquisition  on  the  East  Side  at  Taylor  slough.  That's 
a  portion  of  it. 

But,  I  don't  anticipate  a  significant  additional  commitment  from 
the  Interior  Department. 

Senator  Nickles.  Well,  I've  heard — George  Frampton,  Assistant 
Secretary,  I've  raised  these  questions,  and  he  mentioned  the  possi- 
bility that  this  could  be  $1  billion  or  a  $2  billion  project  joint.  And, 
I'm  trying  to  get  the  information  on  how  much  of  a  Federal  obliga- 
tion this  is. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  I  think  the  billion  dollar  figure  is  correct.  As  I've 
explained,  we  have  already  put  in  place  the  funding  for  about  $700 
million,  which  is  at  the  level  of  the  south  Florida  water  manage- 
ment district  and  through  the  sugar  assessments  in  the  Everglades 
agricultural  area. 
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That  leaves  over  this  12-  or  15-year  period  several  hundred  mil- 
lion dollars  which,  I  think,  is  a  likely  addition.  Where  would  it 
come  from? 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Well,  I'm  still  looking  for  that  figure.  How 
much  more  from  the  Federal  Government? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Over  the  next  15  years,  I  would  be  happy  to  give 
you  a  projection.  That's  hard  to  do,  because  it's  not  Interior;  it's 
principally  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

The  study  that  will  drive  those  recommendations  will  not  be  com- 
pleted until  November.  I  think  at  that  time  we  will  be  in  a  position 
to  recommend  jointly  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers  how  much  Fed- 
eral commitment  is  reasonable  in  terms  of  the  reconfiguration  of 
those  irrigation  canals  and  drainage  systems. 

I'm  not  sure  that  if  the  Corps  were  here  today  they  would  be  pre- 
pared to  give  you  an  estimate  until  we  have  decided  what  it  is  we 
are  going  to  do. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Well,  let  me  just  state  that  before  we  start 
walking  down  this  path,  we  need  to  have  a  chart  to  show  where 
we  are  going  to  be  committed  to  a  system.  Then  the  States  are 
going  to  say,  "Yes,  we've  committed.  Now,  you  have  a  commitment. 
You  nave  to  fund  it." 

I  want  to  be  careful  that  we  are  not  obligating  ourselves  to  tre- 
mendous increases  in  outlays,  either  for  land  acquisition  or  con- 
struction, unless  we  are  all  on  board.  Mr.  Secretary,  I've  heard 
yourself  and  others  say,  "Well,  the  State  and  everybody  is  on  board. 
The  congressional  delegation  is  on  board." 

I  would  like  for  this  subcommittee  to  be  on  board,  and  I'm  not 
so  sure  that  we  have  been  convinced. 

Maybe  it's  the  right  thing  to  do,  and  maybe  there  will  be  money 
to  do  it. 

But,  I  do  know,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  don't  have  any  more  money 
to  spend  this  year  than  we  had  last  year. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Not  as  much.  We  don't  have  as  much  overall. 

Senator  Nickles.  Yes;  and  in  just  this  one  area  there  is  a  100- 
percent  increase  of  $28  million  in  south  Florida. 

FOREST  PI^AN-FUTURE  FUNDING 

In  the  Pacific  Northwest — and  I  will  allow  my  colleagues  from 
the  Northwest  to  spend  most  of  the  time  on  this — we  are  looking 
at  a  program  that  goes  from  $126  million  in  1994  to  $176  million 
in  1995.  That's  a  $50  million  increase  in  1  year. 

How  much  is  this  going  to  be  costing  us  in  the  next  5,  10,  to  15 
years? 

Senator  Hatfield.  Would  the  Senator  yield? 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Yes. 

Senator  Hatfield.  What  are  you  quoting? 

Senator  Nickles.  Theso  are  just  increases  under  our  shop,  under 
the  Interior  bill  for 

Senator  Hatfield.  No;  what  program? 

Senator  NiCKLES.  This  is  the  Pacific  Northwest  forest  plan. 

Senator  Hatfield.  Well,  I've  got  statistics  showing  they  only 
funded  one-third  of  the  requirement. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  I  think  you  are  talking  about  roads  and  other 
things. 
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Senator  Hatfield.  I'm  talking  about  option  9. 

Senator  Nickles.  OK.  Well,  I  will  leave  the  details  of  this  discus- 
sion to  you. 

Senator  Hatfield.  I  would  like  to  comment  on  the  whole  imple- 
mentation cost  of  option  9  later. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  I  will  be  happy  to  let  you  get  into  the  details. 
I'm  looking  at  what  we  spent  last  year  and  what  is  requested  this 
year. 

Mr.  Secretary,  your  plan  in  the  Northwest  is  a  new  plan.  George 
Frampton  testified  2  weeks  ago  that  ultimately  we  are  looking  at 
$1  billion  program,  with  most  of  that  being  Federal  funds. 

I'm  looking  to  see  what  kind  of  costs  are  going  to  be  incurred 
both  by  this  subcommittee.  Can  you  give  us  some  estimates? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  I  would  be  happy  to  give  you  a  written  response. 
It  is  my  judgment,  if  we  get  the  budget  outlay  authority  we  re- 
quested, that  those  expenditures  are  close  to  a  plateau  at  that 
point. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Forest  Plan  Estimated  Federal  Spending 

The  Administration  originally  estimated  that  $1.2  billion  would  be  spent  govern- 
mentwide  over  the  life  of  the  Forest  Plan. 

Secretary  Babbitt  signed  the  "Interagency  Memorandum  of  Understanding  For 
Economic  Adjustment  and  Community  Assistance"  whereby  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  agreed  to  request  appropriations  and/or  reprogramming  of  $30  million  each 
year  for  fiscal  years  1994-1998.  These  funds  would  support  watershed  restoration 
and  "Jobs  in  the  Woods"  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  and  northern  California  and  are 
the  Administration's  highest  priority. 

The  Administration  did  not  make  specific  funding  commitments  for  Option  9  im- 
plementation. The  fiscal  year  1995  President's  Budget  included  $43.4  million  for  In- 
terior's portion  of  Option  9  and  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  timber  program.  The 
Administration  will  treat  the  Forest  Plan  as  a  high  priority  during  the  fiscal  year 
1996  budget  formulation  cycle  and  any  possible  funding  increases  will  be  evaluated 
against  other  needs. 

FEDERAL  SPENDING 

Mr.  Babbit.  There  will  be  a  beginning,  a  middle  and  an  end.  The 
billion  dollars,  I  believe,  is  a  total.  It  is  not  a  yearly  outlay  figure. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  No;  I  know  that.  But,  a  total  over  what  period 
of  time? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  The  projection  for  the  expenditures  under  this  plan, 
and  Senator  Hatfield  would  be  a  better  source  of  my  budget,  I  be- 
lieve we  have  a  5-year  outlay  plan. 

Senator  Nickles.  In  1994,  we  are  spending  $126  million,  if  my 
figure  is  correct.  And,  your  budget  goes  to  $176  million. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  That's  not  my  budget. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  That  includes  the  National  Biological  Survey, 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  Forest 
Service. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Yes. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  If  you  add  all  those  together,  that's  a  $50  mil- 
lion increase.  And,  only  $7  million  of  that  increase  is  Forest  Serv- 
ice. The  rest  of  it  is  in  your  shop. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  That's  correct. 

Senator  Nickles.  So  if  you  add  these  two  initiatives  together — 
you've  got  a  $42  million  increase  in  the  Pacific  Northwest;  a  $29 
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million  increase  in  south  Florida — ^you  are  talking  about  a  $70  mil- 
lion increase  for  just  those  two  proposals  alone. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  That's  correct. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  We  are  looking  at  no  increases  in  a  $13.8  bil- 
lion bill.  I  mean,  that's  from  our  standpoint. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  That's  correct. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  So,  we've  got  some  problems.  Let  me  just  touch 
on  a  couple  of  other  things. 

NATIONAL  PARKS  DEVELOPMENT 

Land  acquisition.  You  made  a  speech  earlier  this  week  on  the 
Park  Service.  In  your  comments  on  the  Park  Service,  correct  me  if 
I'm  wrong,  you  stated  that  there  would  be  no  more  roads  and  no 
more  hotels  in  the  parks. 

Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  That's  essentially  correct.  What  I  said  is  that  our 
presumption  should  be  that  henceforth  lodging  is  appropriately  de- 
veloped at  the  gateway  communities  where  there  is  a  unfettered 
market  response. 

We  don't  need  to  be  in  the  business  of  selecting  concessionaires, 
of  preferring  X  over  Y.  We  should  simply  say  to  the  surrounding 
communities: 

We  believe  that  it's  in  the  interests  of  everyone  to  get  together  and  look  at  the 
future  projected  visitor  requirements  of  that  park  and  let  the  county  planning  and 
zoning  authority  and  the  local  people  get  on  with  the  business  of  providing  lodging. 

What  I  said  with  respect  to  roads  is  I  think  we  should  start  with 
the  presumption  that  we  are  not  in  the  business  of  doing  road 
building  in  national  parks.  That  should  be  the  general  rule.  Now, 
I  suspect  that  Senator  Stevens  will  have  a  response  to  that,  be- 
cause  

Senator  Stevens.  I  will  reserve  my  remarks.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Babbitt.  I  will  give  a  modest  anticipatory  response.  There 
may  be  some  selective  situations  where  the  master  plan  for  the 
park  requires  some  of  that  kind  of  development.  But,  I  want  to  be 
quite  clear  that  my  starting  point  is  that  the  presumption  should 
be  against  it. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Is  that  primarily  for  the  protection  of  habitat? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  It's  for  two  reasons.  One  is  the  protection  of  the 
habitat,  absolutely.  Second  is  to  nudge  us  toward  some  more  imagi- 
native ways  of  deploying  people  in  parks. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Well,  my  concern,  as  you  might  guess,  is  that 
we  have  very  large  parks  that  you  can't  get  to  if  you  don't  have 
roads.  We  also  have  a  lot  of  situations  where  senior  citizens  are  not 
able  to  backpack  or  not  able  to  hike. 

We  have  parks  that  are  flooded  with  tourists  right  now  but  have 
insufficient  housing.  Now,  I  don't  want  to  build  hotels  in  the  mid- 
dle of  the  Grand  Canyon. 

But,  I  would  like  for  people  to  be  able  to  get  a  hotel  or  a  motel 
somewhere  close  by.  Take  the  Grand  Canyon  in  your  home  State — 
I  don't  even  know  the  name  of  the  little  community  that  is  up  on 
the  top  of  the  Vista — but  it  is  a  few  miles  out — just  outside  the 
park  area,  so  you  should  have  no  problem  building  a  hotel  there. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  I  have  been  a  strong  proponent  of  the  development 
of  the  gateway  community  at  Tusayan. 


1052 

Senator  Reid.  Isn't  that  Las  Vegas,  the  gateway  community. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Unfortunately,  it's  certainly  the  aerial  gateway  to 
Grand  Canyon.  But,  I've  been  a  strong  proponent. 

When  it  comes  to  Denali  in  Alaska,  I  sat  down  with  the  Governor 
last  summer.  We  put  together  a  Denali  working  group.  We  are 
going  to  try  to  deploy  the  resources  of  the  Park  Service  and  all  the 
other  Federal  agencies  to  get  together  and  say,  "We  can  find  devel- 
opment centers  in  gateway  communities  that  meet  the  needs  of  the 
State,  the  visitors,  and  the  park." 

Senator  Nickles.  Also,  in  your  speech,  I  believe  you  mentioned 
that  we  have  a  lot  of  unmet  needs  in  our  parks. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Absolutely. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  And,  I  know  I  talked  to  you  about  that.  I've 
been  dissatisfied  with  what  we  have  been  able  to  do. 

CALIFORNIA  DESERT 

Earler  this  year,  you  supported  and  Congress  passed  a  California 
desert  bill.  How  much  money  will  be  required  to  operate  and  main- 
tain the  California  desert  as  a  park? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  It  depends  on  the  level  of  assumption  about  how 
we  scale  up  the  management  plan.  You  start,  I  think,  by  looking 
at  the  offsets  from  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 

These  lands  are  all  being  administered  at  the  present  time.  My 
intention  is  to  say  to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  the 
Park  Service,  "Let's  transition  this  across  in  a  way  that  we  use  the 
offset  from  the  existing  BLM  resources." 

I  believe  we  can  scale  that  up  over  3,  4,  or  5  years  to  the  point 
at  which  there  would  probably  be,  I  would  say,  somewhat  less  than 
$10  million  a  year. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Incremental  increase? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  No;  that  would  be  the  total  level  funding  for  the 
park  in  the  future.  The  estimates  range  from  about  $8  to  $10  mil- 
lion. I  believe  that  if  you  count  the  offsets,  it's  probably  $7  to  $8 
million,  somewhere  in  that  range. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  What  is  BLM  paying  for  that  right  now? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Well,  they  operate  it  as  a  park  of  the  East  Mojave 
Administrative  Unit  of  the  BLM.  So,  it's  a  little  hard  to 
disaggregate  all  of  that. 

It's  much  less  than  that,  on  the  order  of  $1  million  or  maybe 
$1V2  million,  something  like  that. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Well,  you  mention  $7  to  $10  million.  My  note 
says  that  the  California  desert  proposal  is  expected  to  require 
about  $4.7  million  annually. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  I  think  the  reason  is  that  in  the  early  years  there 
will  be  a  relatively  low  intensity  use.  We  have  seen  that  in  all  the 
park  units. 

At  first,  not  much  changes.  And,  then  gradually  the  use  in- 
creases. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  What  about  plans  for  land  acquisition  in  the 
California  desert? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  My  view  of  the  land  acquisition  in  the  California 
desert  is  that  we  can  do  it  by  land  exchange.  We  don't  anticipate 
direct  outlays. 
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Now,  there  are  a  lot  of  people  who  are  sending  direct  outlay 
numbers  up.  But,  if  you  want  my  opinion,  this  is  a  classic  example 
where  you  can  do  it  by  land  exchange. 

There  is  a  BLM  land  base  that  extends  all  the  way  across  the 
area.  The  Catellus  Corp.,  in-holdings  are  a  classic  example  of  the 
way  you  block  up  a  checkerboard  by  relinquishing  equivalent  lands 
immediately  adjacent  to  and  outside  the  park. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  I  would  concur  with  that.  I  think  that  land  ex- 
changes would  be  a  good  way  to  go.  Let  me  ask  you  a  couple  of 
other  questions. 

LAND  ACQUISITION  COSTS 

In  your  land  acquisition  budget,  you  have  requested  about  the 
same  amount  of  money  as  last  year,  $190  million.  You  also  have 
money  requested,  I  believe,  to  purchase  20  acres  of  the  Archie  Carr 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  in  Florida.  I  have  computed  that  to  be 
about  $350,000  an  acre. 

Is  that  correct?  And,  can  you  tell  us  who  owns  that? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Senator,  I  doubt  that.  I  will  ask  my  staff  to  start 
looking.  I  don't  have  the  facts. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Let  me  give  you  two  or  three  other  examples 
and  you  can  respond. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Yes. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  I  think  your  budget  contains  $1  million  to  pur- 
chase 5  acres  for  the  Martin  Luther  King  National  Historical  Site 
in  Georgia.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  That  sounds  correct,  yes. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  That's  about  $200,000  an  acre. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Senator,  this  is  in  the  middle  of  Atlanta. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  I  am  aware  of  that.  Who  is  the  owner  of  that 
land? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  I  don't  know.  I  will  be  happy  to  find  out  and  re- 
spond in  writing. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  We  also  put  some  money  in  last  year's  budget 
to  complete  or  to  build  a  visitors  center. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  In  Atlanta. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  In  Atlanta,  yes.  Is  that  progressing  well  and  on 
schedule  for  next  year? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Yes,  sir;  it  is. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Also,  I  believe  there  is  a  request  for  $2  million 
to  purchase  35  acres  for  the  Key  Deer  National  Wildlife  Refuge  in 
Florida.  My  estimate  of  the  cost  is  that's  about  $57,000  per  acre. 
All  of  these  projects  I  have  mentioned  seem  pretty  expensive. 

Could  you  check  on  that  and  tell  us  who  the  owner  of  that  land 
is  as  well? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  I  would  be  happy  to. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  It's  downtown  property.  Senator  Nickles. 

Senator  Nickles.  The  Deer  National  Wildlife  Refuge?  Surely  not. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  It's  on  one  of  the  Florida  Keys.  It's  valuable  land. 
He  thought  he  was  kidding,  but  he's  pretty  close.  [Laughter.] 

Senator  NiCKLES.  You  have  a  deer  refuge  next  to  a  city? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  The  point  is  that  this  Key,  from  one  end  to  the 
other,  is  within  spitting  distance  of  where  we  are  trying  to  main- 
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tain  a  deer  herd.  There  is  a  lot  of  population  growth  in  the  Florida 
Keys,  and,  I'm  not  surprised  at  those  figures.  I'm  not. 
[The  information  follows:] 

Land  Acquisition  Projects 

Property  owners  of  ten  tracts  to  be  acquired  to  complete  the  parking  lot  at  the 
Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.,  National  Historic  Site  include  the  following: 

Owner  Tract 

D.M.  Watts  102-02 

Sky  High  Churches  in  God  102-03 

S.J.  Soteres 102-05 

S.Hancock 102-06 

Dodys  Realty  and  Investment  Co.,  Inc  102-08 

Atlanta  Life  Insurance  Co  102-09 

Pharmacon  Nuclear  Inc 102-10 

Atlanta  Iron  Workers  102-11 

J.A.  Hendly  III  102-12 

Nalkor  Enterprise  Inc  102-13 

Land  acquisition  projects  at  Archie  Carr  and  National  Key  Deer  National  Wildlife 
Hefuges  involve  the  acquisition  of  property  that  is  rapidly  diminishing  in  the 
amount  available,  that  is,  developable  Atlantic  beach  front  property  (also  turtle 
habitat)  and  developable  tropical  hammock  with  or  without  waterfront  in  the  Flor- 
ida Keys  (also  key  deer  habitat).  Practically  all  of  the  property  acquired  for  the  two 
projects  consists  of  lots.  A  price  of  $35,000  for  a  lot  0.25  of  an  acre  in  size  converts 
to  $140,000  per  acre  at  National  Key  Deer;  or  in  the  case  of  Archie  Carr,  a  200- 
foot  beach  front  lot  which  typically  sells  by  the  foot  in  excess  of  $2,000  per  foot 
translates  to  $400,000  or  more.  In  both  examples  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is 
dealing  with  a  diminishing  resource  and  high  demand  that  is  dictating  high  fair 
market  prices. 

A  list  of  private  individuals  and  corporations  that  own  the  property  targeted  for 
acquisition  for  both  projects  follows. 
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INCOMPATIBLE  USES  POLICY 


Senator  NiCKLES.  One  other  question.  There  have  been  a  couple 
of  proposals  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to  restrict  land  use, 
specifically  banning  some  types  of  activities,  such  as  rock  climbing. 

Are  you  familiar  with  this  recreational  use  of  lands  on  Fish  and 
Wildlife  property? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Senator,  let  me  say  I  am  foursquare  in  favor  of  rock 
climbing.  But,  yes,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  been  reexam- 
ining uses  on  refuges  to  see  if  we  can  move  toward  a  standard  of 
saying  that  we  want  uses  to  be  compatible  with  the  purpose  for 
which  the  refuge  was  established. 

Now,  we've  had  some  clear  problems  where  the  uses  simply 
aren't  compatible.  There  are  a  number  of  cases  I  can  think  of  from 
Florida,  from  the  Pacific  Northwest,  and  elsewhere,  for  instance, 
where,  if  you  use  the  water  resource  too  heavily  in  terms  of  jet 
skis,  water  skiing,  power  boating,  you  endanger  the  wildlife.  The 
Florida  manatee  is  a  nice  example  of  that.  I  think  it  is  at  Archie 
Carr. 

We  have  got  some  serious  problems  with  the  protection  of  the 
manatee  and  the  manatee  habitat,  they  have  scaled  back  some  of 
the  recreation  uses. 

Senator  Nickles.  Let  me  be  a  little  more  parochial.  I  hate  to  see 
Fish  and  Wildlife  come  up  with — is  this  a  national  proposal? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Yes. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Well,  let  me  give  you  an  example  that  is  paro- 
chial. The  Wichita  Mountain  Wildlife  Refuge  has  had  rock  climbing 
there  since  before  it  was  a  refuge.  They  had  rock  climbing  when 
Geronimo  was  there. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Geronimo  was  never  there.  He  belongs  to  Arizona. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Geronimo  was  there. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  But,  in  prison  the  whole  time. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  He  was  there.  And,  they  did  rock  climbing. 

And,  now  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is  proposing  to  ban  rock 
climbing,  which  I  think  is  just  a  bureaucratic,  stupid  mistake. 

Senator  Reid.  I  think  if  we  could  keep  it,  you  will  climb  on  it. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  And,  I  would  be  happy  to  climb  and  invite  the 
Secretary  to  climb.  That's  inviting.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Babbitt.  I  accept. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  You  accept.  I  was  going  to  say,  I  would  love  for 
you  to  come. 

But,  this  proposal — plus  they  also  have  a  proposal  to  ban — we 
have  a  pageant  service  there  that  we've  had  for  50  years  or  plus 
and  they  are  talking  about  banning  that,  because  it's  not  compat- 
ible with  the  wildlife  refuge,  which  is  just  a  ridiculous  proposal 
that  has  a  lot  of  people— -there's  over  1  million  visitors  that  visit 
the  Wichita  Mountain  Wildlife  Refuge  every  year. 

And,  to  have  these  kind  of  bureaucratic,  "Well,  we  are  going  to 
ban  this  and  we  are  going  to  prohibit  this,"  when  they  have  not 
only  been  accepted  but  are  popular  attractions  is  just  ridiculous 
and  should  not  happen. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Let  me,  in  the  spirit  of  my  relations  with  this  com- 
mittee, say,  there  either  were  or  are  or  will  be  public  hearings 
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about  all  of  these  proposals.  I  would  be  happy  to  have  a  look  at  it 
and  see  if  we  can  accommodate  your  concerns. 

The  important  thing  is  to  protect  the  principal  purpose  of  the  ref- 
uge. There  are  other  activities  that,  in  some  cases,  are  compatible. 
We  have  worked  out  a  deal,  for  example,  to  allow  grazing  to  con- 
tinue in  Oregon  because  the  wildlife  biologists  found  out  that  the 
grazing  was  actually  improving  the  nesting  bird  habitat  if  it's  done 
in  the  right  way  at  the  right  seasons. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Climbing  Mt.  Scott  will  not  be  injurious  to  the 
wildlife  habitat  in  southwestern  Oklahoma.  And,  I  do  invite  you  to 
come  visit  that  refuge. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  And,  climb  the  mountain,  right? 

Senator  NiCKLES.  And,  climb  the  mountain. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  So,  you  will  be  there? 

Senator  Nickles.  And,  I  will  be  there. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  I  accept. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  And,  one  of  us  will  come  back  but  not  both. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr.  Chairman,  I've  taken  too  much  time.  And,  I  appreciate  the 
Secretary's  indulgence. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Senator  Murray. 

Senator  Murray.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  just  have  a  couple 
of  questions. 

ELWHA  DAM 

One  is  on  the  Elwha  River  system.  I  know  you  have  visited  the 
Glines  Canyon  Dam  and  appreciate  your  funds  for  the  environ- 
mental impact  statement. 

I  have  two  questions  for  the  record.  Does  the  administration  still 
support  full  implementation  of  the  Elwha  River  System  Restoration 
Act? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Senator,  let  me  answer  that  carefully,  because  I 
think  it's  important.  The  National  Park  Service  feasibility  study,  as 
you  know,  has  come  back. 

I've  been  there  and  I've  looked  at  it.  I've  read  the  study.  It  is  my 
personal  view  that  it  is  good  public  policy  and  good  resource  policy 
and  cost  effective  to  move  toward  the  elimination  of  those  dams. 
We  intend  to  continue  doing  the  necessary  environmental  studies. 

But,  there  is  a  major  financial  commitment  if  and  when  the  deci- 
sion is  made  to  go  forward.  I  recognize,  hearing  the  chairman's  ad- 
monition and  listening  carefully  to  Mr.  Nickles'  fervently  repeated 
admonitions  not  to  commit  to  things  that  this  committee  has  not 
done,  I  must  say  to  you  that  although  I  think  it  is  a  good  idea,  I 
think  we  can  work  out  an  approach  that  is  not  administration  pol- 
icy. Mr.  Panetta  has  not  yet  endorsed  this. 

Let  me  say  additionally  that  I  have  spent  some  time  in  the  Pa- 
cific Northwest  asking  whether  there  are  broader  ways  to  go  about 
funding  this  project  in  the  context  of  the  oncoming  salmon  issues 
that  we  are  all  going  to  be  dealing  with  in  different  contexts  in  the 
Pacific  Northwest. 

Senator  Murray.  Are  you  looking  at  any  alternative  funding 
sources? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  We  have  discussed  a  variety  of  possibilities.  I  have 
discussed  them  briefly  with  the  Governor,  and  floated  some  ideas 
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around,  but  I  don't  have  a  lot  of  takers  at  this  point.  Based  on  the 
Florida  experience,  I  think  this  is  an  excellent  oportunity  to  accel- 
erate projects  where  there  is  some  common  consensus. 

Senator  Murray.  Well,  we  would  like  to  really  work  with  you  on 
that. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Good. 

FOREST  PLAN  FUNDING 

Senator  Murray.  The  other  issue  goes  to  what  Senator  Nickles 
raised  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  forest  plan.  I  come  at  it  from  a  lit- 
tle different  viewpoint. 

We  have  worked  very,  very  hard  to  put  together  a  very  difficult 
plan  and  really  focusing  on  making  it  legal  and  science-based.  And, 
I  can't  over-emphasize  the  importance  of  legal  compliance. 

Do  you  think  that  the  funding  that  is  requested  is  sufficient 
enough  to  be  legally  compliant? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Senator,  yes,  I  do. 

Senator  Murray.  The  Forest  Service  testified  here  awhile  back 
and  said  they  were  going  to  go  back  and  relook  at  that.  Have  they 
done  that? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  I  am  not  aware  of  that.  But,  I  think  it's  a  good 
question  for  this  reason.  If  the  plan  is  cleared  by  the  court,  then 
we  have  to  slog  our  way  through  getting  contracts  cleared,  ap- 
proved, and  out  to  sale.  It  is,  for  better  or  worse,  a  very  complex 
process.  Most  of  that  burden  falls  on  the  Forest  Service.  Our  role 
in  that  is  simply  so-called  section  7  compliance. 

I  think  that's  a  fair  question  for  the  Forest  Service,  though.  They 
have  a  huge  task  ahead  of  them. 

Senator  Murray.  OK.  The  bottom  line  is  that  I  don't  want  to  see 
the  plan  become  vulnerable  because  of  lack  of  funding. 

So,  we  want  to  make  sure  that  we  are  hearing  the  correct  fig- 
ures. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  I  hear  you. 

Senator  Murray.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Thank  you.  Senator.  Senator  Stevens. 

INDIAN  COMPACTS  FUNDING 

Senator  Stevens.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members,  I  want  you  to 
know  that  the  Secretary  is  a  man  of  his  word.  He  says  to  me  early 
last  year  that  he  was  coming  to  my  State.  And,  I  want  you  to  know 
that  he  did  come  to  my  State  and  spent  almost  4  weeks  there. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  I'm  not  going  to  do  that  in  Oklahoma.  [Laughter.] 

Senator  Stevens.  Well,  we  would  be  happy  to  have  you  come 
back,  Mr.  Secretary.  I  think  we  have  had  some  beneficial  results 
of  that  visit. 

Let  me  address  the  BIA  problems,  Mr.  Secretary.  We  had  a  new 
concept  of  BIA  compacting  on  general  assistance. 

Several  entities  have  had  compacts.  They  have  entered  into  these 
compacts  with  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 

They  had — for  instance,  the  Tanana  Chiefs  had  $1.7  million  for 
their  compact  for  the  year  1994.  They  were  notified  about  the  first 
of  April  that  that  amount  had  been  reduced  to  $649,000. 
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The  impact  of  that  raises  some  questions  of,  you  know,  why  do 
we  have  compacts?  They  were  really  led  to  believe  that  that  was 
the  money  that  they  could  budget  for  starting  last  October. 

They  had  spent  apparently  on  that  basis,  and  now  they  find  in 
the  middle  of  the  year  almost  that  they  have  exhausted  their 
funds. 

So,  my  question  really  to  you  is:  What  do  these  compacts  mean? 
And,  how  can  these  people  rely  on  them? 

Maybe  we  ought  to  talk  about  compacting  1  or  2  years  out  in  the 
future  so  when  you  have  the  money  you  compact  and  they  know 
that  they  are  going  to  get  the  money.  We  had  to  do  that  with  public 
broadcasting,  I  guess  you  know,  because  Congress  kept  reneging  on 
the  money  for  public  broadcasting. 

But,  what  should  we  do  with  regard  to  the  Tlingit-Haida,  the 
Tanana  Chiefs?  That's  the  first  question. 

The  second  question  is  just  an  inquiry  as  to  whether  your  people 
here — I  know  you've  got  your  budget  people  here.  What  are  they 
doing  with  regard  to  those  compacted  tribes? 

How  are  they  going  to  get  by  this  year?  Some  of  them  have  lit- 
erally spent  more  money  now  than  they  are  going  to  get. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Senator,  the  result  you  have  described  is  not  my 
understanding  of  what  the  compact  process  is  about  either.  My  un- 
derstanding of  the  compact  process  is  that  we  should  be  moving 
programs  out,  subject  to  congressional  authorization,  at  the  level  in 
which  they  are  currently  being  operated.  I  will  have  a  look  at  this 
one.  Because  I 

Senator  Stevens.  I  hope  my  friend  down  there,  Harry  Reid,  and 
the  chairman  are  listening,  too.  I  would  hope  that  you  would  get 
away  from  the  thing  of  relying  on  what  will  be  congressional  action 
and  make  the  compacts  after  there  is  congressional  action  so  that 
there  is  not  a  gap  between  expectation  and  actual  figures. 

That  seems  to  me  what  has  happened  in  this  instance.  They  have 
made  the  compact  for  the  succeeding  year,  but  Congress  and  the 
budget  and  a  lot  of  things  interfere  and  you  don't  have  the  money. 

I'm  not  saying  that  you  have  cheated  them  at  all.  I'm  just  saying 
we  ought  to  be  aware  of  the  gap  and  the  loss  of  confidence  in  the 
system  that  is  now  coming  from  these  people  who  entered  the  com- 
pact, thought  they  were  going  to  get  that  money  and  now  they  are 
notified  in  April  that  they  are  receiving  one-half  of  the  amount  for 
the  total  year  that  they  thought  they  could  operate  on  until  Octo- 
ber 1. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Senator,  it's  a  fair  criticism.  I  will  see  if  I  can  fig- 
ure out  what's  beneath  this  one  and  get  back  to  you  in  writing. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Funding  of  Compacts  With  the  Tanana  Chiefs  Conference  and  Tlingit  and 

Haida  Tribes  of  Alaska 

It  is  the  policy  of  this  Administration  to  provide  full  funding  to  all  self-governance 
annual  funding  agreements  once  these  agreements  have  been  adjusted  to  reflect  the 
enacted  funding  level.  In  some  cases,  effort  is  required  by  both  a  Tribal  government 
and  the  Federal  government  to  resolve  any  mistakes  that  may  have  been  made  dur- 
ing negotiations;  however  these  are  minimal  in  number  given  the  large  number  of 
programs  that  are  negotiated. 

For  Tanana  Chiefs  Conference  and  the  Tlingit  and  Haida  Tribes  there  is  a  ques- 
tion regarding  general  assistance  grants.  The  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  (BIA)  ac- 
knowledges that  the  full  funding  amount  negotiated  has  not  yet  been  provided  to 
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these  two  annual  funding  agreements.  The  BIA  is  currently  reviewing  the  compacts, 
and  expects  to  have  the  matter  resolved  within  the  very  near  future. 

FUNDING  OF  COMPACTS 

Senator  Stevens.  I  don't  mean  it  as  a  criticism  of  you.  I  think 
it's  a  criticism  of  Government,  per  se. 

I  really  think,  in  this  instance,  we  ought  to  think  further  out. 
The  chairman  and  I  are  talking  about  whether  we  should  have  bi- 
annual or  annual  appropriations.  That's  not  the  issue. 

The  issue  is  when  do  you  commit  to  any  particular  entity  outside 
of  government  how  much  money  they  are  going  to  get  from  your 
Department  in  any  fiscal  year.  I  think  you  should  only  make  those 
commitments  and  actual  compacts  after  the  final  action  by  Con- 
gress. 

It  may  be  you  will  have  to  have  a  July  1  to  July  1  date  rather 
than  October  1  to  October  1  is  what  I'm  saying.  It's  something.  Put 
it  out  into  the  future. 

I  appreciate  if  you  would  let  us  know  if  there  is  anyway  we  can 
get  together  with  these  people  and  find  some  way  to  address  their 
basic  depression  now  that  has  come  out  of  this  situation.  They  real- 
ly felt  they  had  a  new  way  of  dealing  with  the  things  and  found 
out  it's  worse  than  the  old,  as  a  matter  of  fact. 

NATIONAL  PARK  DEVELOPMENT  IN  ALASKA 

Now,  to  get  back,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  the  statement  that  the  Sec- 
retary made  when  you  were  asked  before  about  the  Washington 
Post  article  about  the  National  Parks  lodging  and  roads.  I'm  sure 
you  know.  I  don't  need  to  repeat  the  litany  for  you,  Mr.  Secretary. 

But,  I  will  remind  my  colleagues  here  that  we  have  13  units  of 
the  Park  Service;  you  can  only  drive  into  3;  and,  you  can  only  fly 
into  2.  All  the  rest  you  have  to  get  there  by  chartered  aircraft  and, 
in  most  instances,  by  chartered  twin-engine  aircraft. 

Now,  I  would  hope  that  you  are  going  to  put  a  little  caveat  on 
your  policy,  Mr.  Secretary,  that  says,  "Except  for  Alaska."  I  don't 
usually  like  to  see  that,  but  on  this  "no  roads"  in  the  park  thing, 
I  think  we  ought  to  say,  "Except  for  Alaska." 

We  are  working  with  you  on  Wrangell-St.  Elias.  You  do  need  a 
road  in  there. 

There  are  several  others  where  you  do  need  a  road,  and  the  only 
way  you  are  going  to  have  access  to  it  is  to  have — on  the  Gateways 
to  the  Arctic,  I'm  told  that  it  would  cost  you  $4,000  to  $7,000  per 
couple  to  go  up  there,  just  to  fly  up  and  back. 

On  the  Land  Bridge  National  Park,  that's  100  miles  from  Nome. 
If  you  are  going  to  have  any  visitor  accommodations,  they  have  to 
be  in  the  park. 

Now,  can  we  get  an  agreement  that  you  really  didn't  mean  Alas- 
ka, Mr.  Secretary?  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Babbitt.  I  would  say  I  am  looking  then  at  New  Mexico,  fol- 
lowed by  California.  Let  me  say  that  every  rule  is  proved  by  its  ex- 
ceptions. I'm  acutely  aware  of  the  Alaska  situation.  The  Governor 
stuck  me  straight  into  the  middle  of  it  at  Denali. 

We  had  a  very  long  and,  I  think,  very  productive  discussion 
about  Denali.  We  put  together  a  working  group  up  there  and  we 


1078 

are  going  to  try  to  wrestle  to  the  ground  all  these  issues — lodging, 
transportation,  the  visitor  center  issues,  and  the  access  issues. 

I  think  they  are  enormously  important.  Alaska  has  a  fair  expec- 
tation of  positioning  Denali  in  a  way  that  it  is  accessible  if  people 
want  to  visit  it. 

I  am  less  familiar  with  the  other  parks. 

Senator  Stevens.  Everybody  is,  Mr.  Secretary.  You  can't  get 
there. 

So  I  want  to  urge  you  to  really  help  us  get  transportation  access 
and  airport — we  are  working  on  one  for  an  airport.  We  are  working 
on  another  one  for  a  road  to  the  park  and  another  one  for  visitor 
accommodations  in  a  park. 

I  would  hope  that  the  public  does  not  get  the  feeling  that  you 
would  be  breaking  a  commitment  you  made  if  that  happens,  be- 
cause your  people  and  Alaskans  are  negotiating  on  at  least  three 
parks  right  now,  which  I  would  not  like  to  see  stopped  because 
someone  said,  "Wait,  Mr.  Secretary,  you  said  no  more  roads  in 
parks  and  no  more  lodging  in  parks." 

Did  you  really  say  that  that  way?  Is  it  no  more  roads  and  no 
more  lodging  in  parks? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  I  would  have  to  go  back  to  my  written  statement. 
I  believe  what  I  said  is  that  I'm  not  a  road  builder. 

I'm  not  sure  exactly  what  I  said.  But,  for  better  or  for  worse,  it's 
on  the  record. 

Now,  in  the  spirit  of  candor  and  working  relationships,  I'm  going 
to  be  a  hard  sell  on  roads.  I'm  also  going  to  be  a  hard  sell  on  lodg- 
ing. The  lodging  seems  to  me  to  be  so  simple.  It's  in  the  interest 
of  the  local  and  private  economies  to  say  where  there's  a  need  for 
real  lodging  that  you  can  put  it  at  the  threshold  of  the  park. 

That  doesn't  deal  with  the  issue  of  back  country  kinds  of  over- 
night facilities.  I  understand  the  importance  of  that  in  Alaska. 

So,  in  that  context,  I'm  willing  to  acknowledge  that  there  are  ex- 
ceptions. It's  a  presumption.  I  guess  it's  not  graven  in  stone. 

PACIFIC  FISH  STRATEGY 

Senator  Stevens.  All  right.  I  think  I  understand.  Last,  Mr. 
Chairman,  Mr.  Secretary,  you  know,  Alaskans  understand  Pacfish. 
And,  I  applaud  everybody  for  working  on  Pacfish. 

Senator  Bumpers.  Pacfish? 

Senator  Stevens.  The  Pacific  fish  strategy,  which  deals  with  the 
problems  of  the  Pacific  Northwest  with  regard  to  fish.  Now,  we 
keep  having  people  say  that  they  want  to  bring  the  Pacfish  strat- 
egy to  Alaska,  across  the  gap  there  in  terms  of  British  Columbia 
and  up  to  Alaska  where  we  don't  have  the  same  problems. 

And,  I  want  to  encourage  you,  as  your  people  work  with  the  Pa- 
cific Northwest — and  we  want  to  work  with  you.  I  offered,  I  would 
say  to  the  Senator  from  Washington,  the  other  day  that  we  would 
strip  all  salmon  that  are  caught  in  southeast  Alaska  of  their  sperm 
and  their  eggs  and  literally  at  our  expense  make  them  available  to 
the  Pacific  Northwest  to  help  restock  their  streams  if  they  want  to 
do  it. 

But,  too  many  people  want  to  bring  the  Pacfish  strategy  up  in 
terms  of  no  fishing  for  salmon,  no  interceptions  of  salmon  to  Alas- 
ka. And,  our  stocks  are  pretty  healthy.  They  are  in  good  shape. 
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You've  got  people  on  the  Pacfish  strategy,  and  that's  one  of  the 
things  that  we  are  talking  about  here  in  terms  of  this  overall  North 
Pacific  strategy.  Alaska  is  not  North  Pacific.  I  mean,  Alaska  is  not 
Northwest.  It's  North  Pacific. 

We  would  like  to  have  a  North  Pacific  strategy  and  let  you  have 
your  Pacific  Northwest  strategy.  But,  I  plead  with  you:  Don't  put 
Alaska  into  the  Pacific  Northwest  fish  strategy. 

I  know  that  that's  in  the  Department  of  Commerce  to  a  great  ex- 
tent. But,  your  people  are  involved  in  that  strategy  as  much  as 
Commerce  now. 

I  want  to  urge  you  not  to  do  it,  because  it's  apples  and  oranges. 
We  had  the  greatest  fishing  season  in  the  history  of  Alaska  last 
year.  And,  it  looks  like  we  are  going  to  have  another  one  this  year. 

Now,  they  are  having  a  fish  collapse  down  on  the  Northwest 
coast.  We  are  sad  about  that.  But,  we  don't  think  that  the  remedies 
to  meet  the  problems  of  the  Pacific  Northwest  ought  to  be  trans- 
ported to  our  State. 

And,  you  run  a  lot  of  that  property  where  they  want  to  put  those 
strategies  to  work  in  the  parks  and  in  the  wilderness  areas  of  Alas- 
ka. So,  I  would  urge  you  to,  you  know,  just  resist  it. 

It's  not  a  question.  It's  a  plea.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Thank  you,  Senator.  Senator  Reid,  I  believe  you 
were  here  next. 

EMPLOYEE  HOUSING 

Senator  Reid.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Briefly  on  this  housing, 
I  read  in  one  of  the  newspaper  accounts  in  Congressional  Quarterly 
or  one  of  the  magazines  that  you  had  said,  as  has  been  stated  by 
a  number  of  Senators,  that  there  would  be  no  more  houses  built 
in  the  park  system. 

I  would  suggest  I  think  it's  a  good  idea  that  you  reevaluate  that, 
because  in  a  lot  of  the  parks  there  is  no  place  else  for  these  men 
and  women  to  live. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Senator,  I  did  not  intend  my  statements  to  apply 
literally  to  employee  housing,  because  I  do  think  that  is  a  separate 
issue. 

Senator  Reid.  I'm  happy  to  hear  that.  I  don't  care  about  the  ho- 
tels and  all  that. 

The  point  of  the  matter  is  that  these  people  have,  in  many  in- 
stances, substandard  housing.  But  for  the  fact  they  love  their  work, 
they  wouldn't  live  in  those. 

I  mean,  they  are  horrible  houses.  A  number  of  those  that  we 
have  in  Nevada  are  very  bad. 

I  think  Nevada  is  typical  of  what  we  have  around  the  park  sys- 
tem. And,  I  would  ask  that  you  have  someone  on  your  staff  prepare 
for  the  committee  a  kind  of  inventory  of  housing  category  A,  B,  C, 
and  D.  I  think  we  have  a  responsibility  to  have  our  employees  have 
decent  places  to  live. 

Would  you  do  that? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Senator,  I  would  be  happy  to  do  that.  We  have  been 
doing  a  great  deal  of  analysis. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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National  Park  Service  Housing 

More  than  half  of  all  National  Park  Service  (NPS)  housing  units  (2,863  of  5,107) 
have  been  rated  substandard,  in  either  fair,  poor  or  obsolete  condition.  Overall  con- 
ditions of  housing  units  fall  into  the  following  categories; 

Category  Number 

Excellent  365 

Good  1-879 

Fair 1.813 

Poor  726 

Obsolete  15 

Trailer  pads  309 

The  NPS  has  three  major  park  areas  in  Nevada:  Death  Valley  National  Monu- 
ment, Lake  Mead  National  Recreation  Area,  and  Great  Basin  National  Park.  All 
three  have  employee  housing  units  and  several  are  rated  substandard.  At  Lake 
Mead,  for  example,  several  trailers  have  been  replaced  with  new  units  resulting  in 
16  units  in  excellent  condition  and  another  18  in  good  condition.  However,  there  are 
still  10  trailers  in  poor  condition  to  be  replaced.  Great  Basin  has  three  trailers  and 
they  are  in  fair  condition.  Death  Valley  has  32  trailers  to  be  replaced  and  project 
planning  is  underway. 

HOUSING  UNITS 

Mr.  Babbitt.  If  you  go  to  Yellowstone,  there  are  full-time  rangers 
with  families  living  in  trailers  that  are  30  years  old.  You  can  see 
through  the  floors  to  the  ground.  There  are  rats  running  through 
the  trailers.  They  all  have  four  and  five  cats.  It's  the  only  thing 
that  seems  to  keep  things  under  control. 

Some  of  them  have  separate  roofs  over  them  like  you  see  at  Casa 
Grande  National  Monument — this  sort  of  independent  roof  that 
preserves  the  ruin  underneath  from  the  rain.  They  have  canopies 
over  house  trailers  because  they  can  no  longer  waterproof  the 
house  trailers.  They  built  a  canopy  to  protect  the  ruin  underneath. 
It  has  gotten  very  bad. 

Senator  Reid.  I  misunderstood  what  I  read,  then.  I  thought  you 
were  talking  about  housing  employees. 

You  were  talking  about 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Lodging. 

Senator  Reid  [continuing].  Hotels  and  motels? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Yes. 

Senator  Reid.  OK.  The  next  question  I  have  is  on  grazing. 

GRAZING 

Last  year  at  this  hearing,  you  gave  some  projections  as  to  what 
money  the  Government  would  receive  from  grazing.  And,  of  course, 
nothing  has  happened. 

What  projections  do  you  have  this  year  in  your  budget  for  graz- 
ing? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Senator,  the  President's  budget  assumes  a  pro- 
jected increase  of  approximately  $8  million. 

Senator  Reid.  Is  that  realistic? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  The  answer  is  yes  with  this  caveat.  We  now  have 
an  incentive  grazing  fee  proposal,  ready  to  go  out  to  the  street  as 
part  of  the  rangeland  reform  initiative. 

I  am  increasingly  of  a  mind  that  the  incentive  fee  is  a  very  im- 
portant and  productive  piece  of  grazing  reform.  If  that  were  imple- 
mented across  every  AUM  in  the  system,  you  would  decrease  re- 
ceipts by  30  percent. 
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Senator  Reid.  When  are  you  going  to  publish  your  final  regs? 
Mr.  Babbitt.  I  believe  approximately  year-end. 

MINING  LAW  CONFERENCE 

Senator  Reid.  We  are  all  familiar  with  your  latest  television  ap- 
pearances regarding  mining.  And,  I  thought  it  was  some  of  the  best 
acting  I've  seen.  [Laughter.] 

On  a  serious  note 

Senator  Bumpers.  That's  as  serious  as  you  can  get  with  me. 

Senator  Reid.  Senator  Bumpers  and  I  have,  as  you  know,  for  a 
number  of  years  now  had  these  ongoing  battles  on  the  Senate  floor. 
And,  I  think  realistically  we  would  both  like  to  end  that. 

I  would  hope  that  with  your  input,  with  the  conference  which  I 
am  confident  you  will  have  significant  input,  that  you  will  try  to 
do  what  is  reasonable  rather  than  what  you  would  like  to  have,  be- 
cause if  we  wind  up  with  something  that  is  deemed  by  the  mining 
States  to  be  unfair  we  are  going  to  be  right  back  on  the  Senate 
floor  with  the  battle.  And,  no  one  wins  in  those. 

And,  what  do  you  hope  to  get  out  of  the  mining  reform  that  is 
now  pending  in  Congress? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Senator,  I  accept  your  admonition.  What  I  at- 
tempted to  do  in  dealing  with  the  conference  committee  chairmen 
and  the  members  with  whom  I  discussed  this  is  simply  to  say  there 
are  basic  concepts  that  need  to  be  embodied  in  this  bill.  By  commu- 
nicating and  working  through  these  concepts,  I'd  like  to  narrow  any 
differences  and  perhaps  recast  some  of  these  issues  in  a  way  that 
will  bring  the  conference  together. 

The  principles,  I  think,  are  well  known.  We  must  have  a  reason- 
able royalty.  We  must  have  a  State/Federal  set  of  reclamation 
standards,  properly  worked  out  using  a  primacy  model  like  we 
have  in  other  regulatory  systems.  We  need  an  approach  to  the  suit- 
ability issues. 

I  think  those  are  the  major  issues. 

Senator  Reid.  It's  easy,  as  you  know,  to  talk  about  those  issues 
but  more  difficult  to  put  them  in  writing  and  get  some  general  con- 
sensus. And,  my  concern  is  that  we  have  attempted  to  make  sum- 
mary form. 

Last  year,  the  Senate — the  bill  that  came  out  of  the  Senate  did 
have  some  reform.  It  had  some  reform  in  it  to  the  patenting  system 
where  it  would  be  fair  market  value  and  not,  of  course — we  didn't 
have  anything  for  the  mineral  value.  It  was  the  surface  value  of 
the  land. 

But,  of  course,  that  would  be  significantly  more  than  what  has 
came  from  the  Federal  Government — for  the  Federal  Government 
in  these  lands.  And,  we  had  the  right  of  reversion  and  a  number 
of  other  reforms  that  you  are  as  familiar  with  as  I  am. 

RECLAMATION  STANDARDS 

My  only  point  is,  Mr.  Secretary,  that  if  you  and  the  proponents 
of  mining  law  reform  who  want  everything  or  nothing,  and  we  keep 
winding  up  with  nothing,  I  would  hope  that  we  could  wind  up  with 
something  that  is  doable.  As  you  know,  there  are  some  difficult 
problems  in  suitability. 
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For  example,  the  program  you  were  interviewed  on  a  number  of 
occasions  last  night  on  Public  TV  dealing  with  the  Colorado  mine, 
now  let's  talk  about  that  a  little  bit.  Did  Colorado  have  any  rec- 
lamation standards? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Senator,  I  don't  even  remember  when  I  did  that 
interview.  The  reason  I  am  hesitating,  I  didn't  see  the  program  last 
night  and  I  have  no  recollection  of  what  it  was  about. 
Was  this  the  Summitville  gold  mine? 
Senator  Reid.  Yes,  I'm  sorry. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Yes;  my  understanding  is  that  Colorado  did  have 
some  reclamation  laws  and  regulations  in  place  at  that  time. 
Senator  Reid.  Obviously,  they  were  inadequate. 
Mr.  Babbitt.  Either  the  standards  were  inadequate  or  the  ad- 
ministration of  them  was  inadequate.  I  suspect  perhaps  some  mix- 
ture of  the  two. 

Senator  Reid.  You  are  familiar 

Senator  Bumpers.  Harry,  if  you  would  yield  just  a  moment  on 

that  point 

Senator  Reid.  Sure. 

Senator  Bumpers  [continuing].  On  the  Summitville,  what  hap- 
pened was  that  when  it  came  time  for  reclamation,  the  guy  was 
bankrupt  and  gone.  So,  that  wouldn't  make  any  difference  how 
stringent  the  reclamation  laws  were. 
He  hadn't  put  up  a  bond.  Therefore,  they  couldn't  get  anything. 
Senator  Reid.  That's  why  there  has  to  be  some  kind  of  bonding 
requirement,  which  we  contemplated  in  last  year's  bill,  as  you  re- 
call. There  has  to  be  some  mining  provisions. 

And,  that's  something  that  you  are  talking  about  in  the  reform; 
is  that  right? 
Mr.  Babbitt.  That's  correct. 

Senator  Reid.  And,  a  State  like  Nevada  does  have  reclamation 

standards;  isn't  that  right? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  That's  correct.  And,  quite  good  standards,  actually. 

Senator  Reid.  Is  there  any  vision  with  mining— and  I  want  to 

make  sure  I  understood  what  you  said.  You  wanted  to  have  this 

partnership,  Federal  and  State. 

Is  there  any  contemplation  of  having  a  Federal  standard  that 
will  go  in  place  if  the  state  standard  is  not  that  strong? 
Mr.  Babbitt.  I  believe  that's  the  correct  model,  yes. 
Senator  Reid.  So,  there  would  be  a  Federal  standard  that  would 
apply  unless  the  State  had  something  that  was  equal  to  or  more 
stringent  than  that  as  determined  by  the  Secretary? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  I  believe  that's  the  correct  model.  I  support  and  ad- 
vocate that. 

Senator  Reid.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Thank  you.  Senator  Reid.  Senator  Domenici,  I 
believe,  was  here  next. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  the  Senator  from  Mon- 
tana was  here. 
Senator  Burns.  No,  no,  go  ahead. 
Chairman  Byrd.  He  was  here,  but  he  left.  [Laughter.] 
When  we  are  in  the  Senate  and  you  go  out  for  awhile  and  come 
back  in,  we  lose  our  seniority. 
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Senator  Reid.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  could — if  the  Senator  would 
withhold  for  just  1  minute,  I  wanted  to  ask  one  more  question. 
Would  that  be  possible? 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Of  course. 

MINING  PATENTS 

Senator  Reid.  There  are  about  50  mining  patents  that  have  re- 
ceived what  is  called  the  first  half  certificate,  or  the  first  half  final 
certificates.  Under  any  law  that  we  contemplated  last  year,  and  I'm 
sure  this  year,  is  there  any  suggestion  that  these  people  who  have 
the  first  half  final  certificates  would  not  be  given  the  ability  to  pat- 
ent these  lands  if  they  have  spent  millions  of  dollars? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Senator,  I  am  not  destined  to  be  a  legal  scholar. 
[Laughter.] 

Senator  Reid.  No;  but  it's  not  because  you  didn't  try.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Babbitt.  But,  my  understanding  of  the  Solicitor's  view  of 
this  is  that  the  first  half  patent  puts  that  person  in  a  very  strong 
position  to  claim  that  they  have  a  compensable  vested  interest  in 
the  property.  I  would  certainly  support  putting  that  specifically  in 
the  legislation. 

Senator  Reid.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Senator  Domenici. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Mr.  Chairman,  might  I  first  say  that  the  Sec- 
retary of  Interior  did  come  to  our  State  also.  He  clearly  didn't 
spend  4  weeks. 

I'm  not  sure  that  he  would  want  to,  nor  that  I  would  want  him 
there  for  4  weeks.  [Laughter.] 

GRAZING  INCENTIVES 

But,  in  any  event,  the  hearing  was  a  pretty  good  hearing  on 
grazing  fees.  The  Secretary  made,  at  least,  a  verbal  commitment  to 
try  to  work  things  out. 

I'm  not  at  all  sure  that  will  work.  But,  I  give  him  an  A  for,  at 
least,  indicating  that  he  would  like  to  try. 

So,  I  don't  want  to  spend  any  time  on  that,  other  than  did  I  hear 
you  right  that  you  assumed  that  a  substantial  portion  of  that  $7 
million  increase  that  might  be  expected  during  fiscal  year  1995 
might  not  be  there  because  of  the  way  you  intend  to  implement  the 
so-called  incentive  reduction  in  the  fee  increase  schedule? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Actually,  Senator,  I  should  modify  that  a  little  bit. 
I  was  free-lancing  that  question,  because  what  we  would  expect  in 
1995  under  the  rangeland  reform  initiative  would  be  year  one  of 
the  increase,  which  would  be  from  $1.98  to  $2.75. 

The  incentive  fee  on  the  current  schedule  probably  would  not  be 
implemented  until  either  the  second  or  third  year  of  the  fee  in- 
crease. At  that  point,  it  would  lower  the  revenue  estimates  by  up 
to  as  much  as  30  percent.  Our  intention  was  to  have  a  widespread 
eligibility  and  application  of  that  fee. 

Senator  Domenici.  Mr.  Secretary,  on  that  score,  while  I  have  ex- 
pressed myself  on  a  number  of  occasions,  and  in  your  presence, 
about  the  incentive  fee,  I  think  it's  very  important  that  you  get 
that  out  there  as  soon  as  possible  and  be  as  specific  as  possible  so 
people  understand,  based  upon  a  reasonable  interpretation,  what 
they  might  expect. 
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I  do  have  kind  of  a  philosophical  question  for  you,  if  I  may.  Dur- 
ing your  confirmation  hearings,  more  than  once  you  said  that  the 
fees  had  little  or  nothing  to  do  with  preservation  or  conservation 
of  the  rangelands,  that  it  was  a  distinct  issue,  a  separate  issue. 

You  recall,  I  asked  you  that  more  than  once,  and  you  said  that. 

Now,  that  has  kind  of  set  in  my  mind,  because  I,  therefore,  re- 
view all  of  this  and  wonder  what  we  are  so  busy  reforming  if  the 
lands  are  in  pretty  good  shape  and  getting  better.  Now  you  have 
come  along — and,  again,  I  praise  you  for  this,  but  I  don't  quite  un- 
derstand the  symmetry  of  it  all — ^you  now  say  they  will  have  re- 
duced rates  if  they  are  good  managers  or  better  than  good,  or  what- 
ever word  you  are  going  to  use.  Why  do  we  now  have  a  relationship 
between  fees  and  management  when  your  original  philosophy  going 
into  this  job  was  that  they  were  not  related? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Well,  I  think  that  characterization  is,  by  and  large, 
correct.  The  answer  is  that  after  commuting  to  Colorado  for  2 
months  and  floating  around  all  the  Western  States  listening  to  and 
thinking  about  this,  the  value  of  the  incentive  fee  really  seems  to 
me  to  be  pretty  important.  All  of  a  sudden,  there  is  a  linkage  be- 
tween the  fee  and  the  level  and  quality  of  land  management  in  the 
form  of  a  positive  incentive.  I'm  a  newcomer  to  that  proposal. 

The  longer  I  work  at  it,  listen,  and  discuss  it,  the  more  I  think 
it's  an  appropriate  connection.  It's  a  change,  no  doubt  about  it. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Well,  I  hope  that  it  is  not  used  as  some  kind 
of  exclusive  measure  where  only  1  percent  of  the  ranchers  get  it 
when  it's  going  to  be  very  hard  to  tell  them  apart.  I  think  we  are 
going  to  find  that  over  90  percent,  or  maybe  m^ore,  are  going  to  fit 
in  some  area  of  range  management,  that  it's  all  comparable,  and 
probably  all  within  the  definition  of  your  own  studies  as  improving 
and  being  managed  very  well. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  If  we  set  the  crossbar  too  high,  it's  no  longer  an  in- 
centive fee.  Obviously  there  are  going  to  be  some  important  judg- 
ments and  we  are  going  to  have  to  try  to  work  out  those  criteria. 

We  have  asked  the  Keystone  Institute  to  set  up  a  series  of  four 
meetings  around  the  west.  I  will  be  announcing  them  in  the  next 
week  or  10  days.  We  will  be  out  in  the  field,  I  think  probably 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Who  is  the  Keystone? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  It's  a  Colorado  group  which  is  in  the  business  of  fa- 
cilitating these  kinds  of  resource  discussions. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  They  are  facilitators? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Right. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Incidentally,  we  do  have  some  good  ones  in 
New  Mexico,  too,  if  it  would  set  better  with  the  people  there. 

REALISTIC  interior  BUDGET 

Now,  let  me  ask  you  a  question:  You  know,  we  used  to  use  words, 
"smoke  and  mirrors,"  a  lot  around  here  when  we  talked  about 
budgets.  We  also  used  to  use  the  famous  asterisk. 

Mr.  Secretary,  I  don't  quite  understand  what  word  I  should  use 
for  the  way  the  administration  budgets  are  being  sold  to  the  Amer- 
ican people  versus  the  reality  with  which  we  are  confronted.  The 
word  comes  to  me — I  was  asking  Slade  for  another  word  for  smoke 
and  mirrors — the  best  he  could  come  up  with  was  what? 

Senator  Gorton.  Bamboozle. 
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Senator  DOMENICI.  Yes;  bamboozle.  So,  I  would  say  we  haven't 
been  having  a  smoke  and  mirrors  budget,  but  we've  got  a  lot  of 
bamboozles.  I  guess  bamboozlement  maybe  is  the  right  word. 

You  know  that  we  are  not  going  to  spend  less  money  on  BLM 
management  after  you  put  your  rangeland  reforms  in  place,  espe- 
cially if  they  are  built  around  the  basic  premises  that  you  have 
adopted.  In  fact,  most  people  say  that  because  you  want  more  Gov- 
ernment assurance  of  what's  going  on  out  there,  that  you've  got  to 
spend  more,  not  less. 

Now,  frankly,  I  wish  that  weren't  true.  But,  my  whole  sense  of 
rationale  says  that  is  what  those  who  have  pushed  you  for  this  re- 
form really  want,  and  they  are  going  to  win.  They  are  going  to  win. 

You  answered  Senator  Nickles'  question  about  the  big  new  Cali- 
fornia desert  wilderness  area.  I  have  talked  to  the  chairman  about 
that  bill. 

I  voted  for  it.  Maybe  I  should  have  followed  the  leadership  of 
some  people  who  know  a  lot  more  than  I,  and  did  not  vote  for  it, 
because  they  figured  we  would  never  be  able  to  pay  for  it. 

I  think  the  chairman  is  on  record — and  I'm  not  telling  stories  out 
of  school — he  didn't  vote  for  it.  But,  he  isn't  against  wilderness.  He 
just  said  we  can't  afford  what  we've  got,  is  my  understanding. 

Now,  you  sit  here  and  tell  him,  "Well,  wait  a  minute.  It's  not 
going  to  cost  too  much  money,  because  we  are  going  to  balance  that 
out."  I  understood  your  balancing  out  was  what  the  BLM  is  spend- 
ing out  there,  we  are  going  to  remanage  or  reorganize  this,  and  we 
are  going  to  spend  that  same  money  as  part  of  the  effort  for  that 
wilderness. 

Now,  the  currency  I  attach  to  that  is  sort  of  bamboozlement,.  be- 
cause that  can't  be.  If  you  save  some  money  in  the  BLM  because 
you  get  the  BLM  out  of  some  business  over  there,  you  know  you 
are  going  to  have  to  ask  for  more  for  BLM  the  next  few  years  to 
enforce  your  rangeland  reforms. 

I'm  going  to  let  you  answer  that  or  make  your  observations,  and, 
then  I  have  three  questions  about  Petroglyphs  and  one  other  issue. 

Those  will  all  be  very  simple  questions,  and  then  I  will  be  very, 
very — I  will  be  your  friend  again.  [Laughter.] 

What  do  you  say  about  that?  Is  there  any  bamboozlement  in  this 
budget?  Or,  is  it  just  too  tough  to  get  a  handle  on? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Senator,  seriously^  I  reject  your  characterization.  I 
really  do. 

Senator  Domenici.  On  your  budget  or  the  President's  budget? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  My  budget. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Well,  it  has  got  some  in  it.  The  President's  is 
worse. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Look,  the  bottom  line  in  this  budget  is  it's  lower 
than  last  year.  We  are  reducing. 

My  voice  to  the  American  people  is  we  are  actually  spending  less 
money  than  last  year.  We  happen  to  be  spending  more  money  in 
a  number  of  areas — in  the  Pacific  Northwest,  in  Florida. 

We  are  spending  more  money  on  the  BLM.  We  are  spending 
more  money  on  the  Park  Service. 

But,  I  don't  think  that  impeaches  the  quality  of  my  effort.  I  think 
it  validates  the  quality  of  my  effort. 
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How  am  I  doing  that?  We  are  getting  rid  of  1,377  employees  of 
the  Department  of  the  Interior.  We  are  scaling  back  a  number  of 
programs  which  I  think  have,  in  large  measure,  met  their  objec- 
tives. 

And,  I  would  say,  sir,  respectfully  that  your  attempt  to 
mischaracterize  and  denigrate  the  efforts  of  my  Department  are 
not  entirely  correct. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Well,  Mr.  Secretary,  my  definition  of  this 
word  is:  You  will  tell  us  one  thing,  and  it  will  turn  out  that  you 
cannot  do  what  you  tell  us  you  are  going  to  do. 

That's  my  definition  of  it.  And,  I  don't  believe  you  can  carry  out 
the  functions  of  your  Department  with  1,300  fewer  employees.  I 
don't  think  that's  going  to  be  the  case. 

I  think  before  you  are  through,  just  because  that  many  accepted 
the  early-out  doesn't  mean  you  are  going  to  have  1,300  less  people. 
You  won't. 

You  can  sit  here  and  tell  us  that.  It  will  not  happen.  You  can't 
get  the  job  done.  You  want  more  activity,  not  less;  and  you  won't 
get  it  done. 

PETROGLYPHS 

Now,  let  me  just  give  you  an  example.  Here  is  the  Petroglyphs 
National  Monument  in  Albuquerque. 

First,  we  thank  you.  We  have  a  terrible,  terrible  confrontation 
there  over  that  new  park.  You  have,  at  least,  said,  "I  will  try  to 
work  it  out." 

I  am  embarrassed,  because  last  week  while  you  were  in  our  city. 
Democratic  and  Republican  staffers  from  the  Senate  authorizing 
committee  that  was  generous  enough  to  create  that  park  went  out 
to  look  at  it.  I  wrote  you  a  letter  about  this  incident. 

They  are  not  Senators,  but  they  are  officials  of  the  Senate.  They 
could  not  find  an  entrance  to  the  park.  Literally,  they  couldn't  find 
an  entrance.  There  was  no  sign. 

They  went  to  a  place  where  a  temporary  visitors  center  is,  and 
a  little  boy  came  out  and  told  them,  '*Well,  we  can't  keep  this  open, 
because  we  don't  have  enough  money  to  run  it." 

Now,  these  are  guys  that  have  been  working  on  parks — one  of 
them  had  been  working  on  parks  about  26  years.  They  drove 
around  8  or  9  miles  looking  for  an  entrance  to  the  park.  They  came 
back,  deciding  this  had  to  be  the  place. 

A  woman  peeked  out  of  the  window  and  said,  "We  don't  have 
money  to  run  this.  We  are  sorry,  but  it's  not  open." 

Now,  frankly,  there  is  a  huge  growing  animosity  in  our  city  about 
the  way  that  park  is  being  run  and  the  relationship  of  your  Direc- 
tor to  the  people  there,  and  then  we  have  this  experience. 

On  top  of  that — and  you  can  answer  them  all  in  one  bucket — ^you 
have  said  no  roads,  no  hotels.  I  bring  you  that  again,  not  by  way 
of  holding  you  to  it,  because  you  weren't  held  to  it  in  Alaska,  and 
maybe  you  won't  be  in  New  Mexico. 

There  is  no  way  that  you  can  solve  the  problems  with  all  of  your 
generosity  about  where  that  road  is  going  to  be  for  access  west  of 
that  park.  One  alternative  is  to  put  it  where  it  was  originally 
planned.  Apparently  you  have  that  option. 

It  won't  cost  any  additional  money.  You  can  do  it  as  Secretary. 
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The  other  seems  to  be  the  preference,  to  put  it  someplace  else, 
and  you  know  that's  going  to  cost  a  bunch  of  money. 

Now,  does  your  new  notion  of  putting  more  money  into  the  re- 
source of  the  park  and  less  into  roads,  does  that  hold  in  the 
Petroglyphs  negotiation,  too? 

It  may  cost  $30  million  for  the  optional  road.  But,  put  the  cost 
at  where  you  think  best.  Put  it  at  $15  million.  Put  it  at  $20  million. 

There  is  no  money  in  the  State  to  do  that.  They  had  a  road  which 
they  can't  put  in  now,  because  the  Park  Service  has  ruled  that  they 
can't  put  it  where  it  originally  was  planned. 

So,  I  give  you  those  two  or  those  three  questions,  whichever  it 
is,  and,  you  know,  if  I'm  a  little  bit  disturbed,  I  really  am. 

I  think  we  get  an  awful  lot  of  talk  about  things,  and  when  it 
comes  down  to  specifics,  they  don't  just  turn  out  that  way. 

I  don't  know  why,  but,  it  just  doesn't  happen.  Thank  you  very 
much. 

EMPLOYEE  DECREASES 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Senator,  first,  I  will  wager  you  the  value  of  10 
AUM's  that  we  will  meet  1,377. 

Senator  Domenici.  I  don't  really — no,  you  wanted  to  wager  me 
two  or  three  times,  and  I  don't  engage  in  wagers  with  reference  to 
your  performance  or  mine,  even  jokingly. 

You  are  going  to  be  at  1,300  and  whatever  it  is  less  people  2 
years  from  now  than  you  were? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  In  fiscal  year  1995. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  But,  I  didn't — I  said  the  next  year,  too. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  We  are  on  our  way  to  $10,000. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Is  the  next  year  after  that  lower? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Well,  $10,000  over  5  years. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  OK. 

PETROGLYPH  ROADS 

Mr.  Babbitt.  With  respect  to  the  signing  at  the  Petroglyphs,  I 
understand  there  is  some  confusion  there.  My  impression,  when  I 
was  out  there,  is  that  it  relates  to  this  issue  of  a  construction  of 
Unser  Boulevard  and  how  the  turn-off  is  working.  Also,  whether  or 
not  there  has  to  be  some  condemnation  or  are  they  going  to  finish 
the  acquisition  of  that  piece  of  property  that  is  on  the  West  Side 
of  Unser  Boulevard. 

It's  a  confusing  situation,  but  I  think  that's  the  reason  that  they 
haven't  quite  closed  on  the  configuration  of  what  that  exit  is  going 
to  look  like. 

With  respect  to  the  road  through  Petroglyph,  all  I  can  say  is  I 
am  trying.  I  have  spent  a  lot  of  time  with  the  mayor  and  with  the 
city  staff  It's  either  going  to  be  a  success  that  I  can  share  or  a  fail- 
ure that  I  will  bear  the  entire  blame  for,  because  I  am  doing  it  per- 
sonally. 

Senator  Domenici.  Well,  Mr.  Secretary,  I  have  great  regard  for 
the  mayor,  and  I've  called  him  a  number  of  times  and  thanked  him 
for  the  work  he  is  doing  with  you  and  us.  I  thank  you  for  it. 

I  want  to  put  this  on  the  record  here,  because  obviously  it's  going 
to  cost  some  money  to  go  the  alternate  route.  I  assume  you  are  an- 
swering that  that  may  not  fit  within  your  "no  roads"  or  "we  are  not 
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going  to  build  roads"  concept,  that  it  may  not  fit  within  it  and  may 
be  outside. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  My  answer  to  Senator  Stevens,  which  I  will  stand 
by,  was  that  that's  my  starting  point.  There  are  exceptions  which 
prove  the  rule. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Very  good.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

FTE  REDUCTIONS 

Chairman  Byrd.  Thank  you.  Senator.  Senator  Bumpers. 

Senator  Bumpers.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Mr.  Secretary,  I'm, 
what  shall  I  say,  dismayed  that  we  find  ourselves  in  the  position 
of  having  to  cut  that  many  personnel.  But,  I'm  one  of  the  Senators 
who  make  those  endless,  laborious  and  dull  speeches  on  the  floor 
about  cutting  the  deficit. 

I  don't  want  anybody  to  agree  with  that  either.  [Laughter.] 

And,  you  cannot  go  to  the  floor  of  the  Senate  and  make  those 
speeches  for  home  consumption  about  how  government  is  out  of 
control  and  how  you've  got  to  do  this  and  that  and  the  other  and 
then  take  you  to  task  when  it  happens. 

PETROGLYPH  national  MONUMENT 

Now,  as  far  as  Petroglyph  is  concerned,  the  Senator  may  or  may 
not  know,  I  went  out  there  several  years  ago  and  tromped  around 
and  helped  you  make  it  a  national  park.  I  think  it  is  a  treasure 
that  deserves  preservation. 

But,  I  can  tell  you,  Petroglyphs  is  a  new  park.  And,  it's  not  in 
any  worse  shape  and  probably  not  in  as  nearly  bad  a  shape  as  a 
lot  of  the  old  parks  that  have  heavy  visitations,  which  you  have 
just  described  the  housing  conditions  in  them. 

FUNDING  priorities 

So  we  sit  here  and  we  feel  sorry  for  the  chairman  of  the  commit- 
tee trying  to  juggle  the  numbers  around  here;  and  it's  a  very  dif- 
ficult thing  for  him. 

It's  difficult  for  all  of  us.  But,  you  cannot  have  it  both  ways. 

Now,  you  know,  I  made  a  speech  the  other  day  in  the  committee 
about  how  if  you  torpedo  the  space  station — we  were  talking  about 
this  $13  billion  cut  the  Senate  adopted  by  Senators  Exon  and  Brad- 
ley. I  voted  for  it. 

I  didn't  enjoy  voting  for  it.  I  knew  the  chairman  of  this  commit- 
tee was  going  to  chastise  me  down  the  road  for  doing  it. 

But,  I  did  it  and  I  made  the  point  the  other  day  that  if  you  tor- 
pedo the  space  station,  in  the  next  5  years  you  can  pick  up  $10  of 
that  $13  billion.  They  are  getting  ready  to  spend  another  $20  bil- 
lion so  we  can  communicate  during  a  6-month  nuclear  war  with  the 
Soviet  Union. 

So,  all  these  things  about  how  terrible  things  are  and  we  just 
don't  have  any  money  for  anything,  the  truth  of  the  matter  is  it's 
always  a  question  of  priorities.  You  just  spend  it  on  what  you  want 
to  spend  your  money  for. 

If  you  want  to  go  ahead  with  the  space  station,  Clementine  can 
probably  save  you  $60  billion  and  do  the  same  thing  on  an  un- 
manned space  station.  And,  you  know,  the  Air  Force,  they  don't 
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even  want  it.  They  don't  want  it.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  said, 
"Don't  try  to  drop  it." 

And,  then  we  talk  about  mining  law  reform,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  just 
left  all  the  Senate  conferees,  Republicans  and  Democrats,  trying  to 
work  out  something  as  an  alternative  to  the  Craig  bill  to  go  to  con- 
ference with  the  House  on. 

MINING  ROYALTIES 

And,  I'm  sorry  you  didn't  see  "Frontline"  last  night.  I  watched  it. 
It  was  a  great  show.  You  were  the  star. 

And,  simply  made  the  points  that  if  the  American  people  under- 
stood and  knew,  there  would  be  a  revolution  in  this  country.  Now, 
I  will  debate  any  Member  of  the  United  States  Senate  on  every 
network  and  promise  that  in  the  call-in  following  the  debate,  the 
American  people  would  favor  my  position  9  to  10. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  What  position  is  that? 

Senator  Bumpers.  The  same  one  I've  had  for  5  years.  Quit  giving 
away  $11  billion  worth  of  gold  in  one  chunk. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  The  space  station,  yes. 

Senator  Bumpers.  You  know  the  American  people  don't  know 
that's  going  on.  But,  Mr.  Chairman,  you  talk  about  royalties.  They 
pay  18  percent  royalty  on  private  lands.  And,  here  we  are  scroung- 
ing around  and  chastising  them  for  cutting  11,  12,  or  1,300  people.^ 

Barrick  Gold  Resources,  whom  you  gave  that  11  billion  dollars' 
worth  of  gold  to  the  other  day,  paid  their  CEO  $32  million  in  a 
bonus  in  1990-91.  That's  about  what  they  paid  in  royalties  under 
our  provision. 

And  they  say: 

We  are  going  to  close  the  mine  if  you  put  a  royeilty  on  us.  We  don't  mind  paying 
Peter  Monk,  the  CEO  of  Barrick,  $32  milUon  as  a  bonus,  but  if  we  have  to  pay  for 
this  gold  that  belongs  to  all  the  taxpayers  in  the  country  we  are  going  to  shut  it 
down  and  all  of  our  people  are  going  to  be  out  of  jobs. 

Well,  I  decided  after  watching  that  show  last  night,  you  need  an- 
other Western  issue  to  deal  with.  [Laughter.] 

And  let  me  just  say  also.  Senator,  that  the  Secretary  is  a  West- 
erner and  he's  very  courageous  on  these  so-called  Western  issues. 
Senator  Reid  was,  in  my  opinion,  very  courageous  last  year  on 
grazing  rights,  trying  to  develop  a  compromise  on  that  issue. 

Anyway,  I  thought  he  did  a  superb  job  of  trying  to  work  some- 
thing out  on  that  diffucult  issue.     ^ 

I  don't  pick  on  the  West.  I  just  happen  to  be  on  the  committee 
that  has  all  the  western  issues. 

I  happen  to  be  chairman  of  the  public  lands.  National  Parks  and 
Forests  Committee  that  has  jurisdiction  over  all  BLM  lands,  na- 
tional parks,  about  one-half  the  national  forests.  So,  I  could  say, 
well,  that's  a  Western  issue.  I  don't  have  any  responsibility  on  that. 

God  knows,  there's  a  lot  of  times  that  I  wish  I  could  take  that 
position.  I  don't  get — I  get  tired  of  arguing  with  these  people. 

COMMUNICATION  TOWERS 

But,  in  any  event,  a  current  issue  of  concern  to  me  is  the  fees 
paid  for  communication  towers  on  forests  and  BLM  lands.  Now, 
you  know  what  the  studies  have  shown  what  the  fair  market  val- 
ues of  those  are. 
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The  Forest  Service  has  already  come  up  with  their  proposed  reg- 
ulations on  what  the  fair  market  value  of  television  towers  on  the 
mountains  ought  to  be. 

BLM  is  supposed  to  do  the  same  thing.  Where  are  you  on  that? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Senator,  I  will  have  to  get  back  to  you.  I  am  not 
sure  where  that  study  is  at  this  point. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Communication  Site  Fee  Schedule  Status 

With  the  cooperation  of  the  Forest  Service,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
[BLM]  plans  to  publish  a  proposal  during  summer  1994  and  request  public  com- 
ment. Briefings  of  Congressional  staffs  occurred  in  early  June.  Publication  of  draft 
regulations  is  expected  within  the  next  six  months.  The  BLM  proposed  schedule  will 
cover  almost  all  communication  uses  and  incorporate  public  comments  received  by 
the  Forest  Service.  Final  rules  could  optimally  be  completed  by  the  end  of  the  cal- 
endar year. 

TOWER  SUBRENTS 

Senator  Bumpers.  Mr.  Chairman,  just  for  your  edification  on 
that,  we  found  one  case  where  somebody  built  a  tower  and,  of 
course,  they  allowed  other  people  to  put  their  antennas  on  the 
same  tower.  We  found  out  that  the  tower,  which  they  were  paying 
something  like  $1,042,  they  were  getting  $63,000  a  year  in 
subrents  for  other  antennas  on  the  tower. 

Then,  when  you  say,  well,  that  ain't  fair  to  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment, they  say.  Oh,  he's  antiwestern. 

MOUNT  RUSHMORE 

Second,  let  me  ask  you  about  Mount  Rushmore.  Are  you  familiar 
with  the  brouhaha  developing  in  Mount  Rushmore,  the  building  of 
that  visitor  center  and  so  on  out  there? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  No,  Senator,  I  am  not. 

Senator  Bumpers.  Well,  I'm  about  to  make  you  aware  of  it.  I  will 
tell  you  what  I'm  going  to  do:  Rather  than  take  up  this  committee's 
time,  I'm  just  going  to  send  you  a  copy  of  a  letter  that  I  received 
from  Senator  Abourezk,  a  former  colleague  of  ours  here. 

I  was  not  familiar  with  it,  but  he  called  me  and  followed  that  up 
with  a  letter.  And,  I  will  just  honor  you  with  that  letter  and  ask 
for  your  comments  on  it. 

park  fees 

And,  No.  3,  are  you  meeting  any  resistance  on  park  fees  other 
than  from  politicians?  I  am  talking  about  the  public. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  The  public  response  has  really  been,  I  think,  ex- 
traordinarily positive. 

Senator  Bumpers.  How  much  is  that  going  to  increase  the  park 
revenues? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Well,  obviously  it  would  depend  upon  the  increase 
scenario  under  the  legislation.  The  Park  Service  has  done  some 
trial  runs  on  a  number  of  assumptions  which  include  that  we  stay 
away  from  fee  increases  at  the  urban  day  use  parks,  that  we  focus 
on  the  destination  parks,  and  that  the  fee  increases  be  modest.  If 
you've  got  a  $4  fee,  maybe  it  becomes  $5,  that  kind  of  range. 

In  addition,  the  money  that  comes  in  under  these  kinds  of  sce- 
narios is  in  the  neighborhood  of  $50  to  $60  million  a  year.  It  isn't 
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a  panacea.  It  doesn't  solve  the  problem.  But,  it  does  provide,  I 
think,  a  helpful  source  of  revenue. 

Senator  Bumpers.  Now,  Mr.  Secretary,  I  don't  have  any  quarrel 
with  that.  I  was  down  in  Jamestown,  Mr.  Chairman,  when  we  went 
down  there  for  our  little  retreat  and  I  went  over  to  the  Jamestown 
Park. 

The  fee  was  $8  just  to  let  in  me  and  the  car.  I  asked  her  if  that 
represented  an  increase.  She  said  it  represented  an  increase  of  $2 
over  last  year. 

I  said,  "Have  you  got  any  squawks?"  She  said,  "No." 

I  said,  "Is  visitation  as  good  as  it  was  last  year?"  She  said,  "It's 
probably  higher." 

But,  they  ought  to  use  that  extra  fee  to  repaint  the  signs.  You 
can't  tell  where  you  are  supposed  to  go.  The  signs  are  so  old  and 
unreadable. 

DISNEY  IN  MANASSAS 

But,  finally,  I  saw  the  other  day  where  the  Park  Service  has  said 
that  they  would  undertake  a  review  of  the  impact  of  Disney  on  the 
Manassas  National  Battlefield  Park  and  other  historic  sites.  And, 
as  you  know,  that's  a  rather  contentious  issue. 

We  have  30  very  prominent  historians  who  banded  together  and 
who  came  to  see  me  about  it.  I  think  that,  as  chairman  of  the  Na- 
tional Parks  Subcommittee,  I  have  a  duty  to  give  a  hearing  to  both 
sides  of  that  issue. 

And,  you  know,  I  probably  have  a  personal  view  about  it.  But, 
that's  neither  here  nor  there. 

I'm  not  interested  in  fighting  a  fourth  battle  at  Manassas.  I 
fought  the  third  one.  And,  it  cost  us  $100  million,  Mr.  Chairman. 
I'm  not  sure  I  would  have  undertaken  that  battle  had  I  known  we 
were  going  to  give  $100  million  away  for  a  piece  of  property  that 
somebody  would  pay  about  one-twentieth  that  amount  for. 

But,  be  that  as  it  may,  they  tell  me,  Mr.  Secretary,  that  this  is 
going  to  have  a  very  adverse  impact  on  13  historic  sites — I'm  sorry, 
historic  towns,  16  Civil  War  battlefields  and  17  historic  districts. 
Now,  I  told  them  that  I  am  going  to  hold  this  hearing  probably 
around  the  middle  of  June  or  shortly  thereafter. 

You  know,  I  want  them  to  produce  not  something  from  the  heart. 
We  may  all  have  one  feeling  from  the  heart. 

But,  it's  going  to  have  to  be  a  factual  presentation  as  to  what  the 
traffic  count  is  going  to  be,  what  impact  is  that  going  to  have  on 
maybe  the  most  hallowed  ground  in  America.  I'm  not  sure  the  Fed- 
eral Government  has  a  nexus  to  that  whole  thing.  That's  troubling 
to  me. 

But,  I  also  feel  that  I  might  be  a  little  derelict  in  my  duties  as 
chairman  of  that  subcommittee  if  I  just  pretend  that  Disney  is  not 
going  to  have  any  impact  on  a  whole  host  of  sites  that  my  sub- 
committee has  jurisdiction  over. 

When  do  you  expect  to  do  your  review? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Senator,  I  think  the  way  you  characterized  this 
process  is  a  view  that  I  share.  Clearly,  the  National  Park  Service 
does  not  have  approval  and  responsibility  for  any  kind  of  direct 
count.  I  have  asked  them  to  do  just  what  you  suggest,  and  that  is 
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to  see  if  they  can  produce  facts  about  the  impact,  not  opinions  or 
conclusions.  I  will  try  to  get  back  to  you. 

It's  a  tough  process.  I  don't  think  they  have  access  to  a  lot  of  the 
data  that  can  be  weighed  in  front  of  you.  I  don't  know  whether  they 
can  produce  what  you  are  looking  for  in  2  weeks,  but  I  will  try. 

[The  information  follows:] 

National  Park  Service  Review  of  the  Disney  America  Project 

The  National  Park  Service  has  a  very  real  and  serious  interest  in  the  Disney 
America  project  and  will  be  evaluating  potential  impacts  of  the  Disney  America 
project  on  Department  of  the  Interior  resources  in  the  area  as  part  of  the  Environ- 
mental Impact  Statement  process.  The  Disney  America  project  is  proposed  to  be 
built  in  an  area  that  contains  some  of  the  most  significant  historic  cultural  resource 
landscapes  anywhere  in  the  United  States. 

IMPACT  OF  DISNEY  PROJECT 

Senator  BUMPERS.  I  am  not  suggesting  that  they  do  that  in  2 
weeks. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  OK. 

Senator  BUMPERS.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  we  are  beginning  to  make 
up  our  witness  list  and  determine  how  we  want  this  hearing  con- 
ducted. But,  we  do  want  a  fair  hearing. 

You  know,  I  want  Disney  to  be  heard.  I  want  these  historians  to 
be  heard  and,  I  think,  probably  somebody  from  the  Transportation 
Department  to  be  heard. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  my  agenda  for  today. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Thank  you,  Senator  Bumpers.  Senator  Gorton, 
I  believe  you  are  next  on  the  list. 

PACIFIC  NORTHWEST  TIMBER 

Senator  GORTON.  Thank  you.  I  can  say,  unfortunately  in  the  ab- 
sence of  Senator  Nickles,  that  Bruce  took  me  up  the  mountain  in 
Arizona  and  back  down  again  safely  for  both  of  us  and  to  the  de- 
light of  both  of  us.  It's  an  occasion  I  remember  very,  very  well. 

But,  I  do  want  to  ask  you  about  option  9  and  about  timber  in 
the  Pacific  Northwest. 

At  the  time  of  the  summit  in  Portland,  the  goal  was  balance.  Op- 
tion 9  certainly  included  timber  harvest  levels  that  were  histori- 
cally meager,  you  know,  well  below  what  timber  communities  con- 
sidered to  be  a  balance. 

It's  almost  1  year  since  option  9  was  announced.  The  second  op- 
tion 9  reduced  somewhat  that  first  cut.  The  Forest  Service  tells  us 
now  that  it  may  be  3  years  before  that  harvest  level  is  reached. 

You  and  I  have  discussed  whether  or  not  we  couldn't  cut  through 
this  thicket  by  at  least  short-term  legislation  of  option  9  for  1  year 
or  so  and  do  what  you  say  you  want  to  do.  I  think  that  the  timber 
harvest  amount  is  inadequate.  But,  an  inadequate  amount  is  better 
than  nothing. 

The  Judge  Dwyer  has  now  delayed  for  another  period  of  time 
whether  or  not  he  will  lift  his  injunction.  And,  you  are  already  well 
aware  that  even  if  he  does,  there  are  additional  lawsuits  that  will 
be  filed  against  it. 

I  guess  my  question  is  this:  At  what  point  in  this  process,  when 
the  plan  fails  to  deliver  those  levels  of  harvest  which  were  antici- 
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pated  in  the  revised  option  9  itself,  will  you  come  to  Congress  and 
ask  it  for  some  kind  of  legislative  protection  for  the  plan? 

Are  you  ready  to  do  that  now  so  that  we  could  do  that  in  this 
bill  for  fiscal  year  1995? 

If  the  goal  is  not  attainable  in  August,  will  you  be  ready  then  or 
on  October  1  next  year  or  never? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Senator,  I  wouldn't  say  never.  I'm  not  prepared  to 
do  it  now.  I  think  there  are  three  kinds  of  checkpoints  along  the 
process  to  timber  sales  that  need  a  lot  more  attention.  One  is  the 
dilemma  that  the  Forest  Service  faces  in  preparing  timber  sales.  I 
mean,  that's  a  complex  and  difficult  subject,  but  it  is  an  enormous 
effort. 

The  second  is  that  the  degree  to  which  we  can  front-end  the  sec- 
tion 7  clearance  rather  than  doing  it  seriatim  in  the  traditional 
way.  I  think  we  have  the  resources  to  do  that.  It's  going  to  require 
an  enormous  amount  of  adjustment.  But,  I  think  that  conceptually 
we  can  get  it  done. 

The  third  issue  is  the  extent  to  which  individual  timber  sales  are 
litigated.  I  would  like  to  look  into  that  some  more,  because  I  share 
your  concern  that  if  we  wind  up  litigating  every  timber  sale,  it's 
not  clear  to  me  where  the  end  of  this  process  is. 

Senator  GORTON.  So,  the  answer  is  not  never? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  That's  correct. 

Senator  Gorton.  But,  you  can't  be  an3rmore  precise  than  that? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  That's  correct. 

Senator  Gorton.  There  is  probably  not  much  hope  that  you  will 
support  something  for  this  bill  for  fiscal  year  1995? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Correct. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Would  the  Senator  yield  just  briefly? 

Senator  Gorton.  Yes. 

Chairman  Byrd.  A  legislative  fix  for  the  Pacific  Northwest  would 
appear  to  me  to  be  even  more  contentious  than  grazing  if  it  were 
added  to  the  Interior  appropriations  bill.  I  hope  that  that  option 
will  not  be  considered. 

Thank  you.  Senator,  for  yielding. 

Senator  Gorton.  I  am  happy  to  do  that.  I  was  hoping  that  we 
would  have  a  legislative  fix  that  was  not  contentious,  because  it 
was  the  administration's  recommendation.  Maybe  some  day  we  will 
get  it  and  maybe  some  day  we  won!t. 

TIMBER  ON  PRIVATE  LANDS 

Tell  me  about  the  4(d)  rule  for  private  lands.  Originally,  the  goal 
was  to  provide  relief  for  private  landowners.  And,  there  has  been 
another  delay  now. 

David  Klinger  of  the  press  office  for  Fish  and  Wildlife  said  last 
week  they  have  to  review  new  research  indicating  a  decline  in  over- 
all protection.  In  view  of  that,  what  is  the  goal  of  the  4(d)  rule  and 
what  type  of  relief  for  private  lands  do  you  anticipate  and  when? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  OK.  What  we  are  discovering  as  we  work  these  4(d) 
issues  is  that  there  are  really  two  separate  sets  of  them. 

One  is  the  large  scale  Washington-Weyerhouser  kind  of  ap- 
proach. I  think  we've  made  a  lot  of  progress  there  but  I  can't  tell 
you  how  close  we  are  to  closing.  My  sense  is  that  we  are  really 
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making  that  one  work.  The  timber  companies  are  up  close,  and  I'm 
feeUng  pretty  positive  about  that. 

The  second  one  is  the  Oregon  model  which  tends  to  be  small 
wood  lot  owners  but  affects  some  in  Washington  as  well.  I've  sent 
them  back  to  the  drawing  boards  on  that  model,  because  I  am  not 
satisfied  with  the  way  the  application  to  the  large  landscape  areas 
work  out. 

Just  in  brief,  when  you  are  on  a  large  landscape,  you  are  looking 
at  the  bottom  line  timber  cut  and  you  can  afford  to  see  specific 
pieces  of  that  landscape  pretty  heavily  protected,  maybe  40  acres 
on  which  there  is  no  timber  harvest  at  all.  But,  what  happens  to 
the  small  wood  lot  owner  if  a  landscape  comes  together  on  his  wood 
lot? 

I've  sent  them  back  to  the  drawing  board,  because  I  think  we 
must  find  a  way  to  avoid  that  kind  of  regulatory  imposition  on 
small  landowners. 

Now,  in  terms  of  the  new,  or  maybe,  the  13th  look  at  the  science, 
I  will  just  have  to  get  back  to  you.  I  would  like  to  close  these  out. 

Senator  Gorton.  A  time? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Pardon  me? 

Senator  GORTON.  A  time?  Do  you  have  any  idea? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  I  don't.  I  would  be  happy  to  get  back  to  you.  I  can 
give  you  a  letter  next  week. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Schedule  for  the  4(d)  Rule 

The  Fish  and  WildUfe  Service  continues  the  effort  to  develop  a  4(d)  rule  that  will 
provide  for  the  conservation  of  the  northern  spotted  owl  on  non-federal  lands  and 
relieve  prohibitions  against  takings  in  certain  non-federal  areas  so  that  timber  har- 
vesting activities  can  proceed.  The  earliest  date  by  which  a  draft  4(d)  rule  and  a 
draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  could  be  published  in  the  Federal  Register 
is  September  1994. 

Following  the  publishing  of  the  draft  rule  in  the  Federal  Register,  public  comment 
will  be  received  for  a  period  of  at  least  60  days.  Assuming  an  additional  90  days 
for  review  of  comments  and  completion  of  the  analysis  and  final  rule,  publishing  of 
a  final  4(d)  rule  could  be  expected  no  sooner  than  early  1995.  The  delay  in  publish- 
ing the  4(d)  rule  is  primarily  attributable  to  the  lack  of  data  regarding  land  cover 
attributes  on  non-federal  lands.  This  information  is  needed  to  complete  the  analyses 
of  impacts  associated  with  the  proposed  4(d)  rule. 

FTE  REDUCTIONS 

Senator  GtoRTON.  Oh,  thank  you.  That  will  be  a  big  help. 

The  other  question  I  have  on  timber,  I  will  submit  in  writing,  be- 
cause my  time  is  up.  I  guess  in  the  absence  of  the  chairman,  Sen- 
ator Burns  is  next. 

Senator  Burns.  You  are  all  done,  huh?  Let  me  see,  I've  got  IV2 
hours.  [Laughter.] 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Senator  Bums,  I  wonder  if  you  would  just 
yield  to  me  1  minute? 

Senator  Burns.  I  sure  would. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  Just  for  the  committee,  I  don't  believe  I  ever 
this  morning  chastised  him  for  cutting  his  budget.  What  I  was  talk- 
ing about  was — and  I  will  just  go  through  the  list  for  1  minute. 

But,  what  I  was  talking  about  was  that  I  don't  believe  a  negative 
167  FTE's,  if  that  really  is  cutting  167,  out  of  the  Bureau  Land 
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Management  will  stick.  When  we  finish  the  reform  measures,  I  be- 
lieve he  will  need  more  and  not  less. 

Office  of  the  Secretary  is  up  301  new  positions  during  this  FTE 
restraint. 

The  Office  of  Surface  Mining  and  Reclamation  Enforcement  is 
negative.  It's  125,  while  we  are  just  about  ready  to  pass  a  new  min- 
ing bill  which  will  require  more  Federal  Government  action  with 
reference  to  mining,  not  less.  And,  yet  this  is  125  less. 

The  administration  held  a  huge  summit  in  New  Mexico  for  all 
the  Indian  leaders  of  the  country  and  listened  to  their  woes  and 
promised  assistance.  And,  I  don't  know  how  they  are  going  to  do 
that  if  they  cut  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  355. 

So,  Mr.  Secretary,  if  all  of  that  works  out,  you  will  get  not  only 
10  AUM's  or  whatever  it  was,  you  will  get  my  personal  accolades. 
But,  I  merely  wanted  to  put  that  on  the  record  in  terms  of  my 
skepticism  about  the  Federal  workers. 

SPOTTED  OWL  HABITAT 

Senator  Burns.  Thank  you.  Senator  Domenici.  Mr.  Secretary, 
thanks  for  coming  today. 

I've  got  some — with  regard  to  the  owl,  I  just  want  a  question 
there.  Have  we  determined  that  old  growth  forest  is  not  the  only 
place  that  these  owls  are  comfortable  and  will  reproduce? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Senator,  there  is  some  mildly  encouraging  biology 
on  that  score.  I  think  the  research  suggests  that  they  are  doing 
some  foraging  out  in  second  growth  forests.  It's  not  as  clear  that 
there  is  any  nesting  going  on  there.  I  think  the  answer  in  the  Pa- 
cific Northwest  is  that  we  haven't  seen  that. 

There  is  some  foraging  and  there  is  a  little  more  flexibility  in  the 
foraging  down  in  California,  because  it's  a  different  food  base.  We 
are  learning  some  mildly  encouraging  news  about  that. 

Senator  Burns.  You  wouldn't  totally  agree  with  the  program  that 
was  done  on  NPR  a  couple  of  weeks  ago?  I  heard  on  Friday  there 
was  quite  an  extensive — No.  1,  they've  got  more  owls  than  they 
think  they  had,  you  thought  you  had.  We've  got  them  nesting  in 
K  mart  signs.  I  thought  that  was  pretty  encouraging  if  you  like 
that. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  They  are  really  tamed  critters.  They  really  are. 

Senator  Burns.  Yes. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  They  might  even  nest  on  your  shoulders. 

Senator  Burns.  That's  right.  No;  they  wouldn't,  because  I'm 
afraid  a  wolf  will  get  me.  [Laughter.] 

CALIFORNIA  DESERT  LAND  ACQUISITION 

I  want  you  to — how  do  I  answer  my  constituents  in  Montana 
when  we  say  that  we  are — and  I  want  to  associate  my  statement 
here  kind  of  with  Senator  Bumpers.  I  think  we  agree  on  a  lot  of 
things,  but  we  don't  think  we've  got  the  priority  list  exactly  right 
when  he  said  he  couldn't  see  the  signs  down  in  Jamestown. 

And,  also  my  line  of  thinking  goes  along  with  Senator  Nickles. 
Why  do  we  come  out  and  support  legislation  where  there  is  going 
to  have  to  be  land  acquisition  when  we  are  over  $1  billion  now 
owed  to  in-holders  and  people  that  we  have  purchased  land  from 
that  we  haven't  paid  for  yet? 
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What  do  I  say  to  my  constituents?  What  do  I  say? 

And,  you  and  I  have  been  down  the  same  trail.  If  I  come  down 
on  your  ranch  in  Arizona  and  I  bid  your  family  on  your  cattle,  you 
are  not  going  to  let  one  critter  off  that  ranch  unless  you've  got  a 
check  in  hand,  are  you? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  That's  correct.  Senator,  I'm  a  land  exchange  guy. 
That's  my  experience  in  Arizona,  and  it  is  my  plan  for  the  Califor- 
nia desert.  I'm  not  going  to  be  submitting  land  purchase  requests 
for  the  California  desert.  I  think  we  have  got  a  land  base  right 
there  adjacent  to  it. 

The  name  of  the  process  there  is  land  exchange. 

IN  HOLDINGS 

Senator  Burns.  Now,  you've  only  got  $190  million  in  this — in 
your  opening  statement  here  for  land  acquisition  this  year.  Is  that 
taking  care  of  some  back  debts? 

We  owe  some  people  some  money,  Mr.  Secretary.  And,  I  am  get- 
ting a  little  nervous  about  that. 

What  do  I  tell  those  people  that  we  owe  them  money  and  so  the 
Park  Service  goes  and  says:  "They  didn't  appropriate  the  money,  so 
you  are  not  going  to  get  paid." 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Well,  I  would  obviously  be  willing  to  look  at  the 
specifics.  I  mean,  if  we've  entered  binding  contracts  to  pay  people, 
we  are  obligated  to  do  it. 

Senator  BURNS.  Well,  you  have  got  some  out  there. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  I  think  probably  in  many  cases  expectations  have 
been  raised  to  the  point  that  people  think  they  have  actually  got 
an  oral  contract  or  something  like  that.  I  hope  we  can  avoid  doing 
that. 

PARK  INFRASTRUCTURE 

Senator  Burns.  OK.  Let's  talk  about  your  statement  here  where 
you  are  not  in  the  road  building  business  and  you  are  not  in  the 
hotel  building  business  and  you  are  not  going  to  want  to  do  that. 

I  can  remember  when  it  used  to  be  that  Yellowstone  Park  was 
an  animal  park  with  a  few  people.  Now,  it's  a  people  park  with  a 
few  animals. 

I  can  remember  bears  along  the  roads  a  long  time  ago.  I've  also 
seen  crazy  people  come  and  stand  their  kids  out  there  with  the 
bears  so  they  can  take  a  picture  of  them,  and  they  wonder  how 
come  they  lost  kids  every  now  and  again.  [Laughter.] 

I  am  concerned  about  if  the  infrastructure  in  those  parks  are 
there,  why  aren't  we  maintaining  them? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Senator,  I  was  in  Yellowstone  last  week.  The  main- 
tenance supervisor  must  have  driven  me  over  every  single  road  in 
Yellowstone  National  Park  to  make  his  point.  It's  a  mess.  You 
know  what  my  conclusion  was  after  2  days  of  having  him  say: 
'Tou've  just  got  to  see  a  couple  more  miles  of  road?"  [Laughter.] 

We  need  to  take  care  of  that  problem  by  going  back  into  the  Fed- 
eral lands,  highway  maintenance  line  item.  That  is  not  an  Interior 
item. 

Senator  Burns.  I  know.  We  have  worked  very  hard — Mr.  Sec- 
retary, we  have  worked  very  hard  1  or  2  years  ago  and  last  year 
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on  appropriating  more  moneys  for  infrastructure  within  parks  that 
have  real  road  problems. 

And,  there  was  some  money  allocated  for  those.  I  want  to  know 
where  that  money  went. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  I  would  like  to  know  that,  too,  because,  I  will  tell 
you,  I  agree  that  we  need  it. 

Senator  Burns.  And,  if  we  are  not  going  to  maintain  that  infra- 
structure, then  are  we  going  to  doze  it  down  or  are  we  just  going 
to  let  it  rot  down? 

What  are  we  going  to  do  with  it? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Well,  sir,  I  would  prefer  to  maintain  it. 

Senator  BURNS.  Well,  now,  let's  go  back.  If  you  want  to  maintain 
it,  let's  talk  about  that  priority  list  again. 

WOLF  REINTRODUCTION 

Alaska  offered  you  some  wolves.  They  wouldn't  cost  you  $6V2  mil- 
lion. 

How  can  we  work  that  out? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  You  mean,  instead  of  getting  them  from  Canada? 

Senator  Burns.  Yes. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Well,  I  would  be  happy  to  have  a  look  at  that.  I 
don't  know  the  answer  to  it.  We  only  want  10  of  them. 

Senator  BURNS.  For  SeVb  million? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Well,  that's  why  I  would  be  happy  to  look  at  the 
issue. 

Senator  Burns.  We  are  in  the  wrong  business. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  How  much  a  pound  do  you  think  that  is? 

Senator  Burns.  I  don't  know.  But,  I  know  that  we  have  got  to 
figure  on  them  fish  out  there. 

But,  see,  here  is  what  I'm  coming  down  to.  And,  I  don't  want  to 
be  flippant  about  this,  because  I  think  we  have  some  serious  prob- 
lems that  we  would  like  to  address. 

You  are  over-grazed  in  Yellowstone  Park.  You  are  over-grazed 
and  your  infrastructure  is  falling  apart.  And,  yet  we  start — and  we 
spend  $6y2  million  for  wolf  reintroduction. 

Now,  I  don't  have  any  problems  with  those  wolves  in  the  park. 
Go  ahead  and  do  that. 

But,  I  think  if  they  can  come  down  here  from  Alaska,  I  don't 
think  they  know  the  diff'erence  batween  an  elk  and  a  caribou,  to 
be  right  honest  with  you.  A  hungry  wolf  always  kind  of  picked  out 
what  he  wanted  to  eat. 

But,  doesn't  that  make  sense  to  you  that  we  have  to  do  the 
things  that  we  have  to  do  now  before  we  reach  out  and  start  doing 
other  things? 

Does  that  make  sense  to  you?  Or,  would  I  run  a  bad  range? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Well,  I  don't  know  whether  I  would  invite  you  onto 
the  spread  right  now.  But,  I  would  certainly  take  it  under  advise- 
ment. 

I  think  the  answer  on  any  spread  is  that  you've  got  to  do  both. 
You've  got  to  say,  are  we  going  to  take  care  of  what  we've  got?  We 
have  to  look  to  the  future.  And,  within  the  constraints  imposed  by 
a  budget,  you  need  to  start  making  some  movement  toward  new  di- 
rections. 
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ABANDONED  MINES  LAND  PROGRAM 

Senator  Burns.  In  a  philosophical — and,  this  is  a  philosophical 
question,  Mr.  Secretary:  You  have  lined  out  the  Bureau  of  Mines. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  No;  I  don't  agree  with  that. 

Senator  Burns.  And,  also  the  Abandoned  Mine  Program.  State 
grants,  you've  lined  those  out. 

Now,  I  think  those  things  have  to  be  reclaimed  and  something 
done  with  them.  I  agree  with  that  program. 

I  wouldn't  mind  spending  some  money  on  that  to  do  something 
with  these  old  abandoned  mines. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  We've  got  a  backlog  of  money  sitting  out  there  in 
the  States.  We  really  have  a  big  cash  flow  moving  out  there.  The 
program  that  is  being  abandoned  is  a  Soil  Conservation  Service 
Program.  We  really  don't  need  it. 

I  hear  you.  But,  I  guess  I  would  take  exception  with  some  of  your 
factual  issues. 

BUREAU  OF  mines 

I  really  think  we  are  doing  the  Bureau  of  Mines  justice.  What  we 
have  to  do  is  consolidate  the  Bureau  of  Mines.  We  have  got  to  have 
a  larger  critical  mass  in  fewer  places. 

I  understand  that  creates  some  controversy,  but,  I  think  it's  in 
the  interest  of  that  Bureau. 

Senator  Burns.  Well,  I  think  mining  will  always  be  a  part  of 
Montana.  We  know  there  are  some  places  we  don't  want  to  mine. 
But,  that's  where  the  ore  is. 

It's  the  only  platinum  mine  there  is  in  this  country,  as  you  well 
know.  And,  that's  what  we  make  catalytic  converters  out  of,  is  pal- 
ladium and  platinum  and  those  trace  minerals. 

If  we  continue  to  squeeze  down  the  mines,  they  are  not  going  to 
be  there,  Mr.  Secretary.  They  are  just  not  going  to  mine  there. 

Any  revenue  that  you  think  that  you  are  going  to  get  off  of  that 
is  not  going  to  happen.  And,  I  really  believe  that. 

I  don't  know  what — if  it's  America's  resource,  then  I  think  we 
should — then  let  America,  in  resource  recovery  management  and 
conservation,  I  think  that's  the  way  we  have  to  approach  it.  I  don't 
know  any  other  way. 

If  we  become  dependent  upon  trace  minerals  to  be  imported  in 
this  country  and  then  think  about  the  security  of  this  country.  And, 
that's  where  I  come  down. 

Some  of  the  things  I  really  support  you  on,  though,  some  of  the 
things  that  you  are  trying  to  do.  But,  I  think  we  have  to  set  our 
priorities. 

We've  got  to  make  a  living  first.  All  new  wealth  of  this  society 
starts  in  the  land.  It  doesn't  start  anywhere  else.  It  can  start  no- 
where else,  the  wealth  of  this  country  and  the  standard  of  living. 

And,  you  manage  a  lot  of  those  resources.  So,  I  think  we  have 
to  find  ways  to  facilitate  that. 

I  wish  I  had  had  you  with  me  when  I  flew  back  from  Circle  on 
Sunday.  I  spoke  to  the  Circle,  MT  graduating  class,  1934.  I  out- 
ranked the  Governor  that  day.  He  spoke  to  a  high  school  class  of 
one. 
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But,  we  didn't  get  400  feet  off  the  deck  of  a  310  all  the  way  from 
Circle  back  to  Billings.  All  that  is  all  eastern  Montana  prairie  land. 
You've  never  seen  anything  prettier  in  your  life.  And,  reservoirs 
and  wildlife. 

So,  you  can't  say  that  we've  done  a  bad  job  and  that  you  are 
going  to  throw  us  in  the  barrel  with  some  bad  apples.  And,  I  really 
take  exception  to  that. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  You  know,  my  view  of  the  West  is  that  we  are  mak- 
ing progress. 

Senator  Burns.  Then,  let  them  do  it. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Well,  it's  a  little  more  complicated  than  that. 

Senator  Burns.  I  think  we  are  making  it  complicated. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  I  would  like  to  get  together  with  everybody  and 
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Senator  Burns.  Well,  I  just  would  wish  you  would  take  a  look 
at  that  wolf  program  and  take  a  look  at  it,  because  it  has  got  some 
people  very  nervous  up  in  my  part  of  the  country. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Senator,  we 

Senator  Burns.  We  have  more  cats.  We  have  another  thing,  Mr. 
Secretary,  and  I  want  this  to  go  on  the  record. 

WOLVES  IN  YELLOWSTONE 

We  have  more — we  have  wolves  there  now.  Why  do  we  have  to 
reintroduce  them? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Because  an  awful  lot  of  thoughtful  people  out  there 
are  saying  it's  better  for  the  livestock  community  to  reintroduce 
them  under  the  section  of  the  law  which  then  allows  the  State 
Game  and  Fish  Commissions  to  control  them  when  they  are  off  the 
reservation. 

Senator  Burns.  OK.  Why  can't  we  designate  the  ones  there  as 
experimental  packs? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Because  the  law  doesn't  work  that  way.  It  just 
doesn't  work  that  way.  Now,  if  you  want  to  take  that  up 

Senator  Burns.  Change  the  law.  Well,  why  can't  you? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  I  can't  under  the  existing  law.  I  mean,  I  really 
can't. 

Senator  Burns.  If  they  are  already  there,  we  have  to  reintroduce 
even  though  they  are  already  there?  We  can't  designate  those  that 
are  there  as  experimental  packs?    ^ 

Mr.  Babbitt.  That's  correct. 

Senator  Burns.  Is  that  what  you  are  telling  me? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Yes;  that's  correct. 

Senator  BURNS.  OK.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  appreciate 
that. 

It's  almost  dinnertime  and  I  have  never  missed  a  meal  nor  do  I 
plan  to.  [Laughter.] 

Chairman  Byrd.  Thank  you.  Senator.  I've  missed  lots  of  meals. 
Senator  Bums,  thank  you. 

Senator  BURNS.  Thank  you. 

PARK  FEES  USE 

Chairman  Byrd.  The  administration  has  proposed  legislation  to 
increase  the  fees  paid  by  visitors  to  our  national  parks.  One  of  the 
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aspects  of  the  legislation  is  to  provide  more  authority  for  national 
park  managers  on  the  ground. 

The  legislation  proposes  to  retain  50  percent  of  any  increased  col- 
lections for  use  by  parks  without  further  action  by  the  Congress. 
What  happens  to  the  other  50  percent  of  the  increased  collections? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  It  will  go  to  the  Treasury. 

Chairman  Byrd.  It  goes  back  to  the  Treasury? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Well,  my  budget  director  is  saying  that  a  small 
piece  of  that  can  be  retained  for  collections  costs.  But,  basically,  50 
percent  goes  back  to  the  Treasury. 

To  be  absolutely  accurate,  I  think  you  would  say  that  out  of  the 
fee  box  the  parks  may  retain  the  direct  costs  of  collection  and  then 
the  remainder  is  split  50-50. 

Now,  Senator,  if  I  may  anticipate,  I  think  the  proposal  raises 
some  interesting  questions  that  we  ought  to  discuss  with  our  staffs, 
such  as  what  is  the  money  to  be  used  for.  I  would  hope  that  we 
will  reach  a  clear  agreement  that  this  is  not  to  be  used  for  operat- 
ing costs.  It  should  be  used  for  infrastructure  and  improvement  is- 
sues. It  should  be  used  in  a  way  which  does  not  obligate  this  com- 
mittee, and  it  should  be  used  in  a  way  in  which  this  committee  has 
a  chance  to  look  at  what's  going  on  and  to  blow  the  whistle  at  such 
point  as  we  are  moving  in  a  direction  that  is  not  appropriate. 

Now,  I  confess,  I  am  not  sure  how  those  issues  are  covered  in  the 
legislation.  But,  I  think  they  are  important. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Well,  I  think  there  is  some  difference  of  opinion 
as  to  what  happens  to  the  money  that  is  collected  at  the  parks.  I 
was  under  the  impression  that  the  whole  100  percent  stays  there, 
that  none  of  it  comes  back  to  the  general  fund,  the  Treasury. 

But,  in  any  event,  I  don't  think  it's  a  good  idea,  period.  And,  we 
will  elaborate  on  that  as  we  go  along. 

A  common  perception  within  the  Park  Service  is  that  fees  cur- 
rently collected  are  not  returned  to  the  parks.  The  appropriations 
language  reads  in  fiscal  year  1994:  "For  expenses  necessary  of  the 
National  Park  Service  $1,061,823,000,  of  which  $78,559,000  is  to  be 
derived  from  the  special  fee  account." 

So,  fees  collected  are  returned  to  all  the  parks  through  the  appro- 
priations process.  Now,  do  you  think — let  me  put  it  this  way:  Per- 
haps the  Park  Service  would  appreciate  this  fact  if  we  dropped  this 
language  from  the  appropriations  bill  this  year. 

This  would  lead  to  a  $79  million  reduction  in  park  operating 
funds.  Do  you  think  such  a  reduction  in  park  operating  funds 
would  be  noticed  by  the  parks? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  I'm  sorry,  would  be  noticed  by  the  parks? 

Chairman  Byrd.  Yes. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Yes,  I  do. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Then,  why  do  parks  believe  they  receive  no  ben- 
efits from  the  current  fee  system? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Senator,  my  sense  of  it  is  that  the  proposal  that's 
being  made  would  simply  allow  the  money  to  be  used  and  that  it 
would  provide  an  incentive  to  start  collecting  fees,  these  funds 
would  not  be  under  the  budget  caps,  which  are  effectively  prevent- 
ing us  from  increasing  the  resources  for  the  parks. 
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PARK  FEE  LEGISLATION 


Chairman  Byrd.  What  protections  are  contained  in  the  legisla- 
tive proposal  to  ensure  that  additional  fees  are  not  used  by  parks 
to  undertake  expensive  capital  projects? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Senator,  I  think  that's  a  fair  question.  I  would  an- 
swer it  two  ways. 

First  of  all,  the  projected  amount  of  money  here  is  relatively 
small.  If  we  are  talking  systemwide,  the  projections  are  about  $50 
million  a  year.  I  can't  imagine  a  scenario  in  which  that  money  gets 
diverted  to  a  large,  expensive  project. 

And,  second,  I  just  don't  anticipate  that  we  would  be  in  the  busi- 
ness of  using  that  money  for  multiyear  projects  which  were  depend- 
ent upon  this  source  of  revenue. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Well,  you  do  not  anticipate  possibly  a  situation 
in  which  those  who  are  in  authority  at  a  large  park  would  take  the 
money  and  use  it  for  planning  and  design  purposes  and  once 
they've  got  the  design  complete  and  say  to  the  Appropriations  Com- 
mittee or  Congress:  We  have  this  beautiful  facility  here  that  we 
have  created  a  design  for.  We  need  the  money  now.  We  need  the 
money  for  construction. 

Then,  the  pressures  come  on  this  committee  from  the  Senators 
from  such  and  such  a  State  in  whose  boundaries  the  park  is  located 
saying:  Now,  look,  we  have  a  beautiful  facility  here.  And,  the  de- 
sign and  plan  have  all  been  worked  out.  We  paid  for  it  with  our 
fees.  Now,  it  is  at  the  construction  stage  and  we  can't  take  on  that 
big  a  piece  of  work,  so  we  want  you,  the  appropriators,  to  fund  the 
construction. 

I  can  see  something  like  that  happening  that  increases  the  pres- 
sures on  the  Appropriations  Committee.  Do  you? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Senator,  it  won't  be  done  on  my  watch.  But,  I  can't 
tell  you  that  would  not  be  a  possibility. 

I  guess  what  I  would  offer  is  maybe  there  is  some  way  of — now, 
I  understand  that  this  legislation  hasn't  passed  and,  therefore,  this 
may  be  a  hypothetical  discussion. 

But,  were  it  to  pass,  I  can  envision  constructing  some  sort  of  no- 
tice requirement  to  this  committee  or  a  process  which  serves  as  an 
early  warning  system  in  which  people  have  the  right  to  object  and 
say:  This  is  not  our  view  of  what  this  is  all  about. 

I  don't  intend  this  as  a  way  of  slipping  out  from  under  the  nefar- 
ious gaze  of  this  committee.  I  view  it  as  a  way  to  try  to  get  some 
more  resources  into  the  parks  by  stimulating  these  guys  to  think 
carefully  about  fees  in  an  environment  in  which  we  can  actually 
have  more  revenue  outside  the  budget  caps. 

Chairman  Byrd.  How  does  the  legislation  protect  against  invest- 
ments or  improvements  that  might  have  significant  outyear  costs, 
particularly  for  operations  and  maintenance? 

PARK  NEEDS 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Senator,  once  again,  it  is  hypothetically  possible 
that  those  kinds  of  problems  could  be  created.  I  think  that  the 
major  use  of  this  money  right  now  includes  the  kinds  of  things  peo- 
ple have  been  talking  about,  this  issue  of  housing  in  particular. 
We've  got  a  disaster  on  our  hands  in  the  park  housing  out  there. 
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I  was  down  in  the  Great  Smoky  Mountains  last  week.  We  con- 
vinced a  contracting  company  there  to  contribute  one-quarter  of  a 
million  dollars. 

We  built  3,000  square  feet  of  housing.  It's  entirely  off  budget.  It 
was  a  volunteer  effort. 

There  will  be  a  little  bit  of  extra  maintenance  cost,  but  that  was 
a  tremendous  deal.  We  somehow  have  to  get  some  revenues  moving 
to  fix  up  some  of  these  things. 

It's  a  disaster  out  there.  I  guess  what  I'm  pleading  for  is  some 
flexibility  to  try  to  patch  together  some  private  sector  help,  some 
foundation  help,  to  motivate  people,  to  really  work  on  this  fee  pro- 
posal and  to  redraft  the  concession  contracts,  to  put  some  of  the 
burden  on  the  concessionaires  to  help  us  with  some  of  these  park 
issues. 

PARK  FEE  ACCOUNTABILITY 

Chairman  Byrd.  Now,  how  do  you  contemplate  that  the  moneys 
that  come  in  as  fees  are  going  to  be  accounted  for? 

Where  will  they  be  kept?  Who  will  be  responsible  for  them? 

Did  you  say  they  would  not  go  back  to  the  Treasury? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Obviously  we  need  to  set  up  a  system  in  which  the 
money  is  accounted  for  and  held  in  Federal  accounts.  I  don't  deny 
that. 

Chairman  Byrd.  You  mean,  50  percent  goes  back  to  the  Treas- 
ury  

Ms.  Lawler.  That's  correct. 

Chairman  Byrd  [continuing].  Less  the  collection  costs?  Some  50 
percent  goes  back  to  the  Treasury  and  would  be  handled  as  it  is 
presently  being  handled? 

Ms.  Lawler.  Yes. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Well,  do  you  view  this  fee  as  a  kind  of  a  tax? 
In  essence,  isn't  it  a  tax  people  pay  to  get  into  the  parks? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  No;  I  wouldn't  characterize  it  that  way,  because  I 
think  that  it  is  a  fee  for  service,  if  you  will. 

I  guess  we  could  get  into  a  definitional  swamp.  But,  I  view  it  as 
if  somebody  is  going  to  climb  a  mountain,  you  charge  them  a  fee. 
If  somebody  is  going  to  go  to  a  park,  you  charge  them  a  fee.  If  you 
go  to  a  movie,  there  is  a  clear,  defined  service  that  is  being  ren- 
dered. 

PARK  fees  use 

Chairman  Byrd.  Well,  I  am  concerned  about  a  proposal  to  allow 
the  Park  Service  to  retain  entrance  fees  at  the  park  level  for  use 
on  projects  or  activities  that  the  individual  park  superintendent 
chooses. 

Is  that  the  way  it  would  be  done? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Well,  not  entirely.  Anything  that  a  park  super- 
intendent does  is  going  to  be  subject  to  review  at  my  level. 

But,  it  would  be  done  at  the  departmental  level.  That's  correct. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Do  you  know  of  any  other  agency  of  Govern- 
ment that  is  in  control  of  a  program  that  would  be  operated  like 
this  is  being  proposed  to  operate? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Senator,  I'm  certain  there  are  many.  What  I  would 
like  to  do  is  give  you  a  written  response  to  that. 
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[The  information  follows:] 

Retention  of  Fees  for  Program  Use 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  does  not  maintain  information  on  other  Federal 
programs  with  respect  to  which  programs  retain  fees  for  specific  programmatic  use. 
However,  within  Interior,  most  programs  that  retain  fees  do  so  for  the  benefit  of 
Departmental  infrastructure,  such  as  employee  housing,  roads,  and  irrigation 
projects.  Thus,  the  National  Park  Service  fee  proposal  to  retain  a  portion  of  entrance 
fees  does  not  significantly  differ  in  concept  from  other  Departmental  programs 
which  offset  the  cost  of  infrastructure  maintenance  by  directly  charging  and  retain- 
ing fees  from  the  user.  The  following  Interior  programs  retain  fees  for  specific  pro- 
gram benefit: 

Appropriation  account  title  Bureau 

Operation  and  maintenance  of  quarters;  expenses,  road  maintenance,  and 

deposits  BLM 

Operation  and  maintenance  of  quarters  BOR 

Operation  and  maintenance  of  quarters  USGS 

National  Wildlife  Refuge  fund,  operation  and  maintenance  of  quarters  FWS 

Operation  and  maintenance  of  quarters;  education  expenses,  children  of  em- 
ployees, Yellowstone  National  Park •■••■  NPS 

Operation  and  maintenance  of  quarters;  operation  and  maintenance,  Indian 

irrigation  projects;  Alaska  resupply  program  BIA 

AUDIT  COLLECTIONS 

Chairman  Byrd.  Well,  what  about  the  Internal  Revenue  Service. 
Why  not  allow  it  to  retain  any  revenues  that  it  collects  as  a  result 
of  its  audit  collections,  people  who  are  behind  in  their  payment  of 
taxes?  Let  it  retain  a  certain  amount  of  those  to  be  spent  on  pur- 
poses of  its  choosing. 

In  both  instances,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  priorities  of  the  admin- 
istration and  the  Congress  would  be  bypassed.  It  seems  to  me  that 
this  is  kind  of  getting  around  a  provision  of  article  I  of  the  Con- 
stitution which  provides  that  no  money  shall  be  drawn  from  the 
Treasury  but  in  consequence  of  appropriations  made  by  law. 

But,  I  cannot  personally  view  this  with  favor  at  all.  I  think  that 
Congress  has  to  maintain  control  of  this  money  and  appropriate  it 
by  law  for  such  purposes  as  can  be  justified  on  the  basis  of  hear- 
ings and  careful  study. 

Otherwise,  this  can  become  alluring  as  an  opportunity.  I  just  can 
see  all  kinds  of  things  happening  here. 

I  don't  want  to  get  away  from  the  present  mode  of  having  the 
park  superintendents  come  in  and  justify  what  they  need  and  let 
the  elected  representatives  of  the  people  pass  judgment  on  it 
through  the  appropriations  process.  I  don't  want  to  change  that. 

They  are  suffering  from  the  need  of  funds.  And,  they  are  going 
to  suffer  more  as  long  as  we  continue  to  offer  amendments  up  on 
the  floor  and  vote  for  them — cut,  cut,  cut  or  cut  discretionary  funds. 
Your  agency,  your  department  and  all  others  are  going  to  suffer  to 
varying  degrees. 

The  problem  is  up  here.  One  of  the  big  problems  is  up  here  on 
the  floor  above  us. 

We  have  an  amendment  that  was  offered  in  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee cut  $13  billion  cut  twice  that  much  as  a  matter  of  fact.  But, 
that  would  have  cost  us  $1.6  billion  this  year.  And,  fortunately  that 
was  reduced  to  $500  million,  which  isn't  chicken  feed;  $500  million 
this  year  cut  in  conference,  reduced  to  that  figure. 
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And,  we've  got  4  more  years  in  which  we  are  to — we  have  to 
think  in  terms  of  $12  billion  in  the  next  4  years,  $12V2  billion  in 
the  next  4  years.  That's  going  to  get — it  isn't  going  to  be  long  until 
that  really  begins  to  bite. 

There  will  be  a  lot  of  pain.  And  your  Department  is  like  most  of 
us.  You  are  going  to  suffer. 

I  don't  know  when  we  are  going  to  regain  our  senses. 
Menestheus  was  the  first  of  the  demigods.  He  was  from  the  region 
of  Athens.  And,  according  to  Plutarch,  Menestheus  sought  to  mis- 
lead the  people  with  wild  promises  and  big  promises.  I  suppose 
Plutarch,  if  he  were  alive  today,  would  write  that  the  demigods 
have  just  come  in  litters,  litters.  And,  Menestheus  would  have  been 
a  piker. 

Anyhow,  why  do  you  believe  it  appropriate  for  the  administration 
and  Congress — for  Congress,  I  suppose  it  meant  would  still  have  a 
say  in  the  matter  in  which  park  fees  are  expended.  You  say  that 
when  the — Pat,  did  you  want  to  ask  some  questions? 

Senator  Leahy.  I  had  a  number  of  questions.  But,  I  will  submit 
them  for  the  record. 

Chairman  Byrd,  Well,  you  may  ask  them.  I  will  be  very  happy 
to  yield,  if  you  like. 

DIFFICULT  ISSUES 

Senator  Leahy.  Well,  to  be  very  brief,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  one 
of  the  points  you  made  very  strongly  on  the  budget. 

I  think  that  we  have  a  Secretary  who  is  willing  to  face  up  to  the 
tough  issues  which  is  something  that  not  all  of  his  predecessors 
were  willing  to  do.  I  don't  have  the  AUM's  in  my  State,  but  those 
of  us  in  Vermont  who  believe  that  all  Americans  own  all  our  public 
land,  whether  we  are  from  Vermont,  Arizona,  or  anywhere  else,  I 
think  are  impressed  with  what  you  have  done,  Mr.  Secretary,  to  try 
to  protect  our  lands  and  our  future. 

As  the  chairman  knows,  and  he  has  been  here  a  lot  longer  than 
I,  we  are  talking  about  things  that  we  get  to  touch  now  during 
whatever  time  we  are  in  these  offices,  but  our  children's  children 
should  be  able  to  enjoy  them  afterwards. 

I  was  very  impressed  with  the  concern  you  have  expressed  also 
on  our  mineral  resources  and  using  centuries  old  law  to  deal  with 
an  entirely  different  type  of  country.  And,  I  hope  that  we  are  going 
to  be  able  to  give  you  support  on  that. 

VERMONT  ECOSYSTEMS 

At  the  Federal  level,  the  administration  has  embraced  an  eco- 
system-based approach  to  resource  management.  And,  we  have,  in 
Vermont,  at  least  four  areas  especially  important,  the  Northern 
Forest  Lands  Council  for  the  northern  forest  region,  the  Joint  Riv- 
ers Commission  and  the  refuge  process  for  the  Connecticut  River 
Valley,  a  timber  inventory  analysis  that's  for  the  Green  Mountain 
National  Forest  planning  process  and  finally  the  Lake  Champlain 
Special  Designation  Act. 
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LAKE  CHAMPLAIN 


Now,  I  have  questions  on  these.  But,  I  would  like  to  focus  on  just 
one,  Lake  Champlain. 

Mr.  Secretary,  when  you  were  in  Burlington  earlier  this  month, 
you  probably  got  a  view  of  the  lake.  I  know  you  have  been  there 
before  but  in  flying  over  you  probably  saw  how  beautiful  it  is. 

Not  only  does  it  provide  a  lot  of  drinking  water  for  us,  but  it  has 
a  great  deal  to  do  with  our  environment,  our  resources,  tourism, 
farming,  virtually  everything — transportation,  wildlife,  habitat.  The 
Department  of  the  Interior  has  included  close  to  $1  million  in  its 
base  line  budget  to  support  the  ongoing  programs  and  activities. 

I  am  wondering  how  much  is  included  in  the  fiscal  year  1995 
budget  for  each  of  the  agencies  for  the  Lake  Champlain  basin? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Senator,  remembering  last  year  and  anticipating 
that  you 

Senator  Leahy.  I  notice  it's  a  very  surprise  question,  Mr.  Sec- 
retary. [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Babbitt.  It's  a  terrific  project.  Lake  Champlain  is  obviously 
the  perfect  example  of  an  ecosystem  in  which  you  really  need  to 
march  across  all  the  agencies  and  put  together,  as  we  have  done, 
an  integrated  plan. 

The  figures  which  have  been  magically  provided  by  my  staff  are 
for  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  a  total  of  $846,000,  which  includes 
the  Pittsburgh  hatchery  operation.  The  Park  Service  is  doing  tech- 
nical assistance  out  of  its  "Rivers  and  trails"  account,  which  is  a 
proposal  to  add  $250,000  this  year. 

The  U.S.  Geodetic  Survey  is  in  the  third  year  of  its  water  and 
monitoring  analysis  program,  which  has  a  figure  of  $222,000.  I  add 
this  up  to  $1,318  million  in  our  1995  request. 

Senator  Leahy.  Is  this  a — do  you  anticipate  the  Department  of 
Interior  will  continue  to  fund  the  ongoing  activities,  especially  the 
Lake  Champlain  Fish  and  Wildlife  Office? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Yes;  I  think  that  we  should  have  a  continuing  pres- 
ence. 

I  guess  it's  too  early  to  tell  exactly  what  the  shape  of  that  should 
be  in  1996  because,  for  example,  the  U.S.  Geodetic  Suvey  project 
is  in  its  third  year.  Its  now  time  to  return  to  them  and  ask:  You 
have  obviously  completed  your  projected  program.  Now,  what,  if 
anything,  is  to  follow  on  to  that? 

But  I  think  there  ought  to  be  a  continuing  presence. 

Senator  Leahy.  We  are  beginning  to  see  the  results  of  the  work 
up  there.  And,  this  really  is  national  treasure. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  know  you  are  familiar  with  Lake  Champlain, 
but  it's  the  largest  volume  of  fresh  water  in  the  United  States  out- 
side the  Great  Lakes.  And,  it  is  rather  magnificent. 

Parts  of  it  are  hundreds  of  feet  deep.  It  stretches  from  the  Ver- 
mont borders,  between  Vermont  and  New  York.  It  goes  well  up  into 
Canada.  And,  it  is  a  beautiful,  beautiful  spot. 

And,  it  has  the  greatest  history  involved  with  it.  Part  of  the  Rev- 
olutionary War — a  critical  part  of  the  Revolutionary  War  was 
fought  there  when  Benedict  Arnold's  fleet  turned  back  the  British 
on  Lake  Champlain.  It  was  probably  a  key  point  in  the  United 
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States  winning  the  war,  because  they  were  unable  to  supply  their 
troops  in  New  York  and  south  of  us. 

In  fact,  I've  gone  diving  on  some  of  the  historic  wrecks  last  sum- 
mer and  over  the  years.  And,  I  must  admit  at  40  or  50  feet  down, 
your  visibility  is  somewhat  limited.  But,  it's  an  interesting  thing. 

And,  it  is  such — I've  seen  in  my  lifetime  it  go  from  a  more  pris- 
tine lake  to  one  where  a  very  troubled  part  of  the  lake  is  now  turn- 
ing back  with  the  help  of  both  Vermont,  New  York,  Canada  but 
with  a  real  commitment  of  the  Federal  Government. 

So,  Mr.  Secretary,  I  appreciate  your  answering  this.  And,  I  will 
submit  the  rest  of  my  questions  for  the  record. 

ZEBRA  MUSSEL 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Just  by  way  of  an  asterisk,  I  have  some  news  here. 
I  take  note  that  the  zebra  mussel  has  now  been  identified  in  the 
lake. 

Senator  Leahy.  Well,  it  is  connected  with  canals  and  it  just 
works  its  way  up.  But,  the  zebra  mussel  is  going  to  be  a  problem 
in  a  lot  of  parts  of  our  country. 

Every  single  municipal  water  system  that  borders  there,  every 
boating  system  that  borders  and  is  on  the  lake  is  going  to  be  af- 
fected by  it.  Your  fish  hatcheries,  your  wildlife  habitat,  a  number 
of  these  places  that  require  the  circulation  of  water  is  going  to  be 
affected  by  that. 

OK.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

PARK  FEE  EXPENDITURE  OVERSHIGHT 

Chairman  Byrd.  Thank  you.  Senator.  Continuing  on,  how  would 
you  propose  to  modify  your  legislative  fee  proposal  to  ensure  that 
the  concerns  about  appropriate  expenditures  are  controlled  and 
monitored  and  addressed? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Senator,  I  would  be  very  willing  to  pursue  that 
with  our  staffs  and  see  if  the  legislation  has  legs  and  we  could  re- 
port what  we  propose  to  do  to  this  committee. 

I  understand  and  respect  your  position  on  this  legislation.  The 
reason  that  I'm  pushing  it  is  because  it  will  give  us  a  little  relief 
from  those  budget  caps.  That's  really  the  bottom  line.  I  understand 
what  you  are  saying.  I  understand  it  very  clearly.  If  it  turns  out 
to  move,  I  would  be  very  willing  to  try  to  work  out  some  of  the  in- 
formation and  oversight  issues. 

Chairman  Byrd.  If  we  try  to  get  relief  from  the  budget  caps  on 
the  floor,  we  have  a  60-vote  point  of  order  that  we  have  to  sur- 
mount. The  Constitution  imposes  on  Congress  the  responsibility  to 
conduct  oversight. 

And,  we  lose  to  that  degree  that  this  is  implemented,  if  it  be- 
comes law,  just  to  that  degree  Congress  loses  that  much  oppor- 
tunity to  oversee.  That  much  oversight  is  law,  as  I  see  it,  to  the 
Congress. 

Another  use  of  the  fees  proposed  to  be  retained  is  resource  pro- 
tection. Given  the  tight  FTE  controls  currently  in  place,  how  could 
the  committee  be  assured  that  the  parks  won't  use  the  funds  to  en- 
hance staffing? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Senator,  I  would  be  willing  to  put  in  the  legislation 
in  writing — that's  not  our  intention.  Whatever  I  can  do  to  clarify 
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that,  I  am  willing  to  do,  because  that  strikes  me  as  truly  counter- 
productive. 

Chairman  Byrd.  The  parks  are  all  a  part  of  the  national  system. 
And,  the  benefits  of  the  proposed  legislation  appear  to  accrue  most- 
ly to  the  larger  fee-generating  parks. 

PARK  FEE  PROPOSAL  BENEFITS 

What  are  the  expected  benefits  to  the  smaller  parks? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Senator,  the  legislation  gives  us  the  discretion  to 
move  the  funds  around.  It  doesn't  mandate  that  all  of  the  money 
be  kept  in  the  park  of  origin. 

I  would  have  the  discretion  to  rank  order  the  infrastructure 
projects. 

Chairman  Byrd.  A  certain  percent,  however,  would  remain  with 
the  park  of  origin,  wouldn't  it? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  The  original  draft  of  the  bill  states  one-half  of  the 
50  percent  would  remain  in  the  park  of  origin.  I'm  not  sure  wheth- 
er that's  in  the  current  draft. 

What  we  need  to  do  is  to  provide  some  incentives  to  collect  those 
fees.  I  think  that's  just  reasonable  to  say  to  the  people;  It's  in  your 
interest  to  collect  those  fees  and  to  bear  a  little  bit  of  the  pain  of 
explaining  the  fees  to  visitors. 

We've  done  some  talking  and  some  roundtables  discussions  about 
visitor  acceptance  of  higher  fees.  I  actually  stood  up  at  Great  Falls 
Park  at  the  collection  booth  one  afternoon  for  a  couple  of  hours 
interviewing  and  talking  to  people  who  came  in  about  how  they 
perceive  the  fees.  The  one  thing  that  really  interests  the  visitors  is 
if  you  say:  A  part  of  that  fee  increase  is  going  to  take  care  of  the 
infrastructure  in  this  park  you  are  in  today. 

It's  amazing,  and  I  know  it  from  my  own  knowledge  from  stand- 
ing up  there  at  Great  Falls. 

CONSTRUCTION  PROGRAM 

Chairman  Byrd.  There  are  concerns  about  the  scope  of  the  con- 
struction program  contemplated  by  the  park  management.  The 
common  attitude  appears  to  be  the  sky  is  the  limit. 

There  is  little  evidence  that  current  budgetary  constraints  are 
even  considered  when  new  projects  are  proposed  and  the  project 
scope  determined.  The  park  superintendents  have,  in  many  in- 
stances, proved  to  be  very  adept  at  pursuing  congressional  add-ons 
through  the  appropriations  process  for  park  improvements. 

Now,  given  that  these  problems  already  exist,  on  what  basis 
should  the  committee  be  persuaded  that  park  managers  will  sud- 
denly become  more  sensitive  to  budgetary  limits? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Well,  sir,  I've  told  park  superintendents  that  I  don't 
want  them  end-running  the  process  by  going  to  delegation  mem- 
bers to  pursue  add-ons  to  the  budget.  I  have  again  and  again  and 
again  told  them,  if  you  expect  me  to  fight  for  you  and  to  pursue 
the  concessions  legislation  and  to  deal  with  all  these  other  issues, 
we've  got  to  respect  the  integrity  of  the  process. 

And,  I've  said:  It's  not  in  the  interest  of  the  National  Park  Sys- 
tem for  you  guys  to  be  in-running  the  process."  In  the  old  days 
when  you  could  budget  by  addition,  there  was  a  case  for  it.  There 
is  no  case  for  it  now. 
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Within  the  limits  of  respecting  their  first  amendment  rights,  I 
basically  said:  You  are  not  doing  us  a  service.  And,  it  is  my  policy 
that  you  not  do  that.  We  have  no  stake  in  that.  All  it  does  is  under- 
cut our  budget  priorities. 

PARK  FEE  COLLECTION 

Chairman  Byrd.  Another  criticism  of  the  current  system,  and 
you've  alluded  to  it  I  think,  is  that  managers  contend  there  is  no 
incentive  to  collect  fees  aggressively. 

Why  is  fee  collection  any  less  a  management  responsibility  of  a 
park  superintendent  than  resource  protection,  visitor  safety  or 
maintenance? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  The  answer  is  that  it  is  not.  I  agree  with  you. 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  steps  has  the  Park  Service  taken  to  en- 
sure that  its  parks  are  engaged  in  adequate  fee  collection  activity 
commensurate  with  visitation? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  We  are  working  on  that.  If  I  may  digress  briefly, 
I  do  think  that  issue  is  being  greatly  assisted  by — and  I  think  we 
already  have  the  authority  to  retain  fee  box  receipts  to  finance  the 
fee  collection. 

That  is  a  real  issue,  and  having  the  fee  boxes  has  been  an  enor- 
mous assist  in  this  problem. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Now,  how  does  the  proposal  differ  from  the  en- 
hanced fee  collection  authority  provided  in  last  year's  reconciliation 
bill? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  I  think  that  the  fee  collection  legislation  simply  re- 
capitulates that. 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  has  been  the  effect  of  last  year's  language 
thus  far  in  fiscal  year  1994? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  It  has  been  very  helpful.  I  do  not  have  the  statistics 
to  show  you.  But,  I  can  tell  you,  of  my  own  experience,  there  are 
people  out  there  collecting  fees  where  they  weren't  before. 

ECOSYSTEM  MANAGEMENT  COSTS 

Chairman  Byrd.  All  right.  Mr.  Secretary,  your  prepared  state- 
ment discusses  the  Department's  shift  to  ecosystem  management. 

Funding  increases  are  proposed  throughout  the  bureaus  to  cover 
the  additional  cost  associated  with  this  change  in  management  ap- 
proach. Why  is  ecosystem  management  so  much  more  expensive 
than  the  current  methods  of  protecting  our  public  lands? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Senator,  I  would  say  that  the  major  examples  of 
this  that  we  have  discussed  today  are  Florida,  the  Pacific  North- 
west, and  grazing.  It's  because  we  are  looking  at  all  of  the  factors 
that  are  causing  the  problems  and  trying  to  construct  a  response. 

The  timber  plan  in  the  Northwest  applies  in  some  way  to  every 
section  of  land  in  Washington,  Oregon,  and  northern  California 
west  of  the  Cascades.  And,  we  were  headed  into  a  collision  up 
there.  There  was  no  timber  harvest  at  all.  The  judges  had  basically 
shut  the  whole  place  down. 

We  are  doing  something  on  a  landscape  scale  that  really  hasn't 
been  done  before,  because  traditionally  what  we  have  done  is  said: 
well,  we  will  manage  what's  in  the  fences  of  Olympic  National 
Park.  The  problem  is  that  whether  we  are  dealing  with  owls  or 
salmon  or  whatever,  they  don't  live  within  just  the  boundaries  of 
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the  park.  They  move  back  and  forth.  If  you  are  going  to  get  the  eco- 
system in  balance,  you've  got  to  reach  out  and  take  care  of  the 
whole  ecosystem  through  these  management  techniques. 

That's  equally  true,  I  think,  in  south  Florida.  We  are  really  look- 
ing at  analyzing  and  working  on  water  flows  that  originate  in  Or- 
lando, FL.  And,  that's,  one-third  of  a  State  away  from  the  Ever- 
glades. But,  it's  the  only  way  we  are  going  to  protect  the  public  re- 
sources, whether  it's  the  Everglades  or  wildlife  refuges,  or  the  Flor- 
ida Bay. 

I  think  ecosystem  management  reflects  really  the  changing  na- 
ture of  what's  going  on  in  this  country.  The  empty  spaces  aren't  so 
empty  anymore. 

And,  what  happens  over  there  affects  what  is  going  on  over  here 
and  vice-versa.  It's  really  a  very  simple.  It's  an  intuitive  concept 
dressed  up  in  a  lot  of  fancy  language. 

Chairman  Byrd.  And,  dollars.  [Laughter.] 

How  will  you  propose  to  implement  ecosystem  management  if  ad- 
ditional dollars  are  not  forthcoming? 

SACRAMENTO  RIVER  ECOSYSTEM 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Well,  sir,  there  are  many  areas  where  I  think  we 
can  do  this  using  existing  resources.  I  think  there  are  two  areas 
that  I  would  hold  up  for  your  examination. 

One  is  the  central  valley  of  California,  San  Francisco,  the  bay, 
the  delta,  the  river  systems,  this  valley  all  the  way  from  north  of 
Los  Angeles  up  to  Lake  Shasta.  We  are  getting  a  good  handle  on 
it. 

The  way  we  have  done  it  is  to  sit  down  with  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  the  National  Marine  Fisheries,  the  Interior 
agencies  and  say:  OK,  we  are  all  going  to  coordinate  our  efforts  and 
rather  than  going  in  six  different  directions,  we  are  going  to  work 
the  problems  out  together. 

We  are  now  known  in  the  California  valley  as  Club  Fed.  It's  a 
poor  take-off  on  Club  Med. 

But,  California  sees  a  unified  effort.  And,  we  are  really  saving 
money  that  enables  us  to  expand  our  effort. 

PLATTE  RIVER  ECOSYSTEM 

We  are  working  on  the  Platte  River  now  among  Colorado,  Ne- 
braska, and  Wyoming  trying  to  do  the  same  thing.  It  doesn't  re- 
quire more  money  in  every  case. 

Florida  and  the  Northwest,  I  think,  are  two  where  inevitably  it 
does. 

PREFERRED  REDUCTIONS  TO  PROPOSED  BUDGET 

Chairman  Byrd.  Last  week,  the  Senate  Appropriations  Commit- 
tee met  and  reported  out  the  602(b)  allocations  that  will  control 
each  subcommittee's  actions  in  developing  the  appropriations  bills 
this  year.  For  the  Interior  Subcommittee,  the  allocation  is  $194 
million  below  the  budget  request  in  budget  authority  and  $215  mil- 
lion below  the  President's  request  in  outlays,  as  I  said  earlier. 
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If  the  subcommittee  were  only  able  to  provide  increases  totaling 
about  $50  million  to  the  Interior  Department  in  fiscal  year  1995, 
how  would  you  propose  that  we  allocate  these  resources? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Senator,  I  would,  with  your  leave,  like  to  go  back 
and  reflect  on  that  over  lunch  and  maybe  sleep  on  that  for  one 
night  and  then  get  back  to  you.  I  appreciate  the  question,  because 
the  bottom  line  is  when  you  reach  a  decision  about  how  much 
money  there  is,  I  accept  that. 

I  hope  you  will  be  tender.  But,  I  accept  your  judgment. 

And,  to  have  the  opportunity  to  say:  Well,  we  can  soak  it  up  most 
easily  here,  I  appreciate  that.  And,  I  will  respond. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Secretary's  Priorities 

The  Department's  budget  reflects  difficult  choices  and  balancing  of  priorities.  The 
increases  for  investment  and  operational  needs  were  funded  by  tradeoffs  within  an 
essentially  flat  budget.  It  is  the  Secretary's  hope  that,  to  the  maximum  extent  per- 
mitted by  the  602(b)  allocations,  the  Subcommittee  will  maintain  the  budget  as  a 
balanced  and  cohesive  unit.  However,  among  the  increases  proposed  in  operational 
accounts,  the  Secretary's  three  highest  priorities  are: 

Forest  plan  1  +$44,900,000 

South  Florida  operations2 +  16,200,000 

Tribal  priority  allocations  +8,800,000 

1  Includes  operational  increases  in  BLM  (  +  6.9  million),  FWS  ( +  11.3  million),  NBS  (  +2.3  mil- 
lion), BIA  ( +  1.5  million)  and  Jobs  in  the  Woods  increases  in  BLM  ( +  12.0  million),  FWS  ( +9.0 
million),  and  BIA  ( +  2.0  million). 

2  Includes  increases  in  FWS  (  +  2.9  million),  NBS  (+1.0  million),  NPS  (  +  4.3  million),  and 
USGS(  + 8.0  million). 

Departmentwide  land  acquisition  was  proposed  at  the  same  level  as  fiscal  year 
1994;  construction  accounts  were  proposed  at  lower  levels.  The  Secretary's  highest 
priorities  within  land  acquisition  and  construction  accounts  are: 

South  Florida: 

Land  acquisition  grant  +$4,800,000 

LWCF  land  acquisition  +2,000,000 

NPS  construction  +4,500,000 

Balcones  canyonlands  habitat  conservation  plan +4,100,000 

Other  habitat  conservation  plans: 

St.  George/Desert  Tortoise,  UT  +4,000,000 

Vernal  Pools,  CA +5,000,000 

Archie  Carr,  FL  +7,000,000 

Lake  Wales  Ridge,  FL  +3,000,000 

National  Key  Deer,  FL  +2,000,000 

Chairman  Byrd.  Very  well.  That  will  be  fine.  And,  there  may  be 
some  changes  that  you  could  recommend  in  order  to  accommodate 
some  of  your  priorities,  given  the  budget  caps  that  we  will  have  to 
work  within  this  year. 

I  will  submit  some  additional  questions.  I  have  some  on  the — 
having  to  do  with  the  transfer  of  moneys  in  unobligated  construc- 
tion funds  to  the  U.S.  Park  Police  to  provide  additional  police  offi- 
cers and  equipment  to  combat  crime  in  the  District  of  Columbia. 

We  have  discussed  this  yesterday.  I  will  not  take  your  time  and 
our  time  today  to  further  discuss  that.  But,  I  will  submit  some 
questions  for  the  record. 

PAYMENTS  IN  LIEU  OF  TAXES 

There  are  various  other  questions  I  will  submit.  Let  me  just  ask 
one  or  two  questions  about  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes. 
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The  Senate  passed  legislation  to  increase  substantially  the  fund- 
ing available  for  the  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes,  the  PILT  program. 
The  premise  behind  this  legislation  is  that  local  governments  are 
not  compensated  adequately  for  the  effects  of  having  land  removed 
from  the  local  tax  base  as  a  result  of  Federal  acquisition. 

If  this  legislation  is  enacted,  and  it  has  been  passed  by  the  Sen- 
ate— if  it's  enacted,  we  will  have  to  find  an  additional  $150  million 
in  outlays,  meaning  probably  $300  million  in  budget  authority, 
elsewhere  in  the  bill  to  cover  these  costs  if  it  were  to  be  enacted 
in  time  to  impact  on  this  budget  or  even  next  year. 

If  Federal  land  acquisition  is  such  a  hardship — we  have  Senators 
saying:  Well,  all  this  Federal  land  in  my  State  is  sapping  up  our 
revenue.  We  think  the  Federal  Government  ought  to  increase  its 
payment  in  lieu  of  taxes.  If  Federal  land  acquisition  is  such  a  hard- 
ship— and  the  same  Senators  keep  coming  back  and  they  want 
more  moneys  for  acquisitions,  land  acquisitions,  in  many  instances 
the  same  Senators.  Give  me  more  money  for  land  acquisition,  on 
one  side.  And,  all  that  Federal  land,  it  saps  up  our  revenue.  We 
think  the  Federal  Government  ought  to  come  in  and  help  us  be- 
cause of  this  big  bad  wolf  here,  this  Federal  land. 

If  Federal  land  acquisition  is  such  a  hardship,  perhaps  we  should 
eliminate  the  program  and  just  stop  appropriating  money  for  land 
acquisition.  What  comment  would  you  have  about  such  a  policy? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Senator,  I  share  what  I  perceive  to  be  your  ambigu- 
ity about  raising  PILT  payments  across-the-board  without  any 
analysis  of  the  economic  benefits  of  the  other  direction.  To  take  an 
obvious  one,  how  can  you  possibly  argue  that  the  Grand  Canyon — 
its  administration  and  the  budget  effort  that  we  put  out  to  main- 
tain that  to  generate  visitors  from  all  over  the  world,  an  enormous 
economic  asset — how  can  you  possibly  maintain  that  the  State  is 
on  the  short  end  and  that  we,  in  addition  to  providing  all  of  that 
extraordinary  expense  for  such  obvious  benefits,  owe  additional 
money  on  top? 

My  caution  on  PILT  would  be  that  I  would  like  to  see  some  anal- 
ysis of  the  benefits  that  are  going  in  the  other  direction,  because 
I  think  in  most  cases — maybe  not  in  all,  but  in  most  cases,  the  flow 
of  benefits  directly  into  the  treasuries  of  county  and  city  govern- 
ments and  States  is  vastly  enhanced  by  the  Federal  presence. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Another  possibility  would  be  to  reduce  other 
grant  programs  to  the  States  in  order  to  fund  PILT.  However,  even 
if  we  eliminated  the  State  side  portion  of  the  land  and  water  con- 
servation fund,  eliminated  historic  preservation  fund  grants  and 
eliminated  the  energy  weatherization  assistance  grants  in  the  De- 
partment of  Energy,  we  would  still  fall  short  of  the  needed  outlays 
for  PILT  by  over  $50  million. 

Are  these  the  types  of  tradeoffs  that  will  have  to  be  made  if  the 
PILT  legislation  is  approved? 

Would  one  of  the  alternatives  be  to  either  do  that  or  to  cut  into 
operating  accounts  of  the  agencies? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Well,  again,  the  PILT  argument  was  a  lot  easier  to 
make  when  there  was  budgeting  by  addition.  But,  I  don't  think  it's 
commonly  perceived  that  those  PILT  payments  mean  a  dollar-for- 
dollar  reduction  somewhere  else  and  most  probably  in  programs 
which  are  already  benefiting  the  West. 
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Chairman  Byrd.  Well,  Mr.  Secretary,  I  will  submit  my  additional 
questions  for  the  record.  Senator  Hatfield  will  have  some  questions 
for  the  record.  And,  there  may  be  some  other  Senators  who  would 
do  the  same. 

I  want  to  thank  you  for  your  fine  testimony  and  for  the  dedica- 
tion that  you  bring  to  your  responsibilities  everyday.  And,  I  thank 
your  associates  for  their  appearance  here  today. 

ADDITIONAL  COMMITTEE  QUESTIONS 

The  Subcommittee  will  have  additional  questions,  as  I  say.  These 
should  be  hopefully  responded  to  within  3  weeks  so  that  we  may 
proceed  with  our  appropriations  for  markup  of  the  fiscal  year  1995 
Interior  bill. 

We  think  that's  a  reasonable  assumption. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  do  just  that.  Thank  you  very 
much. 

[The  following  questions  were  not  asked  at  the  hearing,  but  were 
submitted  to  the  Department  for  response  subsequent  to  the  hear- 
ing:] 


1113 

ADDITIONAL  COMMITTEE  QUESTIONS 

OVERALL  BUDGET  SITUATION 

The  Interior  Department  budget  proposes  an  estimated  $182  million  in  various 
operational  and  program  additions.  While  many  of  these  increases  are  offset  by 
reductions  elsewhere  in  the  budget,  it  is  possible  that  we  will  have  to  accept  many  of 
the  proposed  reductions,  and  then  reduce  the  proposed  increases. 

Question:       If  the  Subcommittee  were  only  able  to  provide  increases  totaling 
about  $50  million  to  the  Interior  Department  in  FY  1995,  as  compared  to  the  nearly 
$200  million  in  increases  you  have  proposed,  how  would  you  propose  that  we 
allocate  these  resources? 

Answer:        The  Department's  budget  reflects  difficult  choices  and  balancing  of 
priorities.   Increases  for  investment  and  operational  needs  were  funded  by  tradeoffs 
within  an  essentially  flat  budget.   It  is  the  Secretary's  hope  that,  to  the  maximum 
extent  permitted  by  the  602(b)  allocations,  the  Subcommittee  will  maintain  the 
budget  as  a  balanced  and  cohesive  unit.   However,  among  the  increases  proposed  in 
operational  accounts,  the  Secretary's  three  highest  priorities  are: 


Forest  Plan  +$44.9  million 

[Includes  operational  increases  in  BLM  (+6.9  million),  FWS  (  +  11.3  million), 
NBS  (+2.3  million),  BIA  (  +  1.5  million)  and  Jobs  in  the  Woods  increases  in 
BLM  (+12.0  million),  FWS  (+9.0  million)  and  BIA  (+2.0  million)] 

South  Florida  Operations  +$16.2  million 

[Includes  increases  in  FWS  (+2.9  million);  NBS  (+1.0  million);  NPS  (+4.3 
million)  and  USCS  (+8.0  million)) 


Tribal  Priority  Allocations 


+$8.8  million 


Departmentwide  land  acquisition  was  proposed  at  the  same  level  as  FY  1994; 
construction  accounts  were  proposed  at  lower  levels.  The  Secretary's  highest 
priorities  within  land  acquisition  and  construction  accounts  are: 


South  Florida 

Land  Acquisition  Grant 
LWCF  Land  Acquisition 
NPS  Construction 

Balcones  Canyonlands  Habitat  Conservation  Plan 

Other  Habitat  Conservation  Plans 

St.  George/Desert  Tortoise,  UT 
N'emal  Pools,  CA 
Archie  Carr,  FL 
Lake  Wales  Ridge,  FL 
National  Kev  Deer,  FL 


+$4.8  million 
+$2.0  million 
+$4.5  million 

+$4.1  million 


+$4.0  million 
+$5.0  million 
+$7.0  million 
+$3.0  million 
+$2.0  million 


Question:      There  are  substantial  increases  proposed  for  both  the  Pacific 
Northwest  Forest  Plan  and  South  Florida.   What  are  your  priorities  for  the 
individual  components  within  each  of  these  initiatives? 

Answer:         The  President's  Forest  Plan  is  a  comprehensive  and  innovative 
blueprint  for  forest  management,  economic  development,  and  related  agency 
coordination  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  and  northern  California.   The  plan  was 
developed  to  balance  the  need  to  protect  and  preserve  old  growth  forests  (and 
associated  fish,  wildlife,  and  water  resources)  with  the  neecls  of  workers,  businesses, 
and  communities  dependent  on  predictable  timber  sales. 
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The  Department's  1995  budget  supports  the  plan  with  a  commitment  of  $73.4 
million,  which  includes  an  increase  of  $44.9  million.    The  highest  priority  increases 
are  for  endangered  species  activities  in  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS)  for 
listing,  consultation,  and  recovery  actions  ($5.0  million);  and  in  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  (BLM)  for  endangered  species  monitoring  work  ($1.0  million). 
Increases  in  BLM  ($5.0  million)  and  FWS  ($5.0  million)  are  the  next  priority  for 
"Jobs  in  the  Woods"  ecosystem  restoration  projects  which  will  provide  employment 
opportunities  for  displaced  timber  workers  on  watershed  rehabilitation  projects. 

The  next  priority  increases  are  for  more  BLM  Option  9  work  ($4.7  million)  including 
watershed  analysis  and  coordination;  and  for  additional  ecosystem  restoration 
projects  ($5.0  million).   An  increase  in  FWS  for  endangered  species  recovery  work 
($6.3  million)  rounds  out  FWS  Option  9  efforts. 

Further  ecosystem  restoration  increases  for  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  (BIA)  ($2.0 
million)  and  BLM  ($2.0  million)  are  followed  in  priority  order  by  increases  for 
Option  9  work  in  the  BLM  GIS  program  ($0.7  million);  the  BIA  timber  program  ($1.5 
million);  and  critical  research  by  the  National  Biological  Survey  (NBS)  ($2.3 
million).    The  last  increment  of  ecosystem  restoration  project  increases  is  in  FWS 
($4.0  million).    Lastly,  there  is  an  increase  in  BLM  for  adaptive  management  areas 
($0.5  million). 

For  the  South  Florida  Ecosystem  restoration,  the  Department  is  proposing  a  FY  1995 
budget  of  $57.3  million,  an  increase  of  $28.8  million  over  comparable  activities  last 
year.   Of  the  $28.8  million  in  additional  funds  requested,  $11.3  million  funds  land 
acquisition  or  construction  activities  in  the  National  Park  Service  (NFS)  and  $17.5 
million  funds  operational  increases  in  the  areas  of  research  and  resource 
management  in  NBS,  FWS,  NFS,  BIA,  and  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey  (USGS).    All 
of  these  increases  are  important  to  the  South  Florida  initiative  as  the  budget  request 
represents  an  integrated  Departmental  response  to  an  imperiled  ecosystem. 

While  all  of  these  increases  are  important,  the  Department  does  recognize  the  fiscal 
limitations  under  which  the  Committee  must  operate  this  year.    With  this  in  mind, 
the  highest  priority  of  operational  increases  for  the  South  Florida  initiative  is  in  the 
area  of  research,  both  in  NBS  and  USGS.   The  NBS  is  proposing  an  increase  of  $2.0 
million,  for  a  total  of  $2.6  million,  for  research  related  to  marine  ecosystems  in 
Florida  Bay.   This  amount  is  important  to  furthering  our  understanding  as  we 
de\elop  solutions  to  deal  with  the  collapse  of  the  marine  environment  there.    The 
other  high  priority  research  item  is  included  within  USGS  where  the  Department  is 
requesting  an  additional  $8.0  million  for  water  quality  and  quantity  studies,  as  well 
as  ecosystem  history,  GIS  standards  and  database  coverage. 

After  our  operational  increases  for  research,  the  second  highest  priority  is  the  land 
protection  and  construction  of  improved  water  deliveries  funded  in  NFS.   The  $4.8 
million  grant  to  the  State  of  Florida  is  very  important,  both  because  it  is  a 
partnership  arrangement  with  the  State,  but  also  because  it  provides  protection  to 
lands  east  of  the  park  boundary.   The  $4.5  million  requested  for  continued 
construction  by  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  of  the  modified  water  delivery  system 
is  also  a  high  priority  as  is  the  Federal  land  acquisition  proposed  for  the  East 
Everglades  ($5  million)  and  Big  Cypress  ($3  million). 

Finally,  also  within  the  operational  funding  request,  are  the  remaining  resource 
management  needs  of  FWS  and  NFS.    The  $2.8  million  increase  requested  for  FWS 
will  fund  additional  endangered  species,  habitat  conservation  and  contaminant 
investigations,  as  well  as  exotic  plant  control  and  wetland  restoration  at 
Loxahatchee,  Florida  Panther,  and  National  Key  Deer  refuges.   The  $4.3  million 
operating  increase  for  Everglades,  Big  Cypress,  and  Key  Biscayne  will  fund 
important  park  operational  activities. 
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DUPLICATION  IN  AGENCY  BUDGETS 

As  funding  for  agency  budgets  becomes  increasingly  constrained,  one  of  the  things 
that  we  as  appropriators  simply  cannot  afford  is  overlap  and  duplication  of  activities 
and  programs  within  agency  budgets.  This  is  particularly  true  with  regard  to  new 
initiatives. 

As  I  look  across  the  Department's  FY  1995  budget  request,  there  appear  to  be  a 
number  of  areas  where  requests  for  new  funding  are  made,  and  then  similar 
requests  are  repeated  in  several  agencies.  For  example: 

--As  noted,  ecosystem  funding  is  distributed  to  numerous  bureaus  within 
the  Department,  with  requests  for  increased  funding  proposed  in  the 
budgets  of  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Mines  (USBM),  USGS,  NBS,  the  NFS,  and 
FWS. 

—There  appears  to  be  an  overlap  between  the  new  focus  within  USBM  on 
hazardous  waste  and  mine  remediation  and  new  program  initiatives 
within  USGS  to  perform  similar  kinds  of  work. 

—The  Minerals  Management  Service  (MMS)  has  a  program  which  focuses 
on  marine  and  coastal  environmental  issues  related  to  offshore 
exploration  and  development  of  oil  and  natural  gas  that  appears  to 
involve  research  that  seems  to  duplicate  much  of  the  USGS  National 
Marine  and  Coastal  Geology  Program. 

Question:       What  assurances  can  you  provide  that  these  agencies  are  not  simply 
"piling  on"  in  those  areas  currently  considered  "politically  correct"? 

Answer:         The  Department's  ecosystem  initiatives  and  other  cross-cutting 
initiatives  are  designed  to  take  advantage  of  the  range  of  expertise  across  the 
bureaus.    By  calling  on  the  bureaus  to  devote  their  specialized  expertise  to  a 
problem,  the  Department's  overall  effort  can  be  more  efficient,  can  avoid 
duplication  and  can  yield  maximum  return  for  the  funds  invested. 

Question:       Are  you  satisfied  that  the  Department  has  adequately  coordinated 
the  agency  requests  in  these  areas? 

Answer:         The  requests  for  ecosystem  initiatives  were  developed  in  a 
coordinated  fashion  during  the  budget  formulation  process  and  coordinating 
mechanisms  are  in  place  to  assure  that  the  bureaus  are  not  duplicating  one 
another's  efforts  or  working  at  cross-purposes.   In  the  case  of  South  Florida,  for 
example.  Federal  science  and  resource  activities  are  coordinated  by  the  Federal  Task 
Force  on  Everglades  Ecosystem  Restoration,  and  its  Federal  Interagency 
Management  and  Coordination  Working  Group,  and  Science  Working  Subgroup. 
Within  these  groups,  NFS,  FWS,  NBS,  and  USGS  are  working  with  one  another, 
and  other  Federal  and  State  agencies,  to  provide  a  coordinated  program  for 
restoration  of  the  Everglades  ecosystem. 

Question:       Might  we  be  able  to  achieve  some  savings  by  not  involving  every 
single  bureau  of  the  Department  in  the  affairs  of  all  the  other  bureaus? 

Answer:         By  assigning  discrete  tasks  to  the  bureau(s)  with  the  greatest 
expertise  in  those  tasks,  the  Department  hopes  to  make  the  most  efficient  use  of 
appropriated  funds.   It  is  neither  efficient  nor  cost  effective  to  replicate  scientific 
expertise  in  the  Department's  land  managing  bureaus  when  there  is  world-class 
scientific  expertise  available  in  the  Department's  science  bureaus. 
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FEDERAL  STAFFING/FIELD  STRUCTURE 

When  he  took  office.  President  Clinton  issued  an  executive  order  that  Federal 
staffing  be  reduced  government-wide  by  100,000  FTEs  over  a  five-year  period.  In  the 
FY  1994  budget,  each  agency  had  dollar  and  FTE  reductions  associated  with  meeting 
this  target.  Then,  in  September,  the  Vice-President's  National  Performance  Review 
increased  the  proposed  Federal  staffing  reduction  from  100,000  to  252,000  FTEs,  in 
order  to  help  achieve  the  savings  associated  with  "reinventing  government".    Now, 
due  to  the  "buyout"  legislation,  the  government-wide  staffing  reduction  is 
scheduled  to  be  272,900  FTEs  over  a  six-year  period. 

Question:       How  are  these  FTE  reductions  affecting  the  ability  of  the 
Department  to  carry  out  its  mission,  particularly  with  respect  to  resource  protection 
and  the  provision  of  services  to  the  public? 

Answer:         The  planned  reductions  in  employment  will  require  that  we  use 
our  best  skills  as  managers,  and  that  Interior  employees  increase  their  productivity 
by  finding  better  ways  to  do  their  work.   But  we  are  certain  that  we  can  continue  to 
carry  out  the  mission  of  the  Department  in  all  respects  by  reducing  administrative 
and  other  overhead  functions. 

Question:       Are  there  instances  occurring  where  units  within  the  Department 
have  dollars  with  which  to  conduct  programs,  but  are  unable  to  get  their  work  done 
because  of  restrictions  on  the  hiring  of  staff? 

Answer:         Allocating  FTEs  and  dollars  in  exactly  the  right  proportion  to  every 
individual  organizational  unit  within  the  Department  is  difficult,  and  it  is  possible 
that  there  could  be  cases  where  a  unit  has  sufficient  funding  but  insufficient  FTEs  to 
carry  out  its  program.    However,  we  believe  that  these  misallocations  can  be  and  are 
being  corrected  so  that  the  work  of  every  unit  can  be  accomplished. 

Question:       What  is  going  to  happen  with  the  opening  of  new  facilities 
government-wide?  Where  will  the  FTEs  come  from  to  staff  these  new  facilities? 

Answer:         Additional  staff  for  new  facilities,  as  well  as  additional  staff  to 
handle  general  increases  in  workload,  will  have  to  be  provided  by  reducing  staffing 
in  other  areas  that  are  not  as  critical  to  the  performance  of  the  mission  of  the 
Department  of  the  Interior.   We  have  begun  the  process  of  reducing  staffing  in 
administrative  units  by  improving  organization  and  procedures,  and  by  making 
better  use  of  technology  in  order  to  achieve  greater  efficiency.   In  addition,  some 
programs  within  the  Department  are  being  phased  out  or  reduced  so  that  those  FTEs 
can  be  shifted  to  handle  new  work. 

Question:       How  are  the  FTE  constraints  being  considered  as  new  initiatives  are 
contemplated,  whether  they  be  for  enhanced  endangered  species  staffing  or  the 
resources  necessary  to  carry  out  park  general  management  plans? 

Answer:         Constraints  on  staffing  are  considered  in  the  same  way  that  other 
constraints  are  in  developing  plans  for  new  programs.   It  is  always  necessary  to  select 
new  work  carefully  since  our  resources  are  limited.    We  try  to  recommend  program 
increases  only  in  the  highest  priority  areas  and  for  the  most  part  to  accommodate 
them  within  available  resources. 

Question:       To  what  extent  do  you  view  the  concepts  of  "managing  based  on 
dollars  appropriated"  and  "managing  based  on  FTE  controls"  to  be  at  cross- 
purposes? 
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Answer:         Managing  based  on  dollars  can  conflict  with  managing  based  on  FTE 
controls,  but  both  concepts  represent  desirable  constraints  on  the  size  of  Federal 
programs.   Also,  while  FTEs  may  seem  to  be  an  important  constraint  at  present,  it  is 
likely  that  funding  constraints  will  soon  become  dominant  if  discretionary  spending 
caps  continue  to  be  reduced.   In  any  case,  it  is  necessary  to  find  ways  of  managing 
that  accommodate  both  types  of  limits. 

One  presumplion  is  that  staffing  resources  for  some  programs  can  be  "freed  up"  by 
achieving  consolidations,  closures,  or  streamlining  at  other  locations.   While  the 
analysis  as  to  what  works  best  is  perhaps  done  most  appropriately  on  a  bureau-by- 
bureau  basis,  you  are  likely  to  encounter  significant  resistance  to  implementing 
these  reductions  until  Members  can  examine  the  broader  context  in  which  the 
reductions  are  proposed. 

Question:       What  role  is  OMB  playing  in  developing  an  analysis  of  the 
reductions  proposed  government-wide  in  order  to  assure  that  particular  regions  of 
the  country  are  not  bearing  a  disproportionate  share  of  the  reductions? 

Answer:         Each  individual  Cabinet  Secretary  has  been  given  broad  discretion 
in  the  allocation  of  funding  and  staffing  levels  for  their  Departments  to  allow 
maximum  flexibility  in  decision  making.    Such  flexibility  allows  decision  makers  to 
consider  all  appropriate  and  available  information  when  making  allocation 
decisions. 

Question:       If  Congress  precludes  the  closure  of  facilities  or  regional  offices, 
what  effect  will  this  have  on  the  operation  of  the  lowest  field  units  of  the 
Department?  Will  the  parks,  Indian  schools,  fish  hatcheries,  and  other  field  stations 
then  have  to  endure  even  more  of  the  FTE  reductions? 

Answer:         There  are  undoubtedly  trade-offs  in  any  budget.   It  is  true  that  in 
order  to  remain  within  funding  and  FTE  targets,  keeping  some  facilities  open  which 
were  planned  for  closure  will  either  require  that  other  facilities  be  closed  or  that  new 
programs  be  curtailed  or  excluded  from  the  budget. 

Some  have  suggested  that  Indian  programs  should  be  exempt  from  the  Federal 
staffing  and  administrative  streamlining  reductions  because  of  the  treaty 
relationship  between  the  U.S.  government  and  the  tribes. 

Question:       How  are  the  staffing  and  streamlining  reductions  being  applied  to 
the  programs  run  directly  by  the  tribes? 

Answer:         In  responding  to  the  Administration's  pledge  to  lower  the  Federal 
deficit  through  streamlining,  all  of  the  Interior^bureaus  were  asked  to  identify  areas 
for  adminish-ative  streamlining.    It  is  important  to  note  that  the  primary  focus  of 
the  BIA  streamlining  effort  is  on  the  administrative  and  not  the  program  areas.   Of 
the  $12.8  million  in  streamlining  reductions  proposed  for  BIA,  none  has  been 
applied  to  triballv  operated  programs.   Furthermore,  BIA  streamlining  proposals  are 
offset  by  increases  that  benefit  all  the  tribes,  such  as  Indian  education,  contract 
support,  and  natural  resource  management. 

Question:      While  the  tribes  might  not  like  having  to  share  in  these  reductions, 
would  the  effect  be  even  greater  on  program  delivery  for  Indians  if  the  Federal 
government  were  running  the  programs? 

Answer:         While  the  primary  focus  of  the  streamlining  efforts  has  been  toward 
administrative  areas,  leaving  on-the-ground  program  management  basically  mtact 
It  is  true  that  the  streamlining  would  impact  tribal  programs  to  a  greater  extent  if  the 
BIA  were  running  all  of  the  programs. 
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FEDERAL  PAY  COSTS 

The  House  Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  Treasury,  Postal  Service,  and  General 
Government  has  endorsed  an  additional  pay  increase  for  Federal  workers  in  FY 
1995.  One  proposal  is  to  cover  the  increased  pay  costs  by  reducing  contracting.  Some 
perceive  that  contracting  is  strictly  an  administrative,  discretionary  item. 

Question:       How  much  of  the  Interior  Department's  firefighting  program  is 
carried  out  using  contract  aircraft? 

Answer:         The  BLM  accomplishes  approximately  95  percent  of  all  its 
firefighting  aircraft  support  through  the  use  of  private  sector  aircraft.   The  services 
of  these  aircraft  are  obtained  through  exclusive  use  contracts  and  rental  agreements. 
The  remaining  5  percent  of  the  aircraft  used  is  obtained  through  the  use  of 
government  owned  and/or  cooperated  aircraft.   Other  Interior  agencies  (NFS,  FWS, 
and  BIA)  also  use  private  sector  and  corporate  aircraft  in  their  firefighting  programs. 

The  BLM  maintains  fifty  three  exclusive  use  aircraft  contracts;  this  includes 
airtankers,  large  transports,  light  fixed  wing,  smoke  jumper,  and  helicopters. 
Another  two  hundred  rental  aircraft  are  available  on  a  call-when-needed  basis. 
Thirteen  government  owned  aircraft  are  operated  for  special  mission  uses  such  as 
air  attack/lead  plane  and  smoke  jumper  operations.   The  NPS,  BIA,  and  FWS 
maintain  a  combined  government  owned  fleet  of  eighteen  aircraft  (NPS  -  ten,  BIA  - 
six,  and  FWS  -  two).   These  aircraft  are  only  used  on  an  incidental  basis  for 
firefighting  support  missions. 

The  Department  has  determined  that  it  is  more  cost-effective  to  rely  on  contracts  for 
the  fire  season  than  to  maintain  a  complete  fleet  of  aircraft. 

Question:       How  is  the  ground  support  for  the  fire  crews  carried  out?  Are 
contracts  used  for  the  establishment  of  base  camps,  meal  service,  and  the  like  for  the 
fire  crews? 

Answer:         Contracted  support  services  are  used  to  provide  a  wide  variety  of 
support  for  fire  crews  both  directly  and  indirectly.   National  interagency  contracts 
exist  to  provide  for  meals  and  showers  for  fire  suppression  personnel  (twenty  three 
separate  vendors).   The  various  geographical  areas  establish  local  contracts  for 
equipment,  supplies,  transportation,  and  other  miscellaneous  services.    Contracting 
for  fireline  personnel  and  manned  equipment  can  increase  as  a  result  of  FTE 
reductions. 

Question:       So,  a  reduction  in  contracting  would  affect  directly  the  ability  of  the 
Department  to  control  wildfires  on  the  public  lands? 

Answer:         An  arbitrary  reduction  in  contracting  would  ~  in  a  normal  fire  year 
~  create  chaos  in  the  fire  program.   Allocation  of  contracting  tosts  is  not  at  the 
discretion  of  fire  managers.  Contracting  costs  represent  the  actual  nature  of  the  costs 
incurred  in  fighting  wildfires.    Therefore,  to  comply  with  arbitrary  limits,  the 
bureaus  would  be  forced  to  choose  between  compliance  with  the  limits  or  risk 
increasing  fire  losses,  damages,  and  life  threatening  situations  and  employee  safety. 

Question:       Is  the  Department  having  to  rely  more  on  outside  contracting  to 
help  achieve  program  goals  as  tighter  controls  on  Federal  staffing  are  imposed?  If 
so,  please  provide  examples. 

Answer:         Yes,  we  are.  For  example,  at  Cape  Cod  National  Seashore  about  half 
of  the  operating  increases  have  been  directed  from  in-house  work  to  contracts, 
cooperative  agreements,  and  direct  purchases.   This  has  resulted  in  greater  emphasis 
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on  infrastructure  improvement  projects  and  reduced  emphasis  on  improving  face- 
to-face  visitor  service  programs.    For  the  longer  term,  the  Seashore  is  looking  for 
ways  to  carry  out  activities,  as  opposed  to  projects,  by  contracting  in  order  to  free  up 
FTE  for  core  mission  responsibilities. 

Another  example  is  at  Cuyahoga  Valley  National  Recreation  Area,  where  NFS  has 
contracted  for  mowing,  janitorial  services,  and  minor  construction,  services  that  are 
normally  performed  by  NFS  day  laborers. 

Question:       How  will  the  Department's  ability  to  carry  out  its  mission  be 
affected  if  contracting  is  reduced  at  the  same  time  personnel  is  also  being  reduced? 

Answer:         If  our  ability  to  contract  is  reduced  at  the  same  time  personnel  is 
reduced,  the  results  would  be  devastating.  Together,  these  two  cost  areas  constitute 
55  percent  of  the  Department's  direct  budget.   While  it  is  possible  to  imagine 
carrying  out  more  of  the  Department's  missions  through  grant  arrangements,  this  is 
not,  for  the  most  part,  the  way  the  Congress  designed  or  authorized  Interior's 
programs.   Thus,  the  result  of  reducing  both  personnel  and  contract  areas  on  the 
Department's  ability  to  carry  out  its  missions  would  severely  reduce  our  capability  to 
fulfill  our  mission.    Much  of  our  FTE  streamlining  focus  will  be  in  administrative 
areas  such  as  procurement,  personnel,  and  finance,  with  the  goal  of  centralizing  or 
contracting  much  of  the  work.  Some  of  this  work  can  and  should  be  contracted  out. 
But  the  vast  majority  of  Interior's  contracted  work  is  for  park,  refuge,  and  facility 
maintenance.    Reductions  here  would  affect  visitors  to  these  facilities  throughout 
the  country. 

Question:       Are  the  programs  operated  by  the  tribes  pursuant  to  self- 
determination  considered  to  be  contracts?  If  so,  would  a  legislated  reduction  in 
contracting  dollars  directly  affect  tribal  programs? 

Answer:         The  Indian  Self  Determination  and  Education  Assistance  Act 
defines  a  contract,  a  grant,  and  a  cooperative  agreement  awarded  under  the  Act  to 
have  the  same  meaning,  and  except  for  construction,  a  "contract"  in  this  program  is 
not  a  procurement  contract.   Generally  these  self  determination  contracts  serve  as 
vehicles  for  transfer  of  Federal  program  administration  to  tribes  and  should  not  be 
considered  the  same  as  procurement  contracts.    Nevertheless,  a  legislative  reduction 
in  governmentwide  contracting  dollars  could  directly  affect  tribal  programs, 
depending  on  how  the  legislation  is  written. 

Question:      When  the  tribes  run  these  programs,  do  those  personnel  count 
against  Federal  staffing  ceilings? 

Answer:         No.   When  tribes  contract  to  operate  programs,  the  Federal  funds 
are  transferred  to  the  tribes  and  the  Federal  employment  is  reduced.   Tribal 
persoiviel  are  not  part  of  the  Federal  work  force. 


NATIONAL  BIOLOGICAL  SURVEY 

Mr.  Secretary,  using  the  authorities  available  to  you  to  reorganize  the  Department, 
last  year  you  proposed,  in  the  budget,  the  establishment  of  the  National  Biological 
Survey  (NBS).  Congress  concurred  in  this  proposal  through  the  enactment  of  the 
FY  1994  Interior  Appropriations  Bill.  There  was  no  debate  nor  question  of  your 
authority  to  undertake  this  reorganization  when  the  House  and  Senate  passed  the 
bill  last  summer.  Subsequently,  during  conference  on  the  Interior  bill,  a  furor 
erupted  over  NBS. 
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Question:      What  do  you  define  as  the  fundamental  mission  of  NBS? 

Answer:        The  NBS  gathers,  analyzes,  and  disseminates  biological  information 
necessary  for  good  stewardship  of  natural  resources.   The  information  is  useful  to 
public  and  private  landowners  interested  in  protecting  resources  and  avoiding  costly 
environmental  "train  wrecks"  that  can  stymie  development  projects.    The  NBS  is 
designed  to  serve  as  an  information  clearinghouse  and  source  of  solid  scientific 
information  for  use  by  local  communities,  development  interests,  wildlife 
managers,  landowners,  and  private  and  nonprofit  groups. 

Question:  How,  if  at  all,  are  the  functions  of  the  NBS  and  its  research  different 
from  the  mission  these  same  researchers  had  when  they  were  employees  of  BLM,  or 
NFS,  or  FWS? 

Answer:         A  substantial  element  of  the  mission  of  the  NBS  is  to  conduct 
research  necessary  to  provide  the  biological  information  needed  to  conserve  and 
manage  the  nation's  natural  resources.   Therefore,  the  NBS  research  agenda  is 
formed  by  the  research  needs  of  its  client  agencies  for  whom  most  NBS  scientists 
were  working  previously,  and  by  the  needs  of  others  who  will  use  the  information 
gathered.    In  addition  to  meeting  the  current  needs  of  client  agencies,  the  NBS  will 
develop  new  research  programs,  within  the  limits  of  its  authorities,  that  are  more 
pro-active  and  aimed  at  preventing  future  problems.   Our  new  emphasis  on 
ecosystem  dynamics  and  restoration  and  our  focus  on  multi-species,  as  opposed  to 
single-species  approaches,  fall  in  this  category. 

Question:       If  the  authority  for  these  purposes  already  exists  within  the 
Department,  what  precludes  these  activities  from  being  conducted  by  the  NBS? 

Answer:         The  activities  and  programs  that  transferred  to  the  NBS  and  that  are 
currently  being  conducted  by  NBS  are  authorized.   The  Department's  Solicitor  has 
addressed  this  issue  in  the  attached  opinion.    In  this  opinion  the  Solicitor  has 
determined  that: 

1)  The  Secretary  has  broad  authority  to  reorganize  the  Department's  functions 
among  its  bureaus  and  offices; 

2)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  perform  the  functions  that  transferred  to  the 
NBS;  and 

3)  Establishing  NBS  is  a  "proper  exercise  of  the  Secretary's  authority." 

Nothing  precludes  NBS  from  conducting  the  activities  transferred  to  it  by  Secretarial 
Order. 

Question:       Was  this  agency  established  by  transferring  funds  from  elsewhere  in 
the  Department? 

Answer:         Yes.   Furds  were  transferred  from  seven  Interior  bureaus  to 
establish  NBS. 

Language  was  included  in  the  FY  1994  Interior  appropriations  bill  to  address 
concerns  about  private  property  rights. 

Question:       What  has  been  the  effect  of  this  language?  How  has  it  affected  the 
relationships  between  agency  personnel  and  private  interests? 

Answer:  It  is  important  to  reiterate  that  NBS  scientists  have  traditionally  had 
excellent  relationships  with  the  communities  in  which  they  serve.    The  FY  1994 
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Appropriations  Law  prohibits  funds  from  being  expended  for  new  surveys  on 
private  property  witiiout  the  written  permission  of  the  owner.   This  has  affected 
approximately  30  studies.   The  NBS  scientists  have  either  received  written 
permission,  are  in  the  process  of  getting  written  permission,  or  are  planning  to 
cancel  the  study    The  latter  case  occurs  in  instances  in  which  the  owner  has  not 
been  located,  or  due  to  a  reluctance  on  the  part  of  some  owners  to  grant  written 
permission  for  fear  of  potential  future  liabilities. 

Question:       Are  there  language  changes  you  would  propose  for  the 
appropriations  bill  this  year  that  would  clarify  some  of  the  concerns  about  the  NBS? 

Answer:         The  NBS  believes  that  its  policy  on  entering  private  property  fully 
addresses  the  concerns  expressed  by  Congress  regarding  the  rights  of  landowners. 
The  NBS  employees  do  not  enter  private  property  without  permission,  and  must 
comply  with  state  trespass  laws.   In  addition,  NBS  has  adhered  to  the  requirement  in 
the  FY  1994  Appropriations  Law  requiring  written  permission  from  the  owner 
before  conducting  any  new  surveys  on  private  property. 

The  requirement  that  NBS  employees  get  written  permission  from  the  owner  before 
entering  private  land  for  new  survey  work  has  a  number  of  practical  difficulties  that 
may  not  have  been  foreseen  at  the  time  it  was  enacted.   These  include  finding  the 
legal  owner,  who  in  many  cases  is  a  bank  or  other  company.   Also,  some  owners  are 
agreeable  to  a  survey,  but  reluctant  to  grant  written  permission  to  enter  the  property 
for  fear  of  potential  future  liability  in  the  event  of  injury  or  accident.    In  light  of  the 
administrative  problems  encountered  with  the  requirement  as  included  in  the  FY 
1994  appropriation  bill  and  the  fact  that  these  subjects  are  more  appropriately 
addressed  in  an  authorizing  bill,  NBS  has  proposed  deleting  this  provision. 

NEW  AUTHORIZING  LEGISLATION 
CALIFORNIA  DESERT 

We  will  probably  have  to  hold  the  operating  accounts  for  the  Interior  appropriation 
bill  relatively  flat  for  the  next  several  years. 

Question:      Given  this  scenario,  how  do  you  propose  to  fund  the  increased  costs 
associated  with  the  California  Desert? 

Answer:         California  Desert  legislation  is  a  high  Administration  priority  and 
the  Secretary  is  committed  to  its  successful  implementation.    If  enacted  into  law,  the 
legislahon  would  assure  protection  of  the  valuable  California  desert  wilderness 
ecosystem.   For  planning  purposes,  the  Department  has  prepared  cost  estimates  to 
implement  S.  21,  the  Senate-passed  version  of  the  bill.   These  estimates  have  helped 
us  look  at  ways  to  fund  the  costs  associated  with  the  California  Desert. 

For  starters,  some  funding  was  already  included  in  the  FY  1995  President's  Budget 
for  both  BLM  ($0.4  million)  and  NFS  ($0.4  million).   The  Department  has  identified 
funding  ($0.6  million)  which  can  be  shifted  from  BLM  to  NFS  along  with  the 
Mojave  acreage.   The  Department  has  also  identified  base  funding  ($0.9  million) 
which  BLM  can  redirect  from  interim  wilderness  management  to  implementation. 

This  leaves  $0.2  million  in  unfunded  needs  for  the  NFS  and  $3.9  million  for  the 
BLM  for  the  first  year.   Both  bureaus  are  preparing  internal  proposals  to  redirect 
lower  priority  base  funding  to  cover  these  needs.  Once  finalized,  these  proposals 
would  be  provided  to  the  Committees  for  review  and  approval. 

Question:       What  operations  reductions  are  you  prepared  to  make  elsewhere  in 
California  in  order  to  fund  the  costs  associated  with  the  desert  legislation, 
particularly  in  the  oulyears  when  the  costs  increase? 
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Answer:         We  plan  to  redirect  $0.9  million  in  BLM  base  funding  from  interim 
wilderness  management  to  wilderness  implementation  in  California.    We  also  plan 
to  shift  $0.6  million  from  BLM  to  NPS  along  with  the  Mojave  acreage.   The  BLM  is 
still  developing  options  to  redirect  lower  priority  base  funding  to  cover  its 
additional  needs.    Whether  or  not  this  funding  comes  from  California-based 
programs  has  yet  to  be  determined.   The  NPS  will  have  to  redirect  $0.2  million  in 
base  funding.   We  do  not  consider  this  an  onerous  burden  for  the  park  system  given 
the  opportunity  to  protect  this  spectacular  resource. 

For  the  outyears,  the  Department  is  committed  to  fully  implement  S.  21  in  a  more 
cost  effective  manner  than  ever  before  by  managing  the  California  Desert  as  one 
ecosystem.  The  Secretary  has  approved  a  proposal  developed  by  BLM  and  PS  to 
manage  desert  resources  cooperatively,  sharing  facilities  and  equipment.   The 
California  Desert  will  certainly  be  a  priority  as  we  develop  the  FY  1996  President's 
Budget. 

Question:  How  do  you  propose  to  persuade  Members  of  Congress  that  the 
operations  and  staffing  at  parks  in  other  states  should  be  diminished  in  order  to 
acquire  more  Federal  land  in  California? 

Answer:         We  do  not  believe  that  operations  and  staffing  at  parks  in  other 
states  will  be  diminished  in  order  to  acquire  more  Federal  lands  in  California.    In 
fact,  NPS  onlv  has  a  "shortfall"  of  $0.2  million  for  the  first  year  of  implementation 
of  the  assumed  legislation. 


LUMBEE  INDIANS 

Another  legislative  item  on  the  Senate  calendar  is  House-passed  legislation  to 
extend  Federal  recognition  to  the  Lumbee  Indians  in  North  Carolina.  The 
legislation  will  require  the  Department  to  develop  a  budgetary  needs  analysis  before 
the  tribe  will  become  eligible  for  Federal  services.  Using  the  current  average  cost  for 
new  tribes,  recognition  of  the  Lumbees  could  cost  an  estimated  $40  million. 

Question:       What  advice  have  you  received  from  the  Department's  attorneys  as 
to  the  eligibility  of  the  Lumbee  tribe  for  services  in  the  event  the  Administration 
makes  a  budget  request  for  these  costs,  but  the  Congress  is  unable  to  provide  the 
additional  amounts  requested  —  would  the  tribe  still  be  eligible  for  services? 

Answer:         Yes,  the  Lumbees  would  still  be  eligible  for  services.   Federal 
recognition  would  automatically  make  the  Lumbee  Indians  eligible  for  BIA  services. 
However,  eligibility  does  not  create  an  immediate  access  to  BIA  services.   The 
provision  of  services  to  the  Lumbees  would  be  subject  to  the  appropriation  of  funds 
by  Congress. 

Question:      If  so,  how  can  it  be  argued  that  funding  for  the  Lumbees  will  not 
affect  the  services  currently  provided  to  tribes? 

Answer:         Recognition  of  the  Lumbees  would  not  necessarily  affect  the 
existing  level  of  tribal  services  because,  the  Lumbees  would  not  have  immediate 
access  to  the  full  provision  of  Federal  Indian  services.   As  prescribed  in  the  Federal 
regulations,  the  provision  of  services  is  contingent  upon  the  appropriation  of  funds 
by  Congress.   The  Department  will  follow  the  procedures  prescribed  in  Federal 
regulations  in  the  event  the  Lumbees  are  accorded  Federal  tribal  status.   This  would 
include  conducting  a  needs  test  of  the  subject  tribe  and  considering  the  funding 
recommendation  emanating  from  the  assessment  in  the  budget  formulation 
process.   It  should  be  noted  that,  in  addition  to  the  estimated  $40  million  cost  to  the 
administrative  services  (i.e.  new  tribes)  activity,  recognition  of  the  Lumbees  will 
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also  ultimately  entail  a  cost  to  the  program  services  side  (i.e.  Other  Recurrmg 
Programs).    Because  of  the  enormous  size  of  the  Lumbee  population,  their  impact 
on  program  services  would  be  too  great  for  the  BIA  budget  to  simply  absorb.   A  net 
increase  in  the  program  budget  would  be  necessary  to  accommodate  the  Lumbees; 
otherwise  tribes  already  receiving  BIA  programs  would  have  their  program  shares 
significantly  reduced. 

Question:       Where  will  you  find  the  estimated  $40  million  for  the  Lumbees  if 
the  legislation  is  enacted  but  you  are  constrained  overall  by  an  aggregate  budget 
level  the  same  as  was  enacted  in  FY  1994? 

Answer:         First,  the  Department  would  have  to  complete  the  prescribed  needs 
assessment  and  factor  that  information  into  the  next  budget  request.    Depending 
upon  the  enactment  date  of  the  subject  legislation,  this  may  not  occur  until  the  FY 
1997  budget  process.  Second,  as  a  matter  of  budget  necessity.  Federal  regulations 
provide  for  the  phasing  in  of  services  to  newly  recognized  tribes.  Thus,  funds  to 
cover  the  total  estimated  cost  of  the  Lumbees  would  not  be  necessary  in  the  first  year 
of  their  official  status. 

Regardless  of  the  specific  budget  year  in  which  the  Lumbees  become  a  budget  issue, 
ultimately  it  is  Congress'  prerogative  to  either  provide  additional  appropriations 
expressly  for  the  Lumbees'  needs  or  to  direct  the  Department  to  provide  these 
services  without  a  commensurate  increase  in  funding.    Diminution  of  services  to 
existing  tribes  can  probably  only  be  avoided  if  Congress  appropriates  increased 
funding  expressly  for  the  Lumbees'  needs. 

Question:       Is  it  your  position  that  the  funding  for  the  Lumbees  should  come 
from  elsewhere  in  BIA  or  that  the  entire  Department  should  take  reductions  to 
cover  the  estimated  costs? 

Answer:        In  formulating  the  Interior  budget,  the  development  and  review  of 
individual  bureau  budgets  is  not  conducted  in  a  vacuum.   The  Department  has  an 
overall  budget  target  within  which  all  requirements  and  new  initiatives  compete  for 
funding.   Final  budget  allocations  to  the  bureaus  reflects  our  best  judgment  of  how 
to  meet  the  Department's  program  requirements  and  achieve  the  Administration's 
goals.   If  the  Department  were  to  extend  full  services  to  the  Lumbees  within  our 
overall  ceiling,  the  Department  would  evaluate  the  total  budget  to  determine  where 
an  offset  would  cause  the  least  harm  to  its  overall  mission  and  responsibilities. 
There  is  no  assurance  this  would  not  adversely  affect  the  BIA  budget. 


PARK  POLICE 

Despite  the  strong  objections  of  the  Committee,  which  Senator  Nickles  and  I 
conveyed  to  you  in  a  March  15, 1994,  letter,  the  Department  proceeded  with  a 
transfer  of  $5  million  in  unobligated  construction  funds  to  the  U.S.  Park  Police  to 
provide  49  police  officers  and  equipment  to  combat  crime  in  the  District  of 
Columbia. 

The  authority  cited  in  the  decision  to  commence  the  transfer  is  provided  for  in  "... 
emergency  and  other  unforeseen  law  enforcement  situations  and  emergency  search 
and  rescue  operations  in  the  National  Park  System."  (emphasis  added) 

I  can  appreciate  the  political  interest  in  assisting  the  District  of  Columbia.  I  do  not 
believe,  however,  that  this  interest  qualifies  as  an  emergency  under  the  law. 

Question:       What  has  changed  with  respect  to  the  crime  situation  in  the  District 
of  Columbia  to  merit  consideration  of  the  use  of  the  emergency  authority? 
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Answer:         The  crime  situation  in  tine  District  of  Columbia  remains  serious. 
The  situation  has  not  changed  so  much  in  the  last  year  as  has  the  recognition  at  both 
the  local  and  Federal  level  that  current  efforts  are  not  working.   Thus,  a  more 
cooperative  and  aggressive  approach  was  needed  to  combat  the  random  violence 
that  plagues  the  city  streets.   Because  parks  located  in  the  District  comprise 
approximately  20  percent  of  the  District's  land  base  and  by  law  are  under  the 
exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  U.  S.  Park  Police,  it  was  felt  that  Park  Police  assistance  to 
the  District  was  warranted.   Because  crime  does  not  respect  park  boundaries,  the 
Park  Police  effort  is  necessary  to  ensure  that  parks  remain  safe  for  residents  and 
visitors. 

Question:       How  much  has  been  spent  to  dale  on  this  initiative?  What  is  the 
anticipated  cost  for  the  balance  of  FY  1994? 

Answer:        To  date,  approximately  $2.0  million  has  been  spent  on  this  initiative 
and  it  is  anticipated  that  approximately  $3.7  will  be  spent  by  the  end  of  FY  1994. 

Question:  Are  there  funds  anticipated  to  be  directed  towards  this  initiative  in 
FY  1995? 

Answer:         No  funds  are  anticipated  to  be  directed  to  this  effort  in  FY  1995. 

Question:  If  you  envision  stopping  the  additional  Park  Police  assistance  at  the 
end  of  the  fiscal  year,  why  is  it  not  appropriate  to  cease  the  assistance  immediately? 

Answer:  The  agreement  between  the  Park  Police  and  the  District  called  for  a 
period  of  assistance  of  eight  months;  it  would  be  premature  to  end  the  initiative  at 
this  time. 

Question:       Have  the  funds  used  thus  far  been  paid  by  a  transfer  from 
construction,  or  are  you  considering  an  alternative  source  of  funding? 

Answer:        The  authority  to  use  the  transfer  authority  was  approved;  however 
the  funds  are  not  actually  transferred  until  the  end  of  the  year  in  the  event  that 
lapsing  operational  funds  can  be  directed  to  this  effort.   Pursuant  to  guidance 
received  from  the  Subcommittee,  the  Department  will  fund  the  costs  to  the  greatest 
extent  possible  using  excess  funds  available  from  park  police  pension  costs  and  park 
fee  base  collection  costs. 

Question:       Why  did  you  allow  this  transfer  to  proceed  without  identifying 
which  construction  projects  would  be  reduced  in  order  to  fund  the  operation? 

Answer:         The  transfer  was  approved  in  advance  because  it  was  determined 
that  park  operational  funds  could  not  cover  this  expense  and  that  use  of  the 
emergency  transfer  authority  was  appropriate.    Because  the  transfer  is  normally 
approved  in  advance  of  the  actual  transfer  and  because  NPS  will  allocate  any  lapsing 
end-of-year  funding  to  this  initiative,  individual  projects  were  not  identified  at  this 
time  because  the  actual  amount  of  the  transfer  is  not  yet  final. 

Question:      How  does  the  Department  propose  to  repay  the  construction 
account  for  these  borrowed  funds? 

Answer:         The  Department  intends  to  minimize  the  amount  that  may  be 
transferred  from  the  construction  account.    Pursuant  to  guidance  received  from  the 
Subcommittee,  the  Department  will  use  excess  funds  from  park  police  pensions  and 
park  fee  base  collection  programs  to  fund  these  costs  to  the  greatest  extent  possible. 
Also,  the  Department  will  look  to  lapse  within  the  NPS  operating  account.   The 
Department  remains  committed  to  seeking  a  supplemental  appropriation  for  the 
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construction  account,  should  that  be  necessary,  at  the  next  available  opportunity, 
although  it  is  unlikely  that  this  will  occur  before  the  end  of  this  fiscal  year. 

Question:       Has  OMB  agreed  to  propose  an  emergency  supplemental? 

Answer:         The  Department  has  communicated  to  OMB  on  several  occasions. 
The  response  from  OMB  indicates  that  the  Administration  will  consider  a 
supplemental  for  these  costs  at  the  next  available  opportunity,  although  no  specific 
time  frame  has  been  discussed. 

Question:       If  the  situation  cannot  be  justified  by  OMB  as  an  emergency,  how 
can  the  Department  justify  it  as  such  in  order  to  use  the  emergency  authority? 

Answer:         Two  Solicitor's  opinions,  dated  December  9,  1993  and  February  6, 
1994,  determined  that  these  actions  were  a  justified  use  of  the  emergency  authority. 

Question:       A  non-emergency  supplemental  would  require  an  offset  in  order  to 
remain  budget  neutral.  Since  construction  has  low  outlays,  it  would  probably  take 
more  than  $5  million  in  budget  authority  to  provide  the  necessary  outlays.    Where 
do  you  propose  to  get  these  funds? 

Answer:         Should  the  decision  be  made  to  submit  a  non-emergency 
supplemental,  the  Department  will  review  appropriate  funding  offsets  at  that  time. 

BUREAU  OF  MINES 

The  Department's  FY  1995  budget  request  includes  a  proposal  to  reduce  funding  for 
USBM  by  $19.7  million  or  12  percent  below  the  FY  1994  enacted  level,  and  to  reduce 
the  USBM  staff  by  211  FTEs,  a  cut  of  about  10  percent. 

In  addition,  the  Department  is  proposing  to  redirect  ongoing  activities  into  three 
program  areas  which  include  the  environment,  health  and  safety,  and  mineral 
information.  The  Department  further  proposes  to  "reinvent"  USBM  by  closing  or 
consolidating  a  number  of  existing  field  offices. 

I  should  point  out  that  in  a  letter  dated  March  21, 1994,  the  Department  submitted  a 
reprogramming  request  to  the  Subcommittee  seeking  authority  to  initiate,  during 
FY  1994,  the  restructuring  of  the  USBM  field  offices  that  is  being  proposed  in  the 
Department's  FY  1995  budget  request.  By  letter  of  April  18, 1994,  Senator  Nickles 
and  I  informed  you  that  the  Subcommittee  could  not  agree  with  the  Department's 
reprogramming  request  and  that  the  Subcommittee  would  consider  the 
Department's  restructuring  proposal  as  we  mark  up  the  FY  1995  Interior 
Appropriations  Bill. 

Question:      The  Department  was  unable  in  its  reprogramming  proposal  to  tell 
us  very  much  about  the  specifics  of  this  proposed  restructuring  of  the  regional 
offices.  Can  you  tell  us  how  many  regional  offices  the  Department  is  proposing  to 
close  or  consolidate,  the  number  of  FTEs  that  would  be  affected  in  each  location,  and 
where  the  Department  is  proposing  to  locate  these  Centers  of  Excellence? 

Answer:         For  several  decades  following  establishment  of  USBM  in  1910, 
regional  offices  provided  significant  support  for  carrying  out  USBM  mine  safety 
regulatory  responsibilities.   Those  responsibilities  have  since  been  transferred  to  the 
Office  of  Surface  Mining  Reclamation  and  Enforcement  and  the  Department  of 
Labor.   Over  time,  centers  have  evolved  toward  research  specialization  addressing 
national  problems.    For  example,  health  and  safety  research  conducted  in  Alabama's 
Warrior  Basin  coal  fields  relies  upon  scientists  located  at  the  Pittsburgh  Research 
Center  who  conduct  research  on  dust  control,  ground  control,  explosive  charge 
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behavior,  and  mine  stability.   Technical  personnel  at  the  USBM  research  facility 
nearby  in  Tuscaloosa,  Alabama,  have  different  areas  of  research  specialization. 
Similarly,  much  of  USBM  research  on  Arctic  mining  safety  and  reclamation  is 
conducted  by  technical  staff  at  the  Twin  Cities  and  Spokane  Research  Centers. 

In  FY  1995,  USBM  plans  to  close  two  research  centers  located  in  Rolla,  Missouri,  and 
Tuscaloosa,  Alabama;  and  a  field  center  located  in  Anchorage  and  Juneau,  Alaska. 
The  Intermountain  Field  Operations  Center  and  the  Minerals  Availability  Field 
Center,  both  located  in  Denver,  Colorado,  will  be  consolidated  with  the  Denver 
Research  Center  into  a  single  Field  Support  Facility  in  Denver.   The  Western  Field 
Operations  Center  will  be  consolidated  with  the  Spokane  Research  Center  into  a 
single  Field  Support  Facility  in  Spokane,  Washington. 

The  impact  on  FTEs  from  closures/consolidations  (adjusted  for  May  1994  work  force 
restructuring  (buyout)  experience  and  assuming  that  one-fourth  of  the  reimbursable 
work  anticipated  in  FY  1995  would  be  conducted  through  the  consolidated  Denver 
facilities)  is  estimated  to  be: 


FTE  RetlMrtipns 

Alabama 

44 

Alaska 

31 

Colorado 

50 

Missouri 

56 

Washington 

15 

Also,  headquarters  FTE  will  decline  from  488  in  FY  1994  to  about  405  in  FY  1995. 

The  four  Centers  of  Excellence  and  their  location  are  as  follows: 

Health  and  Safety  -  Pittsburgh,  Pennsylvania 
Environmental  Remediation  -  Minneapolis,  Minnesota 
Pollution  Prevention  -  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 
Materials  Partnerships  -  Albany,  Oregon 

Question;      What  is  the  Department  hoping  to  accomplish  by  cutting  USBM's 
funding,  reducing  USBM's  staffing  levels,  and  closing  and  consolidating  USBM 
regional  offices? 

Answer:         The  USBM  current  network  of  research  centers  and  mineral 
information  offices  was  originally  put  in  place  to  address  regional  mining  problems. 
It  is  now  apparent  that  if  USBM  is  to  remain  a  viable  organization  in  the  years 
ahead,  significant  adjustments  must  be  taken  to  stabilize  its  fiscal  outlook  and 
refocus  its  analytical  and  scientific  capabilities  beyond  the  interests  of  specific 
extracti\-e  industries  to  solve  problems  of  national  interest. 

As  part  of  Interiors  efforts  to  focus  its  limited  resources  on  problems  of  national 
scope,  and  in  the  spirit  of  the  Administration's  National  Performance  Review, 
USBM  has  completed  a  review  of  its  programs,  facilities  and  operations.   A  key 
recommendation  resulting  from  the  review  endorses  the  streamlining  of  USBM 
activities  and  focusing  the  USBM  future  research  efforts  in  the  areas  of 
environmental  technology,  pollution  prevention  and  control,  health  and  safety  and 
minerals  information.    These  adjustments,  combined  with  a  greater  emphasis  on 
cost-shared  partnerships,  in  various  areas  including  materials  research,  should  help 
USBM  leverage  its  resources  and  target  its  effort  on  high-priority  programs,  thereby 
providing  an  optimum  level  of  service  to  diverse  customers. 

The  identified  need  to  provide  more  of  a  national  focus  to  USBM  research  efforts 
means  that  USBM  can  now  begin  to  bring  its  scattered  talents  together  to  create  a 
critical  mass  of  expertise  at  fewer  locations.   This  will  significantly  improve  the 
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efficiency  and  effecriveness  with  which  its  limited  resources  can  be  devoted  to 
future  research  efforts.  The  proposed  changes  in  the  program  and  facility 
configuration  are  intended  to  build  a  stronger,  more  effective  USBM  at  reduced,  but 
stable,  funding  levels. 

Question:       How  much  have  you  included  in  your  FY  1995  budget  request  to 
cover  the  costs  associated  with  the  proposed  closure  and  consolidation  of  USBM 
regional  offices  and  what  would  be  the  effect  if  the  Committee  does  not  elect  to 
implement  the  USBM  restructuring  proposal? 

Answer:         The  USBM  has  not  included  additional  funds  for  closure.    Much  of 
the  expense  of  reducing  staff  and  consolidation  is  to  be  derived  from  the  expected 
savings  of  the  closures,  and  staffing  reductions  are  assumed  to  occur  at  the 
beginning  of  the  year. 

If  the  centers  are  not  closed,  expenditures  will  be  needed  to  support  the  physical 
plant  and  remaining  staff.    For  example,  keeping  the  Tuscaloosa  and  Rolla  centers 
open  in  FY  1995  with  the  current  staffing  along  with  a  minimal  research  program 
would  cost  about  $3.0  and  $3.3  million  respectively.   Alaska  costs  would  be  about 
$3.0  million. 

Should  USBM  not  be  able  to  transfer  employees  and  be  required  to  retain  existing 
staffing  levels  there  would  be  increased  costs  associated  with  keeping  excess  FTE. 
These  costs  in  FY  1995  would  be  at  least  $1.6  million  in  Washington,  DC,  and  $1.7 
million  in  Denver,  Colorado.   These  costs  would  be  higher  if  the  understaffed 
centers  have  to  hire  additional  staff  to  meet  their  program  needs.   If  they  do  not 
hire,  and  transfers  are  not  allowed,  the  understaffed  centers  will  not  be  able  to  meet 
their  research  goals. 

In  the  Senate  Report  (103-114)  on  the  FY  1994  Interior  bill,  the  Committee  stated: 

"...  The  Committee  expects  the  Department  will  also  provide  greater 
emphasis  on  mining  health  and  safety  issues.  Although  some  progress  has 
been  made  in  the  last  10  years,  the  U.S.  mining  industry  still  averages  131 
worker  fatalities  and  27,181  worker  injuries  annually.  The  Committee 
continues  to  believe  that  research  and  development  needed  to  improve 
mining  health  and  safety  systems  and  technologies  deserve  a  much  higher 
priority  within  the  Department." 

The  Department's  FY  1995  budget  request  for  USBM  proposes  a  reduction  of  $19.9 
million  below  the  FY  1994  enacted  level.  Almost  a  third  of  this  proposed  reduction 
($6,038,000)  would  be  taken  from  the  Healthy  Safety  and  Mining  Technology 
Research  account. 

Question:       Is  this  the  Department's  response  to  the  Committee's  concern 
regarding  the  need  to  make  mining  health  and  safety  issues  a  higher  priority  within 
the  Department? 

Answer:         The  research  done  by  USBM  gives  priority  recognition  to  miner 
health  and  safety  and  priority  attention  to  technologies  to  reduce  hazards  and  risk  in 
the  near  term..  The  USBM  will  comply  with  the  statutory  requirements  to  perform 
research  and  development  for  worker  health  and  safety. 

The  Department's  FY  1995  Budget  request  proposes  to  reduce  funding  for  the 
Mineral  Institutes  and  the  Generic  Mineral  Technology  Research  Centers  from  the 
current  level  of  $8,102,000  to  $6,500,000  (-  $1,602,000  or  20  percent  below  the  FY  1994 
enacted  level).  The  Department  is  also  proposing  to  phase  out  all  funding  for  this 
program  by  FY  1997.  The  National  Mine  Land  Reclamation  Center  is  located  at 
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West  Virginia  University  and  WVU  is  a  participant  in  the  Center  for  Respirable 
Dust  and  the  Mineral  Institutes  program. 

Question:       What  effect  will  the  Department's  FY  1995  request  have  on  ongoing 
research  at  the  Generic  Centers  and  for  the  Minerals  Institutes  programs? 

Answer:         Because  the  grants  are  awarded  on  a  competitive  basis,  the  requested 
level  of  $6.5  million  is  intended  to  cover  all  generic  mineral  technology  centers, 
including  the  mine  land  reclamation,  respirable  dust,  and  marine  minerals 
technology  centers.    Funds  for  program  administration  are  also  included  in  this 
amount.    No  funds  are  requested  for  allotment  grants.   This  was  the  amount 
authorized  in  the  "Government  Reform  and  Savings  Act  of  1993,"  passed  by  the 
House  of  Representahves  as  HR  3400  on  November  21,  1993. 

Question:       Why  is  the  Department  proposing  to  phase  out  the  National  Mine 
Land  Reclamation  Center,  which  is  located  at  West  Virginia  University  and 
performs  research  on  mine  land  remediation  and  acid  mine  drainage,  while  at  the 
same  time  creating  a  new  Center  for  Environmental  Geochemistry  and  Geophysics 
in  Denver,  Colorado  as  part  of  the  USGS  to  perform  essentially  the  same  kind  of 
mine  land  remediation  and  acid  mine  drainage  work? 

Answer:         The  National  Mine  Land  Reclamation  Center,  located  at  West 
Virginia  Uiiiversity  performs  research  which  is  distinctly  different  from  research  to 
be  conducted  by  the  Center  for  Environmental  Geochemistry  and  Geophysics  in 
Denver,  Colorado. 

The  FY  1995  budget  request  for  USBM  includes  $6.5  million  for  competitive  research 
awards  at  generic  mineral  technology  centers.   The  National  Mine  Land 
Reclamation  Center  (NMLRC)  and  its  constituent  universities  will  be  able  to 
compete  for  research  awards  via  NMLRC  projects  or  on  their  own  as  most  are 
recognized  Mineral  Institutes.   The  NMLRC  research  projects  include  prediction  and 
treatment  of  coal  field  acid  mine  drainage,  farmland  restoration,  and  soil  and 
groundwater  degradation.    In  accordance  with  the  Vice  President's  National 
Performance  Review  recommendations,  $6.5  million  is  included  for  the  Mineral 
Institutes  in  the  President's  FY  1995  budget  request,  a  decrease  of  $1.6  million  from 
the  1994  enacted  level.   Funds  will  be  distributed  on  a  competitive  basis  to  support 
continuing  projects  and  selected  new  projects  with  a  view  to  phasing  out  the 
program  by  September  30,  1998,  as  recommended  in  the  proposed  Government 
Reform  and  Savings  Act  of  1993. 

The  USGS  Center  for  Environmental  Geochemistry  and  Geophysics  is  an  internal 
management  tool  intended  to  provide  coordination  and  communication  among 
scientific  personnel  involved  with  environmental  studies  under  the  USGS  Mineral 
Resource  Program.    Through  this  coordination  and  communication  function, 
interdisciplinary  team  efforts  are  developed  while  avoiding  duplication  of  effort. 
The  Center  was  created  by  reassignment  of  existing  USGS  staff;  no  new  people  were 
hired.   Center  staff  consists  of  three  full-time  and  two  part-time  scientists,  located  in 
existing  USGS  space  in  Building  20  of  the  Denver  Federal  Center  in  Lakewood, 
Colorado. 

The  USGS  Center  provides  an  internal  research  coordination  function  that  deals 
largely  with  non-coal  mining  environmental  issues.    Specifically,  the  USGS  Center 
functions  are  to: 

1)   coordinate  and  monitor  the  progress  of  USGS  research  efforts  to  develop 
the  geochemical  and  geophysical  tools  and  technology  needed  to  provide 
and  integrate  mineral-environmental  assessments  with  mineral-resource 
assessments  under  the  USGS  Mineral  Resource  Program; 
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2)  aid  program  mangers  in  reviewing  and  evaluating  USGS  research 
proposals  to  the  Mineral  Resources  Surveys  Program  to  conduct 
multidisciplinary  studies  directed  toward  understanding  the  natural  and 
human-induced  processes  that  control  the  mobility  of  contaminants  in  the 
environment  from  geologic  sources,  to  provide  geoscience  information  to 
assist  the  mitigation  and  remediation  efforts  of  other  agencies,  and 
transfer  mineral  exploration  and  assessment  technology  toward 
environmental  characterization; 

3)  recommend  research  that  may  be  undertaken  to  advance  the  state-of-the- 
art  and  assist  USGS  mangers  of  the  Mineral  Resource  Surveys  Program  to 
idenhfy  the  major  short  and  long  term  program  goals;  and 

4)  provide  liaison  contacts  with  scientific  personnel  and  officials  of  the 
USGS,  the  Department,  other  Federal  and  state  agencies  and  the  business 
and  academic  communities. 

The  Center  for  Environmental  Geochemistry  and  Geophysics  does  not  conduct  on- 
site  reclamation  of  mine  lands  and  has  a  different  function  and  purpose  than  the 
National  Mine  Land  Reclamation  Center  at  West  Virginia  University  whose 
purpose  is  largely  to  conduct  reclamation  research  for  coal  mined  lands. 

PACIFIC  NORTHWEST  FOREST  PLAN 

Question:       Over  the  weekend,  it  was  reported  that  a  coalition  of 
environmental  groups  has  filed  suit  against  the  President's  Forest  Plan  for  the 
Pacific  Northwest.  What  effect  will  this  action  have  on  the  increases  proposed  in 
the  budget,  both  for  the  Interior  Department  and  the  Forest  Service? 

Answer:        The  Administration  believes  that  this  action  will  not  affect  the 
success  of  the  Forest  Plan. 

Question:      What  is  the  total  amount  of  funding  government-wide  proposed 
for  the  Forest  Plan  in  FY  1995? 

Answer:         Proposed  FY  1995  funding  government-wide  for  the  Forest  Plan 
totals  $380.3  million.   The  following  table  provides  the  breakdown  by  category  and 
by  agency.   Note  that  the  agencies  under  the  Interior  bill  are  included  in  both 
categories.   ("Jobs  in  the  Woods"  funding  is  categorized  as  economic  assistance). 


FY  1995  PROPOSED  FOREST  PLAN  FUNDING 

(dollars  in  thousands) 

94  Enacted 

95  Request 

±li 

ECONOMIC  ASSISTANCE 

•   DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR 

)ob  Training  Partnership  Act 

12,000 

12,000 

C 

•  RURAL  DEVELOPMENT  ADMINISTRATION-USDA 

Rural  Business  Enterprise  Grants 

4,100 

4,100 

0 

Rural  Business  Guaranteed  Loans 

35,300 

35,300 

c 

Intermediary  Relending 

16,000 

16,000 

0 

Water/Waste  Facilities  Grants  and  Loans 

87,000 

87,000 

0 

Rural  Community  Facilities  Loans 

Subtotal,  Rural  Development  Administration 

41,6QQ 

41.600 

(] 

184,000 

184,000 

(1 

•   FOREST  SERVICE-USDA 

Rural  Community'  Assistance 

15,000 

17,000 

+2,000 

"Jobs  in  the  Woods" 

20.000 

16.000 

-4,00C 

Subtotal,  Forest  Service 

35,000 

33,000 

-2,00C 
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FY  1995  PROPOSED  FOREST  PLAN  FUNDING 
(dollars  in  thousands) 

•  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

"Jobs  in  the  Woods" 

•  DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 

Economic  Development  Administration 

•  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 

SUBTOTAL,  ECONOMIC  ASSISTANCE 

FOREST  PLAN  IMPLEMENTATION  (OPTION  9) 

7,000 

15,000 

5,000 

258,000 

60,800 
23,631, 
84,431 

30,0(X) 

3,000 

5,000 

267,000 

69,900 

43.391 

113,291 

+23,00(1 

-12,000 
0 

+9,000 

+9,100 
+  19.76( 

•  FOREST  SERVICE-USDA 

•  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

SUBTOTAL,  FOREST  PLAN  IMPLEMENTATION 

TOTAL  --  FOREST  PLAN  FUNDING 

+28,860 

342,431 

380,291 

+37,860 

Question:       Has  a  set  of  priorities  been  establislied  for  tlie  Forest  Plan 
irrespective  of  subcommittee  and/or  agency  jurisdiction?   For  example,  should  the 
first  dollar  be  directed  towards  ecosystem  monitoring,  worker  retraining,  watershed 
restoration,  or  community  assistance? 

Answer:         The  Administration  believes  that  the  economic  assistance  and 
forest  management  components  of  the  Forest  Plan  should  proceed  simultaneously. 
Members  of  the  Administration  signed  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding  for  the 
economic  assistance  portion  of  the  Forest  Plan.   These  programs  are  considered  a 
high  Administration  priority.    (This  includes  the  "Jobs  in  the  Woods"  funding  for 
the  Department  of  the  Interior).    The  Administration  also  fully  supports  the 
implementation  of  Option  9  of  the  Forest  Plan. 

Question:       What  strategy  does  the  Administration  have  for  the  Pacific 
Northwest  in  the  event  Judge  Dwyer  does  not  lift  the  injunction  put  in  place  three 
years  ago?  How  do  you  plan  to  provide  relief  for  the  distressed  communities  of  the 
Pacific  Northwest? 

Answer:         Judge  Dwyer  lifted  the  injunction  put  in  place  three  years  ago  after  a 
careful  analysis  of  the  Forest  Plan. 

GRAZING  FEES 

Last  fall,  the  FY  1994  Interior  Bill  Conference  Report  was  subjected  to  three  cloture 
votes  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  because  of  disagreements  among  Senators  regarding 
the  Administration's  proposal  to  increase  grazing  fees  and  to  implement  a  series  of 
rangeland  reforms. 

You  will  recall,  painfully  I  imagine,  that  final  passage  of  the  Interior  bill  was 
achievable  only  after  the  language  providing  for  a  grazing  fee  increase  and  the 
rangeland  management  reforms  was  dropped. 

The  Department's  FY  1995  budget  request  states  that  the  Department  was  to  have 
proposed  new  grazing  regulations  at  the  end  of  March  and  that  final  regulations  will 
be  prepared  this  fall,  after  public  review  and  comment. 

Question:       What  is  the  status  of  the  Administration's  proposal  to  increase 
grazing  fees  to  the  level  proposed  in  the  budget  ($4.28  per  AUM  over  three  years) 
and  what  is  the  status  of  your  proposed  rangeland  reform  regulations? 

Answer:         The  draft  regulations  for  the  Rangeland  Reform  proposal  were 
released  on  March  25,  1994.   The  Department  has  also  released  the  draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement.    After  public  review  and  comment,  final 
regulations  will  be  prepared.   Open  houses  and  hearings  were  held  at  approximately 
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50  locations  throughout  the  West  on  June  8  as  part  of  the  public  review  and 
comment  process. 

The  Rangeland  Reform  proposal  includes  a  base  fee  of  $3.96  for  1997  which  will  be 
phased  in  over  three  years  starhng  in  1995.   (The  first  year  fee  would  be  $2.75).   The 
proposed  regulations  also  consider  provisions  for  incentives  in  the  form  of  a  30 
percent  fee  reduction  for  operators  who  practice  good  land  stewardship.  The 
eligibility  criteria  for  the  incentive  will  be  developed  under  a  separate  rulemaking. 
(According  to  the  proposed  rule,  if  the  eligibility  criteria  for  the  incentive  are  not 
developed  by  1997,  an  alternative  fee  of  $3.50  would  be  implemented). 

These  figures  differ  from  the  FY  1995  President's  Budget.  The  budget  includes  a 
place  holder  assumption  that  grazing  fee  increases  would  be  phased  in  over  three 
years  until  reaching  $4.28  per  AUM.   For  1995,  receipt  assumptions  are  based  on  a  fee 
of  $2.76  per  AUM,  implemented  at  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year. 

Question:       What  is  the  Department's  estimate  of  the  revenues  to  be  derived 
from  the  proposed  grazing  fee? 

Answer:         Current  annual  revenues  with  a  $1.98  fee  and  10  million  AUMs  are 
approximately  $19.8  million.    Assuming  full  implementation  at  10  million  AUMs, 
revenues  with  a  $3.96  fee  would  be  $39.6  million  annually.   A  30  percent  reduction 
in  the  form  of  an  incentive  would  reduce  revenue  by  approximately  $11.9  million  if 
everyone  qualified  for  the  possible  incentive.   The  following  table  compares  the  fees 
and  revenues  in  the  Rangeland  Reform  proposal  with  those  in  the  FY  1995 
President's  Budget. 

Comparison  of  Grazing  Revenues 
(dollars  in  thousands) 


Fee 
RangeUnd  Reform 

Annual  Revenue 

Range  Imp.  Fund 

$2.75 

27,500 

13,750 

$3.50 

35,000 

17,500 

$3.96 

39,600 

19,800 

$2.77 
"Loss"  from  incentive 

27.700 
11,900 

13.850 

5,950 

FY  1995  President's  Budget 

$2.76 

27,600 

13,800 

$3.52 

35,200 

17,600 

$4.28 

42,800 

21,400 

OUTER  CONTINENTAL  SHELF  (OCS) 


The  FY  1995  budget  proposes  to  continue  the  existing  moratoria  along  both  the  East 
and  West  Coasts  and  offshore  Alaska.  The  same  moratoria  were  requested  and 
enacted  in  the  FY  1994  Interior  bill.  Last  year,  you  indicated  that  continuing  the 
moratoria  would  give  the  Administration  time  to  reevaluate  the  offshore  program 
and  to  attempt  to  resolve  the  issues  that  led  to  the  moratoria. 

Question:       What  is  the  basis  for  continuing  the  moratoria  in  FY  1995?  What  is 
the  status  of  your  evaluation  of  the  offshore  program? 

Answer:         Continuing  the  moratoria  in  FY  1995  will  give  the  Administration 
time  to  assess  these  areas  and  to  consult  with  affected  parties.  Additionally,  we  will 
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continue  our  examination  of  tlie  OCS  program,  concentrating  on  resolving  issues 
associated  with  existing  leases.   After  consulting  with  affected  parties  on  existing 
leases  and,  based  on  the  results  of  those  efforts,  we  will  subsequently  revisit  our 
position  on  whether  to  support  further  moratoria. 

Federal  law  requires  the  Secretary  to  review  an  approved  OCS  5-year  program  at 
least  once  a  year.    During  this  annual  review  of  the  current  5-year  program,  the 
Department  found  no  new  scientific/technical  information  that  would  require  a 
fundamental  change  in  the  current  program.   Such  a  finding,  however,  in  no  way 
means  that  the  remaining  sales  are  a  foregone  conclusion. 

Question:       What  actions  have  you  taken  during  the  past  year  to  resolve  the 
issues  surrounding  the  moratoria? 

Answer:         Disputes  exist  at  the  regional  level  concerning  the  development  of 
existing  leases  off  the  East  Coast,  the  Gulf  coast  of  Florida,  Southern  California,  and 
Bristol  Bay,  Alaska.   A  process  that  has  been  proposed  is  to  deal  with  some  of  the 
contentious  OCS  issues  regionally.    In  southern  California  and  the  Florida 
Panhandle,  MMS  has  been  involved  in  an  extensive  conflict  resolution  process  with 
state  and  local  officials.   These  efforts  have  produced  positive  results;  and  MMS 
believes,  given  the  opportunity,  this  process  would  produce  positive  results  in  other 
areas. 

In  addition  to  these  regional  consultation  efforts,  there  are  leases  in  all  of  these  areas 
except  Southern  California  under  current  litigation  between  the  Federal 
government  and  12  oil  companies.   The  companies  allege  breach  of  contract  or  Fifth 
Amendment  taking  of  their  leases.    Due  to  ongoing  litigation,  we  have  no 
comments  concerning  these  areas. 

Question:       What  is  the  status  of  litigation  for  those  areas  where  continued 
moratoria  has  prevented  companies  from  proceeding  with  development  of  their 
leases? 

Answer:         Conoco  filed  suit  against  the  U.S.  in  May  1992  and  was  joined  by  11 
other  companies  in  October  1992.   They  allege  breach  of  contract  or  Fifth 
Amendment  taking  of  their  leases  off  the  Atlantic  Coast,  off  southwest  Florida 
(south  of  26"),  and  Bristol  Bay,  Alaska.   Extensive  discovery  ended  February  1994. 
Dispositive  motions  were  filed  by  both  sides  in  early  April  1994  with  reply  briefs 
filed  in  late  May  1994.   Any  additional  reply  briefs  are  due  in  mid-June  1994.   Further 
court  activity  will  depend  on  the  Judge's  ruling(s)  on  the  dispositive  motions. 

Question:       Have  you  reached  any  resolution  with  the  opposing  positions  on 
OCS  leasing  that  could  lead  to  lifting  the  moratoria  currently  in  place? 

Answer:        The  Department  intends  to  apply  sound  science,  open  and 
informative  communication,  and  meaningful  consultation  in  conducting  the  OCS 
program.   Over  the  last  two  years  we  have  been  carefully  examining  the  program, 
focusing  on  the  possible  resolution  of  issues  associated  with  existing  leases  in  certain 
areas  that  currently  are  under  moratoria.  Under  this  approach  we  have  supported 
continuing  the  moratoria  for  FY  1994  and  FY  1995  as  we  try  to  build  consensus  on 
those  existing  leases  and,  based  on  the  results  of  our  efforts,  will  subsequently  revisit 
our  position  on  whether  to  support  further  moratoria. 

The  Department  would  like  to  have  the  opportunity  to  work  toward  deliberate  and 
informed  decisions  on  the  next  5-year  program.  Just  as  we  have  been  using  science, 
communication,  and  consultation  to  attempt  to  resolve  conflicts  associated  with 
existing  leases,  we  plan  to  carry  forward  this  approach  to  our  preparation  of  the  5- 

year  program.  Our  decisions  will  be  based  on  science  and  consultation.  Thus,  if 
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scientific  and  consultative  results  indicate  that  an  area  should  not  be  subject  to  OCS 
activity,  we  will  not  propose  to  include  it  in  the  5-year  program. 

We  believe  that  this  approach  has  the  best  potential  to  reduce  conflicts  and  reach 
resolution  with  opponents  of  the  OCS  program  as  well  as  providing  the  Nation 
with  natural  gas  and  oil  in  an  environmentally  safe  manner. 

According  to  information  provided  last  year,  "current  proven  resources  of  natural 
gas,  without  any  new  discoveries,  would  be  depleted  in  about  eight  years  at  the 
current  rate  of  consumption  and. ..there  is  a  long  lag-time  between  exploration  and 
actual  production." 

Question:       What  is  the  current  estimate  for  proven  reserves? 

Answer:  As  of  December  31,  1992,  proved  remaining  recoverable  reserves  on 
the  OCS  are  estimated  to  be  2.37  billion  barrels  of  oil  and  29.5  trillion  cubic  feet  of  gas 
in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico;  and  916  million  barrels  of  oil  and  1.75  trillion  cubic  feet  of  gas 
offshore  California. 

Question:      How  do  you  reconcile  this  statement  with  the  increased  emphasis 
the  Clinton  Administration  has  placed  on  natural  gas  utilization  to  meet  stricter 
environmental  laws? 

Answer:         The  Administration  has  placed  an  emphasis  on  using  natural  gas  to 
meet  stricter  environmental  laws.    In  addition  to  the  known  reserves  of  natural  gas, 
significant  amounts  of  undiscovered  natural  gas  are  believed  to  exist  on  the  OCS  as 
well  as  in  onshore  basins.    Furthermore,  significant  natural  gas  supplies  are 
available  from  Canada  and  Mexico.   Hence,  there  is  no  specific  shortage  of  this 
resource  assuming  continued  exploration  and  development  occurs  in  the  U.S.  and 
continuing  imports  from  Canada. 

Question:       If  depletion  of  supplies  is  an  issue,  and  if  additional  sources  are 
precluded  from  development  by  the  continuation  of  the  OCS  moratoria,  why 
should  the  Committee  fund  the  $239  million  requested  in  the  DOE  budget  for 
technology  development  to  enhance  utilization  of  natural  gas? 

Answer:         The  Department  of  Energy's  focus  on  technology  needed  to  produce 
additional  natural  gas  is  not  for  the  OCS  but  onshore.  Significant  additional  gas 
resources  are  available  in  onshore  basins  from  tight  sands  as  well  as  coal-bed 
methane.    Advances  in  technology  will  allow  more  of  these  resources  to  be 
economically  developed. 

The  increased  use  of  natural  gas  is  a  vital  component  of  the  Administration's 
energy  and  environmental  policies,  and  we  believe  there  are  sufficient  long-run 
supplies  available  so  that  depletion  is  not  an  issue. 

Your  policy  seems  to  suggest  that  significant  funding  for  natural  gas  initiatives 
should  be  postponed  until  there  are  proven  reserves  to  support  the  increased 
natural  gas  consumption  associated  with  such  initiatives. 

Question:      Do  you  agree? 

Answer:         End  users  of  natural  gas  -particularly  industrial  users-  will  not 
make  the  capital  investments  necessary  to  use  natural  gas  without  assurances  that 
long-term  supplies  are  available  and  at  costs  comparable  to  alternative  fuels. 
Funding  for  technological  research  associated  with  all  aspects  of  natural  gas 
exploration,  development,  and  production  activities  represent  possible  means  to 
acquire  significantly  more  natural  gas  from  areas  known  to  contain  this  resource. 
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Expanded  leasing  of  public  and  private  lands  for  exploration,  development  and 
production  of  natural  gas  represents  a  second  option,  and  increased  imports  of 
natural  gas  represents  a  third  option. 

The  Administration  believes  a  properly  balanced  mix  of  these  approaches  is  the 
appropriate  direction  to  pursue. 

The  Subcommittee  understands  that  Florida,  which  adamantly  opposes  OCS 
development  off  of  its  shores,  is  involved  with  a  pipeline  proposal  that  would 
involves  the  transportation  of  natural  gas  from  the  OCS  off  of  Texas  to  the  Orlando 
area. 

Question:  Are  there  other  states  where  OCS  moratoria  are  in  place  that  either 
currently  obtain  or  have  plans  to  obtain  natural  gas  that  is  derived  from  the  OCS  in 
other  states? 

Answer:         Region-to-Region  pipeline  capacity  for  natural  gas  distribution  is 
illustrated  in  the  attached  Figure  ES3  from  the  Energy  Information  Administration 
report  on  Natural  Gas  1992:  Issues  and  Trends.  The  primary  net  exporting  states  are 
Texas  and  Louisiana  producing  from  both  onshore  and  offshore  sources  and  the 
adjacent  States  of  New  Mexico  and  Oklahoma  in  the  Southwest  Region.   Other  net 
producing  states  are  located  in  the  Great  Plains  and  Rocky  Mountains  which  make 
up  the  Central  Region  in  this  illustration. 

The  greatest  concentration  of  natural  gas  pipelines  originates  in  the  Gulf  States. 
These  lines  are  connected  to  California,  to  Atlantic  coastal  States,  and  to  many  other 
states  not  located  in  coastal  regions. 

Moratoria  are  in  place  for  leasing  and  related  activities  for  the  North  Atlantic  and 
California  and  for  leasing  and  preleasing  activities  related  to  proposed  Sale  164  in 
the  Mid-  and  South  Atlantic  planning  areas.   States  in  these  areas  currently  obtain 
natural  gas  that  is  produced  on  the  OCS  and  distributed,  along  with  other  gas 
produced  onshore,  through  the  major  interstate  pipeline  distribution  networks. 

Question:      If  so,  how  do  you  justify  a  continued  moratoria  if  development  is 
acceptable,  so  long  as  it  occurs  off  of  someone  else's  shores? 

Answer:         Each  state  and  coastal  area  has  a  unique  environment  and  needs  to 
be  analyzed  based  on  its  regional  characteristics.   In  planning  the  next  5-year 
program,  we  will  look  at  each  area  individually  and  in  relation  to  other  OCS  areas. 
Regarding  whether  or  not  OCS  development  occurs  in  a  certain  area,  if  scientific  and 
consultahve  results  indicate  that  an  area  should  not  be  subject  to  OCS  activity,  we 
will  not  propose  to  include  it  in  the  5-year  program. 

We  recognize  that  there  has  been  considerable  opposition  to  offshore  activities  in 
some  areas,  largely  due  to  fear  of  possible  oil  spills.   This  is  true  for  many  Florida 
constituencies.    We  will  work  with  state  and  local  governments,  industry,  and  other 
affected  parties  to  reach  consensus  on  if  and  how  development  should  proceed  in 
this  area  which  is  largely  gas-prone.   We  believe  that  this  is  the  best  way  to  meet  the 
challenges  we  face  in  our  efforts  to  enjoy  the  benefits  of  our  energy  resources,  while 
protecting  the  environment  and  cooperating  with  other  users  of  the  OCS. 
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Figure  ES3.    Regloivto-Reglon  Pipeline  Capacity,  1991  and  Planned/Proposed  Additions,  1992-1995 
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Question:       Where  is  current  exploration  for  natural  gas  occurring?   How  much 
is  taking  place  onshore  versus  offshore? 

Answer:         Current  exploration  on  the  OCS  for  natural  gas  is  occurring  in  the 
Central,  Western,  and  Eastern  Gulf  of  Mexico.    Although  the  Department  does  not 
maintain  data  pertaining  to  current  national  exploration  activities,  the  OCS  has 
historically  represented  a  very  small  percentage  --less  than  five  percent-  of  the 
number  of  exploratory  wells  drilled  in  the  U.S.  for  natural  gas.   As  for  production,  in 
FY  1993  the  OCS  yielded  4.6  trillion  cubic  feet  of  natural  gas,  or  about  25  percent  of 
that  produced  in  the  U.S. 

Question:       What  portion  of  recent  discoveries  have  been  located  on  the  OCS 
versus  onshore? 

Answer:        Significant  discoveries  of  natural  gas  have  recently  occurred  in  the 
Gulf  of  Mexico.    However,  these  discoveries  are  generally  still  undergoing 
additional  drilling  to  determine  specific  accumulation  sizes,  therefore  comparisons 
with  onshore  discoveries  are  premature  and  could  possibly  be  misleading. 

Based  on  data  from  the  Department  of  Energy,  the  percentage  of  the  new  natural  gas 
discoveries  in  1991  and  1992  from  the  Federal  OCS  was  54  percent,  with  other 
domestic  sources  at  46  percent.   In  addition,  MMS  estimates  that  the  OCS  contains 
over  one-third  of  the  undiscovered  natural  gas  believed  to  remain  in  the  United 
States;  and  therefore,  the  OCS  should  continue  to  be  a  major  source  of  new 
discoveries. 

INDIAN  PROGRAMS 
WHITE  HOUSE  MEETING  AND  LISTENING  CONFERENCE 


Last  month,  the  President  held  a  meeting  with  leaders  from  Federally-recognized 
tribes  at  the  White  House.  Besides  the  leaders  of  the  tribes,  nearly  every  member  of 
the  Cabinet  was  in  attendance.  Following  that  historic  event,  you  and  members  of 
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your  staff  attended  the  "National  American  Indian  Listening  Conference",  in 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico,  on  May  5-6. 

Question:       Based  on  what  you  heard  at  these  meetings,  what  do  you  feel  are  the 
major  issues  for  the  tribes  as  they  relate  to  your  responsibilities  as  Secretary  of 
Interior? 

Answer:         The  Listening  Conference  was  a  joint  meeting  between  the 
Departments  of  the  Interior,  Justice,  an  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
concentrating  chiefly  on  major  issues  that  overlap  between  the  three  departments; 
tribal  and  Federal  responsibilitv  for  the  use  and  management  of  tribal  land,  water, 
and  natural  resources;  status  of  tribal  governments  and  tribal  courts;  Native 
American  Free  Exercise  of  Religion  Act;  criminal  justice  and  law  enforcement  and 
youth  and  family  intervention;  housing  on  Indian  Reservations;  and,  Indian 
gaming.  Topics  also  stressed  at  the  Listening  Conference  and  at  the  President's 
meeting  with  the  tribes  were  the  need  for  the  Federal  government  to  recognize  and 
respect  tribal  sovereignty;  to  recognize  and  fulfill  the  Indian  trust  responsibility;  and 
to  continually  operate  within  the  government-to-government  relationship  with  the 
tribes. 

Question:       Which  issues  will  require  additional  Federal  funding  to  resolve? 
What  are  the  estimated  costs? 

Answer:         Departmental  work  groups  are  reviewing  the  issues  addressed  at  the 
Listening  Conference.   At  this  point  we  do  not  have  an  estimate  on  the  costs  of 
resolving  all  the  issues. 

Question:       Do  you  feel  that  these  meetings  will  result  in  any  changes  in  the 
way  that  the  Department  of  the  Interior  approaches  its  responsibilities  towards 
Native  Americans?  If  so,  in  what  way? 

Answer:  The  Departments  of  the  Interior,  Justice,  and  Housing  and  Urban 

Development  want  to  build  a  stronger  government-to-government  relationship 
with  the  tribes.   To  this  end,  we  have  agreed  to  work  within  our  Departments  to 
fashion  more  effective  partnerships  with  the  tribes,  and  we  have  established  work 
groups  to  begin  addressing  the  issues  discussed  at  the  Conference.   The  Department 
of  the  Interior  work  group,  chaired  bv  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Indian  Affairs, 
should  provide  a  strong  basis  for  addressing  these  tribal  concerns. 

Question:       Based  on  the  what  you  heard  from  the  tribes  at  these  events,  would 
you  modify  your  FY  1995  budget  request  for  BIA,  within  the  total  funding  requested? 
If  so,  how  would  you  modify  it? 

Answer:         We  do  not  plan  to  modify  the  budget  request.   Instead,  the 
Department  is  forming  a  work  group  for  each  of  the  major  issues  discussed  at  the 
Listening  Coiifcrence.   The  work  groups  will  examine  how  we  can  address  the  tribal 
concerns  within  the  current  budget. 

Question:       To  what  extent  do  you  feel  that  the  expectations  of  the  tribes  were 
raised  at  these  meetings  and  do  you  feel  that  your  Department  can  meet  these 
expectations? 

Answer:        Tribes  were  given  an  audience  witn  the  President  and  with  high 
level  government  officials  to  discuss  long-standing  issues.   This  would  naturally 
raise  expectations  to  a  high  level.   One  of  the  basic  purposes  of  the  White  House 
meeting  was  to  give  the  President  and  the  Cabinet  officials  a  full  appreciation  of 
some  of  the  issues  pertinent  to  Indian  country.   The  Listening  Conference  was  very 
educational  and  we  have  already  started  working  toward  addressing  the  tribal 
concerns. 
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EDUCATION 


An  area  of  particular  concern  to  the  tribes  is  the  education  of  their  youth.  Last  year 
when  you  appeared  before  the  Subcommittee,  we  talked  about  the  large  rate  of 
growth  in  funding  for  elementary  and  secondary  education  over  the  past  few  years 
and  the  impact  of  continuing  those  level  of  increases  over  the  long  term.  At  that 
hearing  you  staled:  "...at  some  point  there  has  to  be  a  discussion  of  the  relative 
burdens  to  be  borne  by  tribes,  states,  and  the  Federal  Governments." 

Question:       Have  you  engaged  in  any  such  discussions  with  the  states  and  the 
tribes  during  the  past  year? 

Answer:         In  the  past  year,  the  BIA  Office  of  Indian  Education  Programs  (OIEP) 
has  held  tribal  consultation  meetings  with  tribes  and  school  boards  in  Indian 
country  to  discuss  various  education  issues,  including  the  problems  of  providing 
quality  education  during  times  of  Federal  funding  constraints.   In  addition,  staff 
from  OIEP  and  Policy,  Management  and  Budget  have  held  meetings  with  staff  from 
the  Department  of  Education  to  discuss  effective  delivery  of  Indian  education  as 
well  as  to  develop  a  position  on  Indian  education  legislation. 

Question:       Based  on  your  experience  as  Governor  of  the  State  of  Arizona  and 
as  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  what  do  you  feel  are  the  relative  burdens  that  should  be 
borne  by  the  tribes,  the  states,  and  the  Federal  Government? 

Answer:         Most  tribes  do  not  have  the  resources  to  operate  schools  and 
provide  Indian  education  programs.    However,  tribes  are  still  responsible  for 
ensuring  that  Indian  children  receive  a  quality  education,  whether  it  be  provided 
through  the  public  or  BIA  schools.  Parents  as  well  as  school  boards  must  be 
involved  in  improving  the  quality  of  education  for  Indian  children. 

With  respect  to  the  states,  about  90  percent  of  Indian  children  are  educated  in  public 
schools.   We  believe  that  the  states  have  a  responsibility  to  continue  to  educate 
Indian  children  in  an  atmosphere  that  is  free  from  racism  and  prejudice. 

The  Federal  Government,  through  the  Department  of  Education  and  the 
Department  of  the  Interior,  provides  supplemental  funding  to  public  schools  with 
Indian  children.   Chapter  One,  Impact  Aid,  and  Johnson  O'Malley  are  very 
important  programs  that  must  continue  at  the  current  level,  particularly  in  light  of 
the  recent  growth  in  Indian  school  age  population.    Indian  education  is  a  top 
priority  for  Interior;  the  BIA  President's  Budget  includes  a  significant  investment  in 
elementary  and  secondary  education  programs  for  Indian  students.   In  order  to 
provide  increases  for  priority  programs  such  as  education,  BIA  made  reductions  in 
other  areas.    We  remain  committed  to  improving  the  quality  of  education  for  BIA 
schools. 

The  FY  1995  budget  request  includes  bill  language  which  would  limit  funding  to  the 
schools  already  in  the  system  and  two  additional  schools  whose  applications  had 
been  approved  by  BIA  prior  to  submission  of  the  budget.  At  the  same  time,  it  is  the 
Committee's  understanding  that  an  estimated  backlog  of  over  $550  million  exists  for 
school  facilities  repair  or  replacement  for  schools  currently  in  the  BIA  system. 

Question:       How  do  you  justify  adding  new  schools  to  the  BIA  system  when  you 
are  unable  to  address  the  facilities  needs  for  the  schools  currently  in  the  system? 

Answer:         One  way  that  we  are  addressing  this  problem  is  through  the 
proposed  appropriations  language  that  limits  the  funding  of  new  schools  in  school 
year  1995-96.   The  proposed  language  will  authorize  funding  for  only  the  two  new 
schools  for  which  applications  have  been  received.   It  is  important  that  the  costs  to 
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fund  new  schools  are  considered  along  with  other  program  needs  during  the  budget 
formulation  process. 

Language  contained  in  the  FY  1994  Interior  Appropriations  Bill  prohibited  funding 
for  schools  in  Alaska.  The  language  proposed  for  the  FY  1995  Interior  bill  does  not 
specifically  exclude  Alaska  schools,  but  permits  inclusion  of  two  specific  schools 
who  had  applications  approved  by  BIA. 

Question:       Based  on  the  proposed  bill  language,  is  there  anything  that  would 
prevent  BIA  from  accepting  applications  from  Alaska  schools  to  enter  the  BIA 
system  and  be  funded  in  future  years? 

Answer:         The  BIA  could  consider  applications  from  Alaska  schools  in  future 
years;  however,  authorizing  language  would  be  necessary  to  allow  for  BIA-operated 
and  tribally-operated  schools  in  Alaska.  Currently,  BIA  is  only  authorized  to  fund 
Alaska  schools  operated  through  grants  to  tribes. 

Question:       If  the  justification  for  prohibiting  Alaska  schools  is  the  significant 
costs  associated  with  these  schools,  why  is  it  not  appropriate  to  exclude  non-Alaska 
schools  as  well,  on  the  basis  of  additional  costs? 

Answer:         The  exclusion  of  Alaska  schools  is  based  on  an  agreement  reached 
with  the  State.    After  extensive  consultation  with  the  State  and  the  Alaska  Tribes, 
the  1985  Interior  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriations  Act  directed  BIA  to  transfer 
all  schools  to  the  State.   In  addition,  the  Congress  appropriated  over  $40  million  to 
the  State  of  Alaska  for  costs  associated  with  completing  the  transition  from  Bureau 
operated  to  State  operated  schools.  These  funds  were  provided  in  addition  to 
routine  school  operations  and  facility  repair  funds  for  the  remaining  BIA  operated 
schools  in  Alaska.  The  BIA  School  Operations  costs  would  increase  by  50  percent  if 
Alaska  schools  were  transferred  back  to  the  BIA  system. 

BIA  CENTRAL  OFFICE 

Over  the  past  few  years,  the  number  of  tribes  participating  in  the  self-governance 
demonstration  projects  and  contracting  to  operate  BIA  programs  has  increased 
dramatically.  Self-governance  projects  were  envisioned  by  the  Appropriations 
Committee  as  a  way  to  provide  tribes  greater  flexibility  in  using  funds  which  they 
would  have  otherwise  received  from  BIA  programs,  in  order  to  meet  their  priorities 
rather  than  Federal  priorities. 

The  Committee  is  aware  that  there  is  growing  controversy  over  the  definition  of  the 
funds  eligible  to  be  included  in  contracts  and  self-governance  compacts,  particularly 
in  relationship  to  contract  support  and  Central  Office  funding. 

Question:       Does  the  presence  of  self-governance  compacts  or  self- 
determination  contracts  eliminate  entirely  the  need  for  some  oversight  function  by 
BIA's  Central  Office? 

Answer:         There  is  currently  no  oversight  function  at  the  Central  Office  level 
for  either  self-determination  contracts  or  self-governance  agreements.    For  self- 
determination  contracts,  oversight  activities  are  provided  mainly  at  the  area  and 
agency  level.    For  tribal  self-governance,  a  major  goal  is  to  allow  tribal  governments 
the  latitude  and  flexibility  to  address  their  own  set  of  problems  and  circumstances 
and  significantly  limit  the  Federal  oversight  role  over  tribal  programs.    However, 
the  self-governance  legislation  stipulates  that  the  Secretary's  trust  responsibility 
cannot  be  diminished.    A  Federal  presence  must  be  maintained  in  BIA  to  carry  out 
the  trust  responsibility  and  other  statutory  and  regulatory  obligations. 
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Question:       If  not,  how  do  you  propose  to  determine  what  is  the  appropriate 
distinction  between  funds  that  tribes  should  be  eligible  to  receive  from  BIA 
programs  for  use  in  contracts  and  self-governance  compacts  as  compared  to  funds 
that  must  be  retained  by  BIA  in  order  to  fulfill  its  mission? 

Answer:         During  the  demonstration  project,  care  has  been  taken  to  ensure 
that  BIA  retains  sufficient  resources  to  meet  the  Secretary's  trust  responsibility  and 
other  statutory  requirements.    In  determining  a  tribal  share  during  negotiations  of  a 
self-governance  annual  funding  agreement,  a  residual  amount  is  determined  for 
each  program.   This  residua!  amount  is  the  estimated  level  of  resources  BIA  needs 
to  meet  the  Secretary's  trust  responsibility  and  any  other  statutory  requirements 
assuming  all  tribes  entered  into  self-governance  compacts. 

Question:       Do  you  support  the  current  legislation  which  would  make  the  self- 
governance  demonstration  project  a  permanent  option  for  tribes? 

Answer:         'Ves,  we  do  support  this  legislation. 

Question:       If  so,  how  would  this  legislation  affect  your  ability  to  ensure  that 
adequate  resources  remain  available  for  the  BIA  to  meet  its  responsibilities? 

Answer:         In  both  the  House  and  Senate  bills  (H.R.  3508  and  S.  1618)  there  is 
the  requirement  that  the  Secretary  maintain  trust  responsibility.   The  House  bill  is 
more  explicit  in  Section  403(d)(3)  by  requiring  that  each  funding  agreement  include 
"...a  negotiated  amount  of  residual  funds  to  be  retained  by  the  Secretary  which  are 
necessary  to  the  discharge  of  his  trust  responsibility  to  Indian  tribes  and  individual 
Indians  not  covered  under  this  funding  agreement;..."    Neither  bill,  however, 
recognizes  certain  non-trust  Federal  functions  which  cannot  be  delegated,  contracted 
or  compacted. 

It  is  the  Committee's  understanding  that  many  self-governance  tribes  have  taken 
the  position  that  virtually  every  single  dollar  in  the  BIA  appropriation  should  be 
divided  into  "tribal  shares"  and  be  put  into  the  self-governance  compacts  or  tribal 
contracts.  The  Committee  is  aware  that  controversy  is  growing  over  identifying 
tribal  shares  of  Central  Office  funds. 

Question:      In  your  opinion,  should  the  entire  BIA  appropriation  be  divided 
into  "tribal  shares"  and  be  included  in  self-governance  compacts  or  tribal  contracts? 

Answer:         The  policy  followed  during  the  demonstration  project  has  been  to 
negotiate  all  programs  at  the  area  and  agency  level  by  first  determining  what 
residual  is  needed  to  meet  the  Secretary's  trust  responsibility  and  to  comply  with 
other  statutory  and  Federal  regulation  requirements  assuming  all  tribes  became  self- 
governance  tribes.   Then  appropriate  formulas  are  negotiated  to  determine  tribal 
shares. 

At  the  Central  Office,  the  process  becomes  more  complex  because  there  are  three 
types  of  programs:   non-recurring,  special  and  pooled  overhead,  and  Central  Office 
operations.    Non-recurring  programs  have  been  included  in  negotiations  on  a 
project-by-project  basis  as  they  impact  a  particular  self-governance  tribe.  The 
rationale  is  that  if  the  negotiating  tribe  has  a  history  of  receiving  the  non-recurring 
program  funds  and  there  is  anticipation  by  the  BIA  area  director  and  the  Central 
Office  director  that  such  funding  will  continue  in  the  coming  year,  then  a  negotiated 
amount  will  be  included  in  a  tribe's  self-governance  annual  funding  agreement 
with  an  appropriate  footnote.   Special  and  pooled  overhead  and  Central  Office 
operations  have  not  been  negotiated,  but  rather  self-governance  tribes  have  had 
$45,000  added  to  their  agreements  for  Central  Office  operations.   How  to  handle  all 
three  types  of  programs  is  part  of  the  Central  Office  analysis  being  undertaken  by 
BIA. 
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Question:      Currently,  are  Central  Office  funds  provided  to  compacting  tribes? 
If  so,  how  is  the  amount  to  be  provided  determined? 

Answer:         For  1994  and  in  years  past,  each  self-governance  compact  received 
$45,000  as  its  share  of  BIA  Central  Office  operations,  funds,  functions  and  activities. 
The  $45,000  was  not  negotiated  with  tribes  but  was  a  fixed  amount  determined 
during  the  first  round  of  self-governance  negotiations  in  1990.    However  no  Central 
Office  functions  and  activities  were  transferred  to  the  tribes. 

Question:       Do  the  tribes  support  the  current  approach  or  have  they  advocated 
any  changes? 

Answer:  Many  of  the  self-governance  tribes  have  requested  negotiations  for 
tribal  shares  of  BIA  Central  Office  activities,  funds,  funchons  and  operations,  rather 
than  the  $45,000. 

Question:      What  direct  involvement  has  your  office  had  in  reviewing  the 
issue  of  how  Central  Office  funds  should  be  divided  for  compacting  tribes? 

Answer:         In  June  1993,  a  representative  from  the  Secretary's  Office  met  with 
the  Mille  Lacs  Band  of  the  Minnesota  Chippewa  Tribe  and  the  Grand  Traverse  Band 
to  discuss  negotiating  tribal  shares  of  Central  Office  operations,  functions,  funds,  and 
activities.    There  has  been  no  further  direct  involvement  since  that  time. 

Question:       If  all  tribes  contracted  or  entered  into  self-governance  compacts, 
would  there  still  exist  a  need  for  a  Central  Office? 

Answer:         Yes.    Even  if  all  tribes  became  self-governance  tribes,  there  would 
still  need  to  be  some  Central  Office  capability  to  maintain  the  Secretary's  trust 
responsibilities  and  to  perform  other  inherently  Federal  functions. 

Question:       What  responsibilities  does  the  Central  Office  have  which,  in  your 
opinion,  are  not  appropriate  for  the  tribes  to  contract  to  operate?  For  example, 
should  the  tribes  contract  to  administer  contract  and  grant  laws  or  conduct 
administrative  hearings  and  decide  administrative  appeals? 

Answer:         A  complete  analysis  of  the  BIA  Central  Office  operations,  functions, 
activities  and  funds  has  not  been  done,  so  only  a  partial  answer  to  this  question  is 
possible.    However,  tribes  should  not  be  allowed  to  compact  for  administration  of 
contract  or  grant  laws  or  conduct  administrative  hearings  or  decide  administrative 
hearings.   The  BIA  has  recently  initiated  an  effort  to  identify  what  should  be 
included  in  self-governance  negotiations  of  BIA  Central  Office  funds  and 
operations;  however,  it  is  unlikely  that  results  will  be  in  place  in  time  for  the  1995 
negotiations. 

Question:       What  steps  do  you  propose  that  the  Department  take  to  ensure  that 
adequate  resources  remain  available  to  support  those  functions  which  should 
remain  within  the  Central  Office? 

Answer:         The  process  being  undertaken  is  to  ask  each  Central  Office  director 
to  determine  the  amount  of  residual  funds  needed  to  meet  the  Secretary's  trust 
responsibility  and  other  statutory  requirements  for  all  tribes,  assuming  all  tribes 
became  self-governance  tribes.   The  remaining  amount  would  be  available  in  order 
to  determine  a  tribal  share  using  an  appropriate  distribution  formula. 

Question:  Have  there  been  any  Solicitor's  opinions  on  what  functions  cannot 
be  contracted? 
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Answer:        The  Associate  Solicitor  -  Indian  Affairs  issmpH  ;.n  ^^    • 
was  contractible  m  1990.  A  copy  is  provided.  °P'™°"  "'  *°  ^^^* 

MEMORANDUM  FROM  WILLIAM  G.  LAVELL 
BIA.IA.1051  ,    .c-^ 

Memorandum 

To:        Deputy  to  the  Assistant  Secr«itary  -  Indian  Affairs 
(Operations) 

From:      Associate  Solicitor,  Division  of  Indian  Affairs 

Subject:   Contractabil ity  of  Executive  Direction  (Element  71) 

Administrative  Services  (Eleirient  72)  and  Education  and 
Training  -  General  (Element  10)  under  Pub.  L.  93-638 

This  is  in  response  to  your  memorandum  dated  January  25,  1990, 
requesting  an  opinion  as  to  whether  Executive  Direction  (Element 
71) ,  Administrative  Services  (Element  72)  and  Education  and 
Training  -  General  (Element  10)  are  contractable  to  tribal 
organizations  under  Section  102  of  Title  I  of  Pub.  L.  93-638,  the 
Indian  Self-Determination  Act,  25  U.S.C.  §  450f  (the  Act). 

Executive  Direction  (Element  71)  is  defined  in  42  BIAM  Supplement 
No.  2  (Accounts  Handbook)  as  *[a)  program  function  to  provide 
line  (as  differentiated  from  staff)  direction  of  Bureau 
operations  at  the  several  organizational  levels,  and  related 
functions  in  the  Office  of  the  Commissioner.*   It  includes 
'[p]er8onal  services  and  other  costs  to  carry  on  the  activities 
of  personnel  specifically  assigned  ...  to  the  positions  of 
Commissioner,  Deputy  Commissioner,  Area  Director,  Deputy  Area 
Director,  and  Agency  Superintendent;  clitrical  or  secretarial 
positions  immediately  serving  those  positions;  and  immediate 
Assistants  to  the  Commissioner,  Deputy  Commissioner,  or  Area 
Director.'    A  similar,  although  not  id<»ntical,  definition  of 
Executive  Direction  is  found  in  yearly  IJudget  justifications  for 
the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs.   See,  for  instance.  Budget 
Justifications,  F.Y.  1990,  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs,  pp.  200-202, 
and  221,  where  the  purpose  of  Executive  Direction  is  '[tjo 
provide  planning,  direction,  and  line  management  leadership  for 
the  development  and  implementation  of  policy  initiatives  and 
programs  underta)ten  by  the  bureau  to  eniiure  achievement  of  its 
mission,  goals,  and  objectives."   It  is  further  provided  that 
'[tjhis  program  covers  the  operation  of  the  immediate  office  and 
staff  of  the  line  managers  at  central  office  and  area  office 
levels  of  the  bureau.    The  line  managers  and  their  staff  provide 
for  organizational  leadership  and  coordination  to  ensure  that  all 
program  levels  are  effectively  integrated  to  achieve  the  overall 
mission  of  the  bureau.   Basic  activities  include  decision-making, 
direction,  policy  formulation  and  review,  tribal  consultation, 
public  relations,  representation  of  the  bureau  to  other 
governmental  agencies  and  private  sector  organizations,  and 
overall  management  of  assigned  resources." 

Administrative  Services  (Element  72)  is  defined  in  42  BIAM 
Supplement  No.  2  (Accounts  Handbook)  as  "[a]  program  function  to 


It  also  includes  certain  other  components,  mostly  related  to 
Central  .Office  operations,  such  as  legiiilative  development, 
information  services,  program  review,  and  Equal  Employment 
Opportunity. 

^   Executive  Direction  also  includes  the  immediate  office  of  the 

superintendent.  Saa  F.Y.  1990  Budget  Justifications  at  p.  221. 
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provide  general  administrative  support  for  all  Bureau  programs  at 
the  Central  Office,  Area  Office,  and  Ag>»ncy  levels."   It  includes 
'those  administrative  services  that  cannot  be  readily  identified 
directly  with  a  particular  program  area  or  function  (element 
series  or  element)  and  that  are  commonly  funded  on  a  clearing 
account  basis."   It  includes  personal  survices  and  other  costs  of 
Central  Office  and  Area  Office  units  providing  staff  services  and 
support  in  the  areas  of  property,  procuirement ,  contracting, 
personnel  and  financial  management.   Seo  also.  Budget 
Justifications,  F.Y.  1990,  Bureau  of  Imlian  Affairs,  pp.  203-208, 
where  the  purpose  of  Administrative  Sen^ices  is  "[tjo  provide 
policies  and  support  in  the  areas  of  property,  procurement, 
contracting,  personnel  and  financial  management  to  all  the 
bureau's  program  service  delivery  systems."   It  is  further  stated 
that  "[t)he  function  serves  as  an  equal  partner  with  the  program 
functions  to  accomplish  the  mission  of  t:he  bureau,  ensuring  that 
those  administrative  services  necessary  for  program  operations 
are  adequately  provided.   At  the  same  time,  it  provides  the 
foundation  for  the  control  and  accountability  of  resources  used 
to  achieve  its  mission.   These  dual  rolns  must  be  carefully 
balanced  to  ensure  that  one  does  not  dominate  the  other  and  to 
ensure  that  the  total  system  operates  effectively  for  the  benefit 
of  the  bureau's  clientele." 

Education  and  Training  -  General  (Element  10)  is  defined  in  42 
BIAM  Supplement  No.  2  (Accounts  Handboo)<)  as  "a  program  function 
of  the  Bureau  to  provide  educational  opportunities  for  eligible 
Indians.  ..."   It  includes  activities  cf  the  Central  Office  or 
Area  Office  units  having  over-all  direction  of  the  program  area, 
but  may  include  activities  at  some  Agencies  and  'Locations.'"   A 
more  precise  definition  of  Element  10  is  found  in  yearly  budget 
justifications  for  the  BIA  where  it  is  described  as  technical 
support  and  program  supervision  for  post-secondary  education 
programs;  peripheral  dormitories;  off-reservation  boarding 
schools;  tribal  contract  schools;  federal  title  programs; 
elementary  and  secondary  programs;  higher  education  and  adult 
education  programs;  exceptional  education  programs;  student 
support  services;  and  bilingual  programs.   Program  management  and 
direction  responsibilities  of  field  operations  include  line 
direction  to  and  supervision  over  the  operation  of  all  bureau 
education  programs  within  their  jurisdictions.   See,  for 
instance.  Budget  Justifications,  F.Y.  1990,  Bureau  of  Indian 
Affairs,  pp.  38-39. 

Tha  Departmental  Manual  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
describes  Area  and  Post  Secondary  Education  Operations  as  being 
under  the  direction  and  supervision  of  an  Assistant  Director 
which  plans  develops,  administers,  monitors  and  evaluates  all 
Indian  education  program  policies,  standards,  procedures,  and 
feedback  system  related  to  area,  post-secondary,  off-reservation 
boarding  schools,  and  peripheral  dormitories  educational 
programs . 

Section  102  of  the  Indian  Sel f-Determination  Act,  25  U.S.C. 
5  450f,  directs  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  upon  the  request 
of  any  Indian  tribe,  to  enter  into  contracts  with  a  tribal 
organization  to  plan,  conduct,  and  administer  programs  or 
portions  thereof:  1)  provided  for  in  the  Johnson-O'Malley  Act,  25 
U.S.C.  5§  452-457;  2)  which  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
administer  for  the  benefit  of  Indians  under  the  Snyder  Act,  25 
U.S.C.  5  13,  or  any  Act  subsequent  thereto;  3)  which  he 
administers  for  the  benefit  of  Indians  for  which  appropriations 
are  made  to  agencies  other  than  Interior;  and  4)  which  he 
administers  for  the  benefit  of  Indians  because  of  their  status  as 
Indians  without  regard  to  the  agency  or  office  of  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  within  which  it  is  performed. 
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As  indicated  in  the  above  paragraph,  the  Indian  Self- 
Determlnation  Act  provides  for  the  contracting  of  certain  federal 
programs.   However,  the  planning,  conduct,  and  administration  of 
programs  or  portions  of  programs  which  an  Indian  tribe  has  the 
right  to  conduct  under  a  contract  entered  into  under  Section  102 
of  the  Act  does  not  relieve  the  Secretary  of  his  overall 
obligation  to  manage  Indian  Affairs  under  25  U.S.C  S  2,  nor  does 
it  permit  him  to  delegate  to  private  parties  certain  functions 
and  responsibilities  which  are  vested  in  hire  by  law,  and  which, 
therefore,  must  be  carried  out  by  federal  officials.   These 
functions  and  responsibilities  are  non-contractable  and  include, 
but  may  not  be  limited  to,  the  following: 

(1)  Allocation  and  obligation  of  federal  funds  and 
determining  amounts  of  expenditures; 

(2)  adrainistratlon  of  federal  personnel  laws  for  federal 
employees; 

(3)  administration  of  federal  contracting  and  grant  laws, 
including  monitoring  and  auditing  of  contracts  and  grants  in 
order  to  maintain  the  continuing  trust,  programmatic,  and  fiscal 
responsibilities  of  the  Secretary; 

(4)  conducting  administrative  hearincfs  and  deciding 
adipinistrative  appeals; 

(5)  determination  of  the  Secretar-,''s  views  and 
recommendations  concerning  administrative  appeals  or  litigation 
and  reprejentatton  of  the  Secretary  in  .idministrative  appeals  and 
litigation; 

(6)  Issuance  of  federal  regulations  and  policies  as  well  as 
any  document  published  in  the  Federal  Riagister; 

(7)  reporting  to  the  Congress  and  the  President; 

(8)  forroulation  of  the  Secretary';*  and  the  President's 
policies  and  their  budgetary  and  legislitive  recommendations  and 
views;  and 

(9)  non-delegable  statutory  dutiej  of  the  Secretary 
relating  to  trust  resources. 

Executive  Direction,  Administrative  Services,  Education  and 
Training  -  General,  Elements  71,  72,  and  10  respectively,  as 
defined  in  the  BIAM  and  the  BIA's  yearly  budget  justifications, 
are  program  functions  which  clearly  include  non-contractable 
functions  and  responsibilities  listed  in  items  1  through  9  above. 
As  such,  they  are  not  properly  the  subject  of  a  Pub.  L.  93-638 
contract.    However,  there  may  be  portions  of  the  Executive 
Direction,  Administrative  Services,  and  Education  and  Training  - 
General  programs  which  may  be  contractable,  as  long  as  such 
portions  do  not  include  any  non-contractable  functions,  including 
the  ones  listed  above.   The  broad, definitions  of  these  programs 
in  the  BIAM  and  the  BIA's  budget  justifications  do  not  permit  us 
to  deterraine  which  portions,  if  any,  of  these  programs  may  be 
contractable  under  the  Act.   It  is  for  the  BIA  to  make  cuch  a 
determination,  and  also  to  determine  whether  it  is  feasible  for 
these  programs  to  be  divided  so  as  to  permit  a  tribal 
organization  to  enter  into  a  self-determination  contract  for  the 
contractable  portions,  if  any,  of  Executive  Direction  or 
Administrative  Services,  or  Education  and  Training  -  General. 


William  G.  Lavell 


It  is  apparent  that  as  more  and  more  programs  are  contracted 
to  tribes  and  tribal  organizations,  the  scope  and  magnitude  of 
the  Executive  Direction,  Administrative  Services,  and  Education 
and  Training  -  General  program  functions  at  the  area  and  agency 
levels  should  proportionally  diminish,  thereby  permitting  funds 
previously  allocated  for  these  programs  to  be  shifted  to  Pub.  L. 
93-638  contracts. 
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A  model  has  been  proposed  which  assumes  that  Central  Office  functions  could  be 
carried  out  with  resource  reductions  ranging  from  85  percent  for  trust  programs  to 
95  percent  for  administrative  functions.   Based  on  this  model,  the  entire  Central 
Office  budget  and  accounting  functions,  which  have  responsibility  for  over  $2 
billion  annually,  would  have  to  be  managed  by  a  total  staff  of  five  people.  All  other 
Central  Office  functions  of  property  management,  contracting,  personnel,  and  duties 
of  the  Chief  Financial  Officer  would  be  carried  out  by  a  total  staff  of  four. 

Question:       In  your  opinion,  does  this  approach  seem  reasonable? 

Answer:         This  does  not  appear  to  be  reasonable;  however,  we  are  reviewing 
the  issue  as  part  of  the  BIA  Central  Office  analysis. 

Question:       Under  such  an  approach,  how  would  such  contracts  be  awarded  and 
who  would  administer  them? 

Answer:         This  is  one  of  the  areas  we  are  reviewing  as  part  of  the  BIA  Central 
Office  analysis. 

In  cases  where  the  tribes  and  BIA  cannot  reach  agreement  during  negotiations  on 
amounts  to  be  included  in  self-governance  compacts,  the  Office  of  Self-Governance 
makes  the  decision  on  behalf  of  the  Federal  government. 

Question:       What  is  the  basis  used  by  the  Office  of  Self-Governance  to 
determine  how  much  should  be  included  for  Central  Office  functions?  Do  you 
agree  with  their  approach? 

Answer:         The  Office  of  Self-Governance  has  not  developed  a  basis  for 
determining  which  Central  Office  functions  should  be  included  in  self-governance 
annual  funding  agreements.   This  issue  will  be  addressed  in  the  analysis  being 
conducted  by  the  BIA. 

In  addition  to  program  funds,  contracting  and  compacting  tribes  receive  contract 
support  payments  to  cover  administrative  and  overhead  costs.  The  BIA  currently 
spends  over  $90  million  a  year  for  contract  support  payments. 

Question:       Doesn't  the  contract  support  funding  cover  any  theoretical  tribal 
share  of  BIA  executive  direction,  administrative  and  central  support  costs? 

Answer:         Public  Law  100-472,  the  Indian  Self  Determination  and  Education 
Assistance  Act,  defines  contract  support  costs  as  "reasonable  costs  for  activities 
which  must  be  carried  on  by  a  tribal  organization  as  a  contractor  to  ensure 
compliance  with  the  terms  of  the  contract  and  prudent  management...".    Tribal 
overhead  costs  include  such  costs  as  tribal  executive  direction  and  administrative 
costs.   The  current  self-governance  law  (P.L.  100-472)  calls  for  payment  by  the 
Secretary  to  a  self-governance  tribe  in  an  amount  equal  to  that  which  the  tribe 
would  have  received  under  contract  and  grants  including  the  direct  program  costs 
and  the  indirect  costs    The  law  also  allows  for  funds  which  are  specifically  related  to 
the  provision  by  the  Secretary  of  services  and  benefits  to  the  tribes  and  its  members. 
Additional  legislation  (P.L.  102-184)  states  further  that  to  the  extent  feasible,  the 
Secretary  shall  interpret  Federal  laws  and  regulations  in  a  manner  that  will  facilitate 
the  inclusion  of  activities,  programs,  services  and  functions  in  the  self-governance 
compacts. 

This  latter  provision  authorizes  tribal  shares  of  services  that  have  been  inaccessible 
to  tribes  for  638  contracting  such  as  executive  direction  and  administrative  services 
at  the  agency,  area,  and  Central  Office  levels  providing  that  BIA  no  longer  has  to 
perform  the  functions. 
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P.L.  100-472  allows  the  tribes  to: 

"...redesign  programs,  activities,  functions  or  services  and  to  reallocate 
funds  for  such  programs,  activities,  functions  or  services;" 

Consequently,  tribes  have  negotiated  a  portion  of  area  office  executive  direction  and 
applied  the  funds  to  a  particular  tribal  program  like  forestry.   This  increases  the 
tribal  base  upon  which  the  indirect  cost  rate  is  determined. 

II  has  been  proposed  that  funds  budgeted  for  GSA  space,  unemployment 
compensation,  workers  compensation,  and  a  number  of  other  inlra-governmental 
billings  be  made  available  to  compacting  tribes  to  supplement  their  programs. 

Question:       In  your  opinion,  should  these  funds,  which  are  appropriated  to 
repay  other  Federal  agencies  for  governmental  expenses,  be  distributed  to  the  tribes? 

Answer:         The  items  identified  in  this  question  will  be  a  part  of  the  BIA 
Central  Office  analysis.  The  argument  advanced  by  self-governance  tribes  is  that  as 
BIA  downsizes  over  time  in  response  to  increased  tribal  self-governance  and  self- 
determination  contracting,  BIA  will  incur  less  costs  for  such  items  as  space, 
unemployment  compensation,  and  workers  compensation.    The  tribes  want  to 
determine  a  share  of  these  costs  now  before  the  savings  from  future  downsizing  are 
realized  by  the  Federal  government. 

It  has  also  been  suggested  that  BIA  should  divide  up  among  the  compacting  tribes  a 
portion  of  the  funds  which  have  been  appropriated  for  school  construction  and  jail 
construction  to  build  the  facilities  on  the  priority  list. 

Question:       What  would  be  the  basis  for  dividing  these  funds  among  the 
compacting  tribes? 

Answer:         There  would  be  no  appropriate  basis  for  dividing  construction 
funds  among  the  compacting  tribes.  Construction  funds  are  appropriated  based  on 
either  an  application  process  for  new  construction  or  a  ranking  process  for  repair 
projects  on  a  nationwide  basis  and  are  based  primarily  on  health  and  safety 
deficiencies.   Construction  funding  is  based  on  project  requirements  and  is  not  based 
on  an  annual  amount  for  each  tribe  or  project.    Providing  a  portion  of  construction 
funds  each  vear  to  compacting  tribes  would  reduce  the  amount  of  funds  available  to 
all  tribes  for  construction  of  schools  and  detention  facilities  and  would  circumvent 
the  established  processes  for  prioritizing  projects. 

Question:       If  these  funds  are  to  be  divided  among  the  compacting  tribes,  would 
sufficient  funds  remain  to  construct  the  facility  for  which  the  funds  are 
appropriated? 

Answer:         If  funds  were  divided  among  the  compacting  tribes,  sufficient  funds 
would  not  be  available  to  complete  the  intended  projects.    Providing  small  amounts 
as  tribal  shares  over  several  years  would  not  be  cost  effective,  as  inflation  and  other 
factors  that  escalate  construction  costs  would  further  delay  completion  of  projects. 
In  addition,  dividing  the  already  limited  construction  funds  into  smaller  portions  to 
provide  base  funding  for  compacting  tribes  would  limit  the  balance  of  funds 
available  to  fund  needed  health  and  safety  related  projects,  and  would  require 
additional  staffing  to  modify  existing  construction  processes  and  procedures  for 
determining,  ranking,  and  monitoring  projects. 

Question:       Aren't  the  compacting  tribes  still  eligible  to  participate  in  the  new 
school  construction  priority  setting  process? 
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Answer:         All  recognized  tribes,  including  self-governance  tribes,  are  eligible  to 
participate  in  the  new  school  construction  priority  setting  process. 

The  Senate  report  accompanying  the  FY  1994  Interior  Bill  required  the  BIA  to 
provide  the  Committee  with  detailed  information  concerning  the  impact  of  self- 
governance  compacts  and  contracting  Bureauwide.  To  date,  the  Committee  has  not 
received  this  report  and  remains  concerned  that  the  BIA  lacks  a  long-term  strategy 
for  effectively  managing  the  changing  programmatic  and  staffing  requirements  that 
result  from  compacting  and  contracting. 

Question:       When  will  the  information  which  the  Committee  requested  be 
available? 

Answer:         On  May  24,  1994  the  Assistant  Secretary  -  Policy,  Management  and 
Budget  wrote  to  the  Committees  explaining  that  the  final  report  will  be  provided  in 
late  July. 

Question:       Without  some  long-term  strategy,  isn't  there  some  danger  that 
those  tribes  who  are  able  to  compact  early  may  have  access  to  funds  that  tribes  who 
later  decide  to  enter  into  compacts  will  not  have  access  to  as  a  result  of  budget 
constraints? 

Answer:         Yes,  such  a  possibility  does  exist.  One  of  the  major  challenges  facing 
the  Department  is  to  ensure  that  the  formulas  being  used  are  equitable  and  that 
tribes,  both  small  and  large,  who  may  choose  to  enter  into  tribal  self-governance 
some  time  in  the  future  are  treated  fairly. 

Further,  it  is  true  that  a  prospective  self-governance  tribe  could  be  better  off 
negotiating  in  a  certain  year  depending  upon  what  is  contained  in  the  Presidents 
budget  for  that  year.   Given  that  the  President  submits  a  budget  annually,  with 
numerous  programmatic  increases  and  decreases,  and  self-governance  negotiations 
are  based  on  that  budget,  a  long-term  strategy  for  negotiations  is  not  practical.   The 
only  way  to  mitigate  changes  in  funding  levels  would  be  to  pick  a  point  in  time  and 
determine  tribal  shares  for  all  tribes  and  then  use  shortfall  funding  to  make  a  tribe 
whole  in  the  year  that  the  tribe  chooses  to  enter  into  tribal  self-governance  if  the 
President's  budget  were  inadequate  for  that  tribe.   However,  this  option  would  carry 
a  considerable  budgetary  expense. 

As  we  have  discussed  earlier,  executive  orders  and  recently  passed  legislation 
require  reductions  in  FTEs  and  administrative  costs.  As  proposed  in  the  budget 
request,  several  agency  offices  are  proposed  for  down-sizing  or  elimination.  It  has 
been  suggested  that  such  down-sizing  is  inappropriate  and  that  all  reductions 
should  be  taken  at  the  Central  Office. 

Question:       What  guided  the  decisions  as  to  where  the  administrative 
reductions  should  be  made? 

Answer:         The  BIA  concentrated  cost  reductions  within  Central  Office  and  aiea 
office  organizations  to  minimize  disruption  of  services  to  the  tribes.    While  the 
Central  Office  operations  account  for  less  than  six  percent  of  all  operations  funding, 
these  headquarters  activities  will  absorb  20  percent  of  the  cost  reductions.   The 
locations  proposed  for  downsizing  were  selected  following  a  management  review  of 
options  presented  by  Area  Office  Directors.   Priority  for  consolidation  or  closure  was 
given  to  those  locations  where  BIA  was  providing  very  limited  or  no  direct  services 
due  to  the  assumption  of  program  responsibilities  by  tribes  through  contracts  or 
compacts. 
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Question:       Do  you  feel  that  additional  reductions  would  be  appropriate  at  the 
Central  Office? 

Answer:         Given  that  20  percent  of  the  cost  reductions  were  taken  at  Central 
Office  which  comprises  less  than  six  percent  of  all  operations  funding,  it  would  have 
been  extremelv  difficult  to  take  any  further  reduction  from  this  activity.   The  BIA 
Central  Office  funding  had  already  undergone  significant  streamlining  over  the  last 
decade,  even  before  the  recent  Executive  Orders  on  streamlining. 

Question:       What  impact  would  additional  reductions  have  on  the  ability  of  the 
Central  Office  to  provide  the  services  for  which  they  are  responsible? 

Answer:         Additional  reductions  would  severely  impact  the  ability  of  the 
Central  Office  to  continue  to  provide  direction  and  policy  and  program  guidance  for 
important  RIA  programs  such  as  law  enforcement,  housing  improvement, 
economic  development,  resources  management,  and  environmental  quality 
services.    In  addition,  the  Central  Office  activity  funds  the  correction  of  certain  high 
risk  material  weakness  areas  such  as  financial  management  where  ongoing  funding 
is  critical. 

Question:       How  does  the  current  size  of  the  BIA's  Central  Office  compare  to 
what  it  was  three  years  ago? 

Answer:         The  total  FTE  in  the  Central  Office  operations  increased  from  747  in 
FY  1991  to  884  in  FY  1994.  The  increase  of  137  FTE  is  mainly  due  to  staffing  increases 
in  Financial  Trust  Services  and  Financial  Management.    For  many  reasons, 
including  insufficient  funding  in  previous  years,  both  of  these  programs  were  cited 
as  high  risk  material  weakness  areas.   Increased  staff  for  these  programs  was  an 
integral  part  of  the  Department's  material  weakness  corrective  action  plan. 

TRIBAL  CONSULTATION 

In  recent  years,  greater  emphasis  has  been  placed  on  the  importance  of  ensuring  that 
tribes  are  consulted  as  the  BIA  budget  is  formulated  and  as  policies  affecting  the 
tribes  are  developed.  The  Committee  is  very  supportive  of  efforts  to  ensure  that 
tribes  are  consulted  regarding  BIA  programs. 

Question:       Mr.  Secretary,  how  do  you  define  tribal  consultation? 

Answer:         It  is  the  policy  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  to  actively  support 
and  enhance  Indian  self  determination  which  shifts  responsibilities  and  resources 
from  BIA  to  the  tribes  in  order  to  provide  them  with  the  capability  and  resources  to 
set  and  implement  their  own  goals  and  priorities  and  directly  administer  Indian 
programs.    Tribal  consultation  is  one  avenue  for  achieving  self  determination, 
providing  tribes  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  BIA  policy  and  budget  decision 
making. 

Question:       Do  you  believe  tribes  should  be  consulted  prior  to  every  decision 
made  by  BIA?  If  so,  how  does  this  affect  the  ability  of  BIA  to  make  decisions  and 
implement  policy  in  a  timely  manner? 

Answer:         Obviously  BIA  cannot  consult  with  all  tribes  prior  to  making  every 
decision.    While  BIA  emphasizes  consultation  to  the  maximum  extent  possible, 
there  are  some  decisions  that  are  made  without  full  tribal  consultation.    However, 
BIA  continually  strives  to  work  toward  the  best  interests  of  Indian  country. 

Question:       After  tribal  consultation,  how  does  BIA  proceed  when  there  has 
been  no  general  agreement  on  an  issue? 
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Answer:         Obviously  BIA  cannot  consult  with  all  tribes  prior  to  making  every 
decision.    While  BIA  emphasizes  consultation  to  the  maximum  extent  possible, 
there  are  some  decisions  that  are  made  without  full  tribal  consultation.    However, 
BIA  continually  strives  to  work  toward  the  best  interests  of  Indian  country. 

Question:       What  is  the  process  for  resolving  issues  where  there  is  no  general 
agreement? 

Answer:         In  situations  where  follow-up  action  is  needed  to  resolve  an 
ongoing  problem  that  cannot  be  set  aside  until  the  tribes  come  to  a  consensus,  the 
Assistant  Secretary  must  come  up  with  at  least  a  short  term  decision  based  on  the 
representative  input  from  the  tribes  and  the  BIA  managers. 

Question:       Besides  tribal  consultations  relating  to  budget  formulation,  what 
other  tribal  consultation  takes  place? 

Answer:         Matters  relating  to  reorganization,  including  changes  in  the 
structure  of  the  area  and  agency  offices;  legislative  proposals;  and  Indian  education. 
Public  Law  100-297  directs  the  151 A  to  consult  with  tribes  before  any  changes  to 
Indian  education  programs  are  made.   To  this  end,  the  BIA  Education  Office  holds 
consultation  meetings  twice  annually  at  eleven  different  sites  in  Indian  country  to 
discuss  education  issues  with  the  tribes. 

Question:       What  is  the  process  for  reviewing  materials  for  tribal  consultation 
to  ensure  that  such  materials  are  consistent  with  Departmental  policy  and  are 
presented  in  such  a  way  that  they  do  not  prejudice  response  from  the  tribes? 

Answer:         Currently,  the  staff  in  the  office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  -  Indian 
Affairs  re\ievvs  materials  to  make  sure  they  are  not  skewed  to  favor  one  view  over 
another.   Objective  language  is  used  in  writing  up  materials  and  an  effort  is  made  to 
balance  the  information.    All  ideas  are  shown  so  that  stakeholders  can  make  an 
intelligent,  well  informed  decision. 

NATIONAL  EDUCATION  AND  TRAINING  CENTER 

The  FY  1995  budget  includes  $26  million  to  continue  the  progress  on  the 
construction  of  the  National  Education  and  Training  Center  (NETC).   I  commend 
the  Department  for  including  these  funds  in  the  budget.  This  amount  is  needed  to 
continue  this  project  without  disruption  for  a  scheduled  completion  in  the  summer 
of  1996. 

In  anticipation  of  that  opening,  however,  it  is  critical  that  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service,  and  the  Department,  focus  on  the  planning  and  operational  needs 
associated  with  ensuring  that  the  facility  will  be  ready  to  open  its  doors  once 
construction  is  completed.  This  means  having  the  necessary  staff  on-board,  as  well 
as  having  course  development  completed,  and  having  the  contractual  arrangements 
in  place  for  the  day-to-day  operations  of  the  center. 

Last  year.  Congress  provided  an  increase  of  $1.4  million  for  training  program 
development.   Included  with  these  funds  was  language  directing  FWS  to: 

"...allocate  the  necessary  staffing  resources  for  development  and 
implementation  of  the  training  program  in  conjunction  with  the  scheduled 
opening  of  the  National  Education  and  Training  Center  in  1996." 

It  is  my  understanding,  however,  that  no  additional  staffing  resources  have  been 
allocated  for  this  purpose,  despite  an  estimate  ttiat  the  additional  funds  would  be 
used  for  15  additional  personnel. 
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Question:       Mr.  Secretary,  can  you  explain  why  FWS  has  not  provided  the 
additional  staffing  resources,  as  directed  in  the  Committee  report? 

Answer:         The  FWS  allocated  an  additional  five  FTEs  to  training  in  1994.   The 
FWS  received  an  additional  123  FTE  in  1994,  and  the  five  that  went  to  training  were 
based  on  the  percentage  of  the  total  increase  in  funds  that  was  directed  to  training. 
In  other  \\  ords,  four  percent  of  the  new  funding  was  for  training  and  four  percent  of 
the  ETF.s  went  to  training. 

Question:       Why  are  the  staffing  resources  for  this  program  being  frozen, 
despite  funding  increases,  when  other  programs,  which  also  received  funding 
increases,  have  been  allocated  additional  FTEs? 

Answer:         The  staffing  resources  for  the  training  program  are  not  frozen.   In 
FY  1994,  five  additional  FTEs  were  allocated  for  training.   In  FY  1995,  the  budgeted 
increases  are  to  provide  overhead  support  for  an  interim  field  office  and  to  provide 
operational  and  equipment  planning  for  the  audio-visual  training  component. 
Following  completion  of  congressional  action,  FWS  will  seek  to  obtain  an 
appropriate  number  of  FTE  for  the  NETC  operational  staffing  needs. 

The  FY  1995  budget  proposes  an  increase  of  $500,000  for  the  training  program  and 
operations  associated  with  the  National  Education  and  Training  Center.  The 
staffing  level,  however,  remains  flat. 

Question:       What  are  the  activities  that  need  to  be  taken  in  order  to  be  fully 
operational  once  the  training  facility  is  completed? 

Answer:         The  biggest  workload  is  associated  with  the  development  of  new 
training  courses  and  programs  that  will  be  taught  at  the  NETC  when  it  opens. 
Course  development  is  labor  intensive  and  time  consuming,  consisting  of  detailed 
needs  anaivsis,  curriculum  and  materials  development,  instructor  training,  pilot 
testing,  evaluation,  and  course  revision  before  the  course  is  ready  to  be  offered. 

Other  activities  associated  with  preparing  to  open  the  NETC  include:   actual 
construction  of  the  facility;  community  relations  associated  with  moving  a  new 
facility  into  the  community;  operations  planning;  developing,  advertising,  and 
awarding  contracts  to  run  the  guest  services,  maintenance,  and  other  non-training 
functions  of  the  facility;  outreach  and  marketing  within  FWS,  the  Department,  and 
other  Federal,  state,  tribal,  conservation,  and  corporate  organizations  who  may  train 
their  professionals  at  the  NETC;  plans,  specifications,  procurement  and  installation 
of  furnishings,  and  outfitting  the  facility;  and  staffing  and  training  of  staff  in 
operation  of  the  facility. 

Question:       What  is  the  funding  and  staffing  level  associated  with  the  NETC  in 
FY  1994? 

Answer:         In  1994,  there  are  13  FTEs  and  $3.0  million  directly  associated  with 
course  development  for  the  NETC.   Central  planning  for  NETC  is  currently 
provided  by  two  staff  positions  in  the  Office  of  Training  and  Education  in  Arlington. 

Question:       And  your  budget  proposal  takes  it  to  what  level? 

Answer:         Our  1995  budget  request  for  training  would  take  it  to  $3.5  million. 
In  addition,  $0.3  million  currently  allocated  to  the  Office  of  Training  and  Education 
for  training  will  be  allocated  to  NETC  for  total  training  resources  of  $3.8  million. 

Question:       What  are  the  estimated  operational  costs  and  staffing  needs  for  the 
training  center  when  it  opens  in  FY  1996? 
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Answer:         Our  preliminary  operations  plan  indicates  that  $8.9  million  and  82 
ITEs  would  be  needed  in  1996  to  operate  the  facility. 

Question:       How  do  you  propose  to  get  from  $3.6  million  and  13  ETEs  in  FY  1995 
to  $8.9  million  and  82  t  lbs  in  FY  1996  -  will  these  items  be  requested  fully  in  your 
FY  1996  budget? 

Answer:        With  constrained  budgetary  resources,  there  will  be  many 
competing  priorities  for  FY  1996  funds.   The  FY  1996  budget  request  is  not  yet 
complete,  but  we  will  give  careful  consideration  of  the  balance  of  funding  and 
staffing  required  to  get  to  the  $8.9  million  and  82  FTEs. 

Question:      Doesn't  it  make  sense  to  begin  a  rational  build-up,  associated  with 
specific  actions  that  need  to  be  taken  in  support  of  the  completion  of  the  facility? 

Answer:         Yes,  it  does  make  sense  to  budget  increases  associated  with  specific 
training  requirements  that  need  to  be  addressed  in  preparation  for  the  NETC 
opening.   Since  the  FY  1993  budget,  the  Department  has  requested  $3. 25  million  in 
increased  funding  for  course  development  and  operations  planning.   These 
increases  were  budgeted  within  overall  budgetary  constraints.   The  FWS  will 
continue  to  budget  resources  that  will  enable  NETC  to  open  and  operate. 

Question:       Then  why  aren't  additional  dollars  and  staffing  proposed  in  FY  1995 
so  that  such  a  tremendous  increase  won't  be  required  in  FY  1996  and  FY  1997? 

Answer:         As  stated  above,  starting  in  FY  1993,  the  Department  has  requested 
$3  25  million  in  increased  funding  for  NETC  course  development  and  operations 
planning.   Thc^c  requests  were  formulated  and  presented  in  a  time  of  fiscal 
constraint.   To  the  extent  possible,  the  Department  will  make  a  concerted  effort  to 
budget  resources  that  will  enable  NETC  to  open  and  operate  according  to  schedule. 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  DON  NICKLES 

INTERIOR  BILL  OUTLOOK 

The  Department  of  the  Interior's  budget  request  for  this  Subcommittee  is  $6.6 
billion,  which  is  basically  level  with  the  FY  1994  enacted  amount.  Adjustments  to 
the  President's  Budget  Request  for  the  Interior  bill  will  be  required  to  fit  within  our 
budget  authority  ($13,525  million)  and  outlay  ($13,867  million)  allocations. 
Although  the  Administration  submitted  an  amendment  to  partially  take  care  of  the 
Indian  Health  Service  (IHS)  problem,  we  still  need  to  take  additional  measures  to 
replace  the  remaining  $125  million  requirements  and  to  address  Member  concerns. 

Question:      Why  did  the  Administration  propose  initially  to  reduce  the  IHS  by 
$250  million? 


Answer        This  question  should  more  appropriately  be  directed  to  the  Secretary 
of  Health  and  Human  Services  who  is  responsible  for  the  Indian  Health  Service 
(IHS).   However,  because  Interior  has  primary  responsibility  for  the  Federal 
government's  trust  responsibility  to  Native  Americans,  we  are  concerned  about  the 
IHS  budget.   For  that  matter,  the  Department  is  very  interested  in  the  budgets  of  all 
Federal  Indian  programs.  The  Appropriations  Committee  is  urged  to  explore  all 
options  for  further  restoration  of  the  IHS  budget  so  as  not  to  penalize  the  already 
constrained  Interior  budget. 

The  IHS  budget  situation  illustrates  the  need  for  improved  communication  and 
coordination  among  all  Federal  agencies  responsible  for  the  provision  of  Indian 


1151 


services.    The  American  Indian  Listening  Conference,  in  which  both  the 
Departments  of  the  Interior  and  Justice  participated,  is  an  example  of  our  intention 
to  more  actively  coordinate  Indian  programs,  governmentwide,  in  the  future. 

Question:       What  steps  have  you  taken  to  help  the  Committee  prioritize 
programs  and  projects  within  the  bureaus'  budget  requests  in  order  to  address  the 
competing  demands  on  the  Interior  bill?  Have  you  looked  at  the  Interior  agencies 
in  total  to  get  the  big  picture? 

Answer:        The  Department's  budget  reflects  difficult  choices  and  balancing  of 
priorities.   Increases  for  investment  and  operational  needs  were  funded  by  tradeoffs 
within  an  essentially  flat  budget.   It  is  the  Secretary's  hope  that,  to  the  maximum 
extent  permitted  by  the  602(b)  allocations,  the  Subcommittee  will  maintain  the 
budget  as  a  balanced  and  cohesive  unit.   However,  among  the  increases  proposed  in 
operational  accounts,  the  Secretary's  three  highest  priorities  are: 


Forest  Plan  +$44.9  million 

[Includes  operational  increases  in  BLM  (+6.9  million),  FWS  (+11.3  million), 
NBS  (+2.3  million),  BIA  (+1.5  million)  and  Jobs  in  the  Woods  increases  in 
BLM  (+12.0  million),  FWS  (+9.0  million)  and  BIA  (+2.0  million)) 

South  Florida  Operations  +$T6.2  million 

(Includes  increases  in  FWS  (+2.9  million);  NBS  (+1.0  million);  NPS  (+4.3 
million)  and  USGS  (+8.0  million)) 


Tribal  Priority  Allocations 


+$8.8  million 


Departmentwide  land  acquisition  was  proposed  at  the  same  level  as  FY  1994; 
construction  accounts  were  prof>osed  at  lower  levels.  The  Secretary's  highest 
priorities  within  land  acquisition  and  construction  accounts  are: 


South  Florida 

Land  Acquisition  Grant 
LWCF  Land  Acquisition 
NPS  Construction 

Balcones  Canyonlands  Habitat  Conservation  Plan 

Other  Habitat  Conservation  Plans 

St.  (3corge/ Desert  Tortoise,  UT 
Vernal  Pools,  CA 
Archie  Carr,  FL 
Lake  Wales  Ridge,  FL 
National  Key  Deer,  FL 


+$4.8  million 
+$2.0  million 
+$4.5  million 

+$4.1  million 


+$4.0  million 
+$5.0  million 
+$7.0  million 
+$3.0  million 
+$2.0  million 


DEPARTMENTAL  INITIATIVES 


The  Department's  proposal  of  initiatives  includes  the  South  Florida  Ecosystem 

($57.3  million),  the  Pacific  Northwest  Forest  Plan  ($176.4  million  -  including  the 

Forest  Service),  the  North  American  Free  Trade  Agreement  Environmental 

Activities  ($10.9  million),  and  the  National  Spatial  Data  Infrastructure  ($6.0 

million). 

SOUTH  FLORIDA 

The  total  identified  need  for  the  South  Florida  Ecosystem  is  $57.3  million,  which  is  a 
$28.9  million  increase  (+100  percent)  above  the  FY  1994  enacted  level.  During  the 
National  Park  Service  (NPS)  hearing  we  were  told  that  the  South  Florida  project 
would  require  $l-$2  billion  over  the  next  10  years.  As  I  recall,  a  statement  was  made 
that  the  bulk  of  the  resources  would  be  borne  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  State 
of  Florida.  The  Department  of  the  Interior's  budget  will  be  lucky  to  remain  at  the  FY 
1994  leveL  And,  the  outlook  for  future  appropriation  bills  does  not  look  as  good  as 
this  year. 
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Question:      Will  a  similar  level  of  funding  through  the  Interior  bill  be 
requested  for  FV  1996? 

Answer:         At  this  time,  the  Department  is  just  beginning  the  FY  1996  budget 
formulation  and  no  decisions  have  been  made  on  funding  levels  for  various 
programs.    However,  the  South  Florida  restoration  initiative  remains  a  high 
priority  for  the  Department  and  the  Administration. 

Question:      What  are  the  future  needs  over  the  next  15  years  for  this  bill? 

Answer:        The  Department  does  not  have  a  15  year  projection  of  costs 
associated  with  South  Florida  Ecosystem  Restoration;  however,  current  estimates  of 
spending  associated  with  on-going  and  future  projects  benefiting  the  South  Florida 
ecosystem  total  approximately  $1.8  billion.  This  includes  Federal,  State,  Dade 
County  and  private  funds  associated  with  on-going  water  delivery  construction, 
land  protection  and  restoration  efforts. 

Of  the  total,  approximately  $723  million,  or  39  percent,  is  Federal  funding,  with  the 
remainder,  about  $1.1  billion  or  61  percent,  associated  with  State,  county,  or  private 
sources.  Thus,  the  South  Florida  Ecosystem  Restoration  is  truly  a  partnership  effort, 
with  the  Federal  share  providing  leverage  for  significant  State  and  private 
involvement. 

As  we  refine  the  cost  estimates  for  this  program,  which  we  intend  to  do  in  the  very 
near  future,  the  Department  will  share  this  information  with  the  Subcommittee. 

Question:       What  are  the  future  Federal  funding  needs  for  other  appropriation 
bills? 

Answer         We  do  not  have  sufficient  information  at  this  time  to  know  of 
future  Federal  funding  needs  funded  through  other  appropriations  bills  for  agencies 
involved  in  the  South  Florida  initiative.   Over  the  remainder  of  this  year,  the 
agencies  participating  in  the  South  Florida  Task  Force  will  be  developing  longer 
term  funding  requirements.    Once  these  requirements  have  been  developed  and 
endorsed  by  the  Task  Force,  the  Department  will  have  a  more  full  understanding  of 
other  agency  requirements. 

Question:      How  can  these  kinds  of  commitments  be  made  when  the  money  is 
not  available? 

Answer:         No  funding  commitments  have  been  made,  however,  Federal 
agencies  involved  in  the  Task  Force  effort  are  making  a  concerted  effort  to  work 
together  to  solve  long-standing  problems  related  to  degradation  of  the  South  Florida 
ecosystem,  particularly  as  it  affects  Everglades  National  Park.  Interagency 
cooperation  is  key  to  a  successful  ecosystem  restoration.   While  the  various  Federal 
agencies  involved  in  the  Task  Force  are  identifying  requirements,  it  is  up  to  each 
agency  to  seek  funding  for  these  efforts.  To  the  extent  that  no  additional  funds  are 
available  for  this,  or  any  other  ecosystem  restoration  effort,  it  may  be  necessary  to 
reallocate  existing  resources  among  existing  programs  in  recognition  that  ideas 
about  land  management  are  changing.   Discrete  boundaries  and  managing  land 
resources  vsnthin  discrete  boundaries  ignores  the  benefits  that  can  be  achieved  from 
cooperative  and  coordinated  approaches  to  Federal  land  use  management. 

Question:      What  is  the  number  one  priority  of  the  FY  1995  South  Florida 
initiative?  Please  prioritize  each  component  of  this  initiative,  including  each  land 
acquisition  project  and  submit  a  list  to  the  Committee. 
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Answer:        All  of  the  $28.8  million  in  increases  proposed  in  the  South  Florida 
initiative  are  important.    However,  of  the  operational  increases,  the  research 
activities  within  the  U.  S.  Geological  Survey  (USGS)  and  National  Biological  Survey 
(NBS)  are  of  the  highest  priority  because  of  the  need  to  gather  information  upon 
which  to  base  resource  management  decisions.  The  NBS  is  proposing  an  increase  of 
$2.0  million,  for  a  total  of  $2.6  million,  for  research  related  to  marine  ecosystems  in 
Florida  Bay.   This  amount  is  important  to  furthering  our  understanding  as  we 
develop  solutions  to  deal  with  the  collapse  of  the  marine  environment  there.    The 
other  high  priority  research  item  is  included  within  USGS  where  the  Department  is 
requesting  an  additional  $8  million  for  water  quality  and  quantity  studies,  as  well  as 
ecosystem  history,  GIS  standards  and  database  coverage. 

After  our  operational  increases  for  research,  the  second  highest  priority  is  the  land 
protection  and  construction  of  improved  water  deliveries  funded  in  NFS.    The  $4.8 
million  grant  to  the  State  of  Florida  is  very  important,  both  because  it  is  a 
partnership  arrangement  with  the  State,  but  also  because  it  provides  protection  to 
lands  east  of  the  park  boundary.   The  $4.5  million  requested  for  continued 
construction  by  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  of  the  modified  water  delivery  system 
is  also  a  high  priority  as  is  the  Federal  land  acquisition  proposed  for  the  East 
Everglades  ($5  million)  and  Big  Cypress  ($3  million). 

Finally,  the  remaining  resource  management  needs  of  FWS  and  NFS  are  important. 
The  $2.8  million  increase  requested  for  FWS  will  furid  additional  endangered 
species,  habitat  conservation  and  contaminant  investigations,  as  well  as  exotic  plant 
control  and  wetland  restoration  at  Loxahatchee,  Florida  Panther,  and  National  Key 
Deer  refuges.   The  $4.3  million  in  operating  increases  for  Everglades,  Big  Cypress 
and  Key  Biscayne  will  fund  important  park  activities. 


PACIFIC  NORTHWEST  FOREST  PLAN 

The  FY  1995  Pacific  Northwest  Forest  Plan  initiative  request  is  $176  million, 
including  the  Forest  Service's  portion  of  $102  million.  The  Department  of  the 
Interior's  share  totals  $73.5  million.  This  appears  to  be  another  open-ended  funnel 
for  the  Interior  Subcommittee. 

Question:      What  is  the  status  of  the  Forest  Plan? 

Answer:        The  Record  of  Decision  on  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(EIS)  for  the  Forest  Plan  for  a  Sustainable  Economy  and  a  Sustainable  Environment 
was  signed  on  April  13,  1994.   Relief  from  the  injunction  on  timber  sales  was 
requested  from  Judge  Dwyer  on  April  14,  1994;  Judge  Dwyer  lifted  the  injunction 
after  careful  review  of  the  Forest  Plan. 

The  Western  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plans  (RMPs)  must  be  finalized  and 
watershed  analysis  must  be  completed.  The  RMPs  are  expected  to  be  completed  by 
late  September,  1994.  Watershed  analysis  identifying  which  of  the  potential  timber 
sale  units  are  accessible  and  free  from  other  resource  conflicts  is  currently  underway. 

The  Department  does  not  the  view  the  Forest  Plan  as  an  open-ended  funnel.   The 
Forest  Plan  is  a  comprehensive  and  innovative  blueprint  for  forest  management, 
economic  development,  and  related  agency  coordination  which  will  resolve  the 
current  gridlock  in  the  Pacific  Northwest. 

Question:       In  FY  1994,  $127  million  was  provided  for  Interior  bill  agencies. 
What  are  we  going  to  get  for  the  taxpayers'  dollar? 
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Answer        The  Forest  Plan  will  accomplish  four  major  objectives:    1)  end  the 
costly  gridlock  that  has  crippled  timber-based  northwest  economies;  2)  facilitate  the 
repair  of  impaired  critical  watersheds  and  habitats  mitigating  the  need  for  additional 
species  listings  and  possibly  contribute  to  the  delisting  of  T&E  Sf)ecies;  3)  invest  in 
resource  values  that  will  help  diversify  and  expand  northwest  economies  in  the 
long  term  thus  adding  stability  to  the  region;  and  4)  provide  some  immediate 
employment  opportunities  for  unemployed  workers. 

Three  Departmental  bureaus  are  moving  forward  with  ecosystem  restoration 
projects  as  part  of  the  Jobs  in  the  Woods  proposal.   The  work  includes  employment 
opportunities  working  on  projects  like  streamside  stabilizations,  culvert  placements, 
road  closures,  and  plantings.   Option  9  implementation  includes  assessments  of  key 
watersheds,  planning,  endangered  species  consultations  by  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  (BLM)  and  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS),  and  ongoing  research  by 
NBS. 

Question:      What  are  the  future  Forest  Plan  implementation  funding  needs? 
Please  prioritize  the  Department's  Forest  Plan  funding  components  and  submit 
them  to  the  Committee. 

Answer        Secretary  Babbitt  signed  the  "Interagency  Memorandum  of 
Understanding  For  Economic  Adjustment  and  Community  Assistance"  whereby 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  agreed  to  request  appropriations  and/or 
reprogramming  of  $30.0  million  each  year  for  FY  1994  -  FY  1998.  These  funds  would 
support  watershed  restoration  as  well  as  the  Jobs  in  the  Woods  proposal  in  the 
Pacific  Northwest  and  northern  California  and  are  one  of  the  Administration's 
highest  priorities. 

The  Administration  did  not  make  specific  funding  commitments  for  Option  9 
implementation.  For  planning  purposes,  the  $43.4  million  included  in  the  FY  1995 
Interior  Budget  for  Option  9  and  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  (BLA)  timber  program 
will  address  the  highest  priority  needs  during  the  years  FY  1995  -  FY  1998.  The 
Administration  will  treat  the  Forest  Plan  as  a  high  priority  during  the  FY  1996 
budget  formulation  cycle  and  any  possible  funding  increases  will  be  evaluated 
against  other  needs. 

For  planning  purposes,  the  following  table  identifies  Department  of  the  Interior 
funding  for  the  Forest  Plan. 

Planning  Targets  for  Forest  Plan 


(dollars  In  thousands) 

FY  1995          FY  1996 

fY1997 

FY  1998 

Jot»s  in  the  Woods 

30                  30 

30 

30 

Option  9 

4?                  43 

43 

43 

Total 

73                  73 

73 

73 

The  Forest  Plans  increases  are  the  highest  priorities  among  Departmental  increases 
in  the  President's  Budget  as  a  whole.   Within  the  Forest  Plan,  the  Department  has 
prioritized  the  increases  as  follows: 


FY  1995  Forest  Plan  Increases 
(dollars  in  thousands) 


1. 

FWS 

5,000 

Listing  +700;  Consultation  +2,300; 
Recovery  +2,000  (Watershed  Analysis  and 
Coordination) 

2. 

BLM 

1,000 

BLM  Monitoring 

3. 

BLM 

5,000 

Ecosystem  Restoration 

4. 

FWS 

5,000 

Ecosystem  Restoration 
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FY  1995  Forest  Plan  Increases 

(dollars  in  thousands) 

5. 

BLM 

4,660 

Watershed  Analysis  +3,160;  Coordination 
+1,000;  Workforce  TransiHon  +500 

6. 

BLM 

5,000 

Ecosystem  Restoration 

7. 

FWS 

6,250 

Recovery  (Monitoring) 

8. 

BIA/BLM 

4,000 

Ecosystem  Restoration  +2,000  each 

9. 

BLM/BIA/NBS 

4,450 

BLM  CIS  +700;  BIA  Timber  Program 
+1,500;  NBS  Research  +2,250 

10. 

FWS 

4,000 

Ecosystem  Restoration 

11. 

BLM 

500 

BLM  Adaptive  Management  Areas 

TOTAL 

44^60 

Question:      The  Forest  Service  and  BLM  are  the  primary  land  managing 
agencies  in  Washington,  Oregon,  and  Northern  California.  What  are  the  roles  of 
NBS  and  FWS? 

Answer        The  NBS  and  FWS  play  aucial  roles  in  the  Forest  Plan.  The  NBS 
provides  critical  research  support  for  various  aspects  of  ecosystem  management 
including  ongoing  efforts  on  endangered  sj)ecies,  aquatic  resources,  and  forest 
habitat  management.   The  FWS  provides  important  endangered  species 
consultation  and  recovery  work. 

Question:      Why  is  15  percent  of  the  funding  proposed  to  go  to  those  two 
agencies?  For  what  would  the  money  be  used? 

Answer        The  research  done  by  NBS  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  includes 
evaluations  of  habitat  and  resource  needs  of  declining  and  endangered  species, 
effects  of  forest  and  water  management  practices  on  the  diversity  and  integrity  of 
ecosystems,  and  the  development  of  watershed-scale  models  to  guide  management 
of  critical  ecosystems  in  the  region. 

The  FWS  will  offer  employment  opportvinities  on  non-Federal  lands  working  on 
ecosystem  restoration  projects.  In  addition,  FWS  will  conduct  consultation  and 
monitoring  work  related  to  endangered  spedes.   For  instance,  FWS  provides 
consultation  assistance  to  the  timber  industry  and  states  because  of  increased  activity 
in  the  physiographic  provinces  occupied  by  the  northern  spotted  owl. 

REORGANIZATION/STREAMLINING 


A  national  FTE  reduction  of  272,900  Kits  is  established  over  the  next  six  years.  The 
Department  of  the  Interior  is  proposing  a  number  of  streamlining  and 
reorganization  efforts  in  support  of  the  National  Performance  Review  and  in 
support  of  the  recent  downsizing  agreements.  Secretary  Babbitt,  the  majority  of  the 
Interior  Department  agencies  have  FTE  decreases  proposed  in  the  FY  1995 
President's  Budget 

The  Interior  Subcommittee  is  receiving  daily  Member  letters  and  telephone  calls 
regarding  agencies'  downsizing,  reorganizing,  and  consolidation  proposals.  I 
believe  I  can  safely  state  that  no  Member's  state  will  go  untouched.  We  do  not  have 
the  funding  resources  or  the  FTE  allocations  to  protect  each  National  Forest  office, 
each  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  each  National  Park  office,  the  Smithsonian 
Institution,  each  Department  of  Energy  office  and  so  forth. 

Question:      Do  you  have  any  suggestions  on  how  we  can  make  a  better  case  to 
the  concerned  Members  to  help  them  understand  the  difficulties  we  face? 

Answer        We  have  not  found  any  really  new  way  of  explaining  the  difficulty 
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of  reducing  staff  while  accommodating  increasing  workload  at  existing  facilities, 
establishing  new  parks  and  refuges,  and  improving  the  operation  of  critical  areas 
such  as  Indian  education  and  economic  development  programs.   The  magnitude  of 
the  problems  is  not  conveyed  by  long  detailed  lists  of  the  number  of  parks  and 
refuges,  estimates  of  the  millions  of  dollars  of  work  that  needs  to  be  done  to 
refurbish  infrastructure  in  parks,  monuments,  refuges,  and  on  the  public  lands,  and 
descriptions  of  the  scientific  and  technological  problems  that  Interior's  research 
programs  must  solve.  While  it  is  important  to  compile  these  lists,  virtually  every 
Federal  program  is  going  to  be  effected  by  spending  caps  and  planned  staffing 
reductions,  and  every  member  will  have  a  special  concern  for  some  Federal 
program  that  he  or  she  feels  is  important.  ITiere  is  no  doubt  that  Interior's 
management  problems  are  difficult  because  our  programs  are  so  decentralized. 
Offices  are  dispersed,  and  many  are  located  in  remote  areas.  Also,  the  variety  of  the 
programs  is  certainly  impressive.  But  other  Federal  agencies  can  also  cite  difficult 
problems  with  which  they  too  must  cope.  We  will  simply  have  to  do  our  best  to 
patiently  and  accurately  describe  our  program  requirements  and  at  the  semie  time 
use  our  best  skills  to  carry  out  those  programs  within  available  resources. 

Questioiu      Have  you  considered  taking  a  consolidated  look  at  all  of  the 
Department's  proposals  so  we  can  see  how  the  pieces  fit  together? 

Answer        The  1995  budget  is  a  coordinated  Department-wide  approach  to 
dealing  with  these  problems.   The  human  resources  streamlining  proposal  is  the 
clearest  example  of  Interior's  attempt  to  reduce  administrative  overhead  while 
maintaining  the  strength  of  our  operating  programs  in  the  field.  Changes  in  the 
funding  levels  of  some  programs  that  clearly  cross  bureau  lines,  such  as  land 
acquisition,  are  done  through  priority  rankings  on  a  Department-wide  basis,  but 
proposals  for  increases  and  reductions  in  most  Interior  programs  are  reflected  in  the 
request  levels  for  individual  bureaus  and  offices.  Nevertheless,  proposed  program 
changes  are  based  on  the  Department's  overall  priorities.   As  long  as  programs  are 
administered  through  Interior  bureaus  and  offices,  reductions  and  increases  in 
Interior  programs  must  be  done  in  terms  that  relate  to  those  organizations. 

Question:      Several  months  ago  we  were  told  that  the  Interior  bureaus' 
personnel  organizations  were  to  be  reduced  by  approximately  50  percent  under  a 
consolidation  proposal.  This  effort  was  in  response  to  the  National  Performance 
Review.  A  number  of  agencies  have  expressed  concern  about  having  adequate 
personnel  specialists  respond  to  buyout,  reorganization,  and  other  needs.  Is  this 
proposal  still  being  considered?  If  not,  what  is  the  current  thinking? 

Answer        The  original  1995  budget  of  the  Depjirtment  of  the  Interior  contains 
a  proposal  to  streamline  and  consolidate  the  personnel  function  throughout  the 
Department.   Since  the  submission  of  the  budget,  however,  we  have  taken  another 
look  at  that  proposal,  enlisting  the  assistance  of  bureau  staff,  and  consulting  with 
personnel  offices  throughout  the  Department.   We  now  have  a  different  proposal. 

The  original  proposal  assumed  an  FTE  savings  of  490  and  a  funding  savings  of  $4.5 
million  in  1995.  These  savings  were  part  of  a  larger  reduction  of  dollars  and  FTEs 
targeted  to  meet  our  streamlining  goals. 

Because  the  new  proposal  will  not  be  implemented  soon  enough  to  produce 
significant  savings  in  1995,  the  reduction  of  490  FTEs  has  been  reallocated  among 
Interior  bureaus  and  offices  on  a  pro-rata  basis.  Because  we  still  must  meet  the 
larger  targeted  FTE  reduction  and  savings,  we  do  not  prop>ose  to  amend  the  budget  at 
this  time. 
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Once  implementation  plans  are  more  definite,  we  will  give  you  a  complete  report 
and  notify  you  of  any  proposed  changes  in  order  to  comply  with  reprogramming 
guidelines. 

Interior's  personnel  operations  at  the  start  of  1994,  included  1,574  filled  personnel 
positions  with  that  personnel  staff  spread  among  over  100  different  locations  and 
comprising  about  75  separate  servicing  personnel  offices. 

The  general  plan  now  is:  (a)  to  establish  a  consolidated  policy  office;  (b)  to  rely  on 
bureaus  to  provide  personnel  advisory  and  consulting  services  to  employees  and 
managers,  with  a  ration  of  one  professional  personnelist  to  100  employees  using 
clustered  service  units  where  there  are  concentrations  of  employees  and  offices;  and 
(c)  to  consolidate  document  processing  (probably  in  Denver)  with  the  level  of 
concentration  yet  to  be  determined.  The  goal  is  to  reduce  personnel  staff  by  450 
employees  by  September  1995,  with  a  further  reduction  of  100  employees  by 
September  1996.  EEO  functions  are  not  covered  by  this  plan. 

Three  teams  have  been  established  to  develop  plans  for  adopting  the  strategies 
recommended.   The  teams  are  comprised  of  managers,  personnel  professionals  and 
labor  representatives.   One  team  will  determine  which  personnel  processes  lend 
themselves  to  automation  and  assess  the  value/applicability  of  automated 
personnel  systems  which  are  currently  available.   Another  team  will  be  dedicated  to 
the  clustering  of  personnel  services  with  responsibility  for  determining  which 
personnel  processes  will  be  accomplished  by  the  clusters.  The  third  team  will 
address  those  functions  related  to  centralized  policy  development  and  delegation  to 
managers. 

Question:      The  Department's  personnel  organization  consolidation  was 
expected  to  require  increased  FTEs  in  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  while  the  fimds  to 
pay  for  the  employees  woidd  come  from  the  agencies.  Is  this  correct?  Is  this  still  the 
current  proposal?  Explain, 

Answen        The  original  proposal,  which  is  described  in  the  answer  to  the 
previous  question,  provided  for  a  shift  of  FTEs  to  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  to  staff  a 
consolidated  Departmental  personnel  office.   A  new  plan  is  being  developed,  which 
provides  for  a  centralized  personnel  policy  development  office,  but  its  size  and 
organizational  placement  have  not  yet  been  decided. 


U.S.  PARK  POLICE 

The  U.S.  Park  Police  provides  law  enforcement  at  NPS  sites  in  metropolitan 
Washington,  D.C,  the  Gateway  National  Recreation  Area  in  New  York/New  Jersey, 
and  the  Golden  Gate  National  Recreation  Area  in  San  Francisco.  According  to  NPS 
budget  justifications.  Park  Police  jurisdiction  includes  approximately  80,000  acres  of 
park  land  comprised  of  781  reservations,  over  224  miles  of  roadways  and  several 
hundred  miles  of  shoreline. 

Secretary  Babbitt,  on  March  15, 1994,  Senator  Byrd  and  I  sent  a  letter  to  you 
expressing  our  objection  to  the  Department  and  NPS  decision  to  use  emergency  law 
and  order  transfer  authority  to  provide  49  U.S.  Park  Police  officers  and  equipment  to 
combat  crime  in  the  District  of  Columbia.  On  March  24,  we  received  an 
acknowledgment  letter  which  promised  a  future,  quick  response. 

Question:      We  are  still  waiting.  Has  a  response  to  our  March  24  letter  been 
written?  When  can  we  expect  a  response? 
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Answer.        The  Secretary  discussed  this  situation  with  the  Chairman  of  the 
Committee  prior  to  his  hearing  on  May  25, 1994.  The  Department  is  aware  of  the 
Committee's  concerns  with  this  issue  and  is  in  the  process  of  preparing  a  written 
response  to  the  letter. 

Question:      The  $5  million  "emergency"  request  by  the  District  of  Columbia  was 
made  on  November  1, 1993.  We  were  notified  of  the  Department's  decision  in  a 
February  18, 1994,  letter.  If  this  was  an  emergency  situation  why  was  the  action 
delayed  so  long? 

Answer        The  time  period  between  the  request  from  the  District  of  Columbia 
and  the  Department's  notification  to  the  Committee  can  be  explained  by  the  fact  that 
the  initial  request  from  the  District  resulted  in  a  series  of  discussions  between  the 
U.  S.  Park  Police  and  the  U.  S.  Attorney's  Office.  The  NPS  did  not  elevate  this  issue 
to  the  Department  until  several  months  later.   The  Department  notified  the 
Committee  of  the  decision  at  the  earliest  practicable  time. 

Question:      What  made  this  an  emergency  and  an  imforeseen  law  enforcement 
situation? 

Answer.        Two  Solicitor's  opinions,  dated  December  9, 1993  and  February  6, 

1994  concluded  that  this  situation  was  of  an  emergency  nature.  The  opinions  based 
their  conclusion,  in  part,  on  the  NPS  Law  Enforcement  Guidelines  which  define  the 
standard  for  emergency  actions.   When  such  actions  "result  in  an  unforeseen 
increase  in  law  enforcement  activity  levels,  ...  pose  a  serious  threat  to  public  safety,... 
and  that  are  dearly  beyond  the  capabilities  of  the  staff  and  budget  of  the  park  and 
region  involved"  they  are  classified  as  an  emergency.  Thus,  in  this  instance  NPS 
was  presented  vdth  a  need  that  was  not  anticipated  prior  to  the  submission  of  the  FY 

1995  request  and  required  action  to  respond  to  serious  crime  in  an  area  of  the  District 
adjacent  to  and  encompassing  several  park  units.   Furthermore,  the  serious  crime  is 
a  threat  to  public  health  and  safety.  For  these  reasons,  the  situation  was  deemed  to 
be  an  emergency. 

Question:      On  what  NFS  lands  are  these  49  officers  and  equipment  being  used? 

Answer        The  Park  Police  officers  are  deployed  in  the  Fifth  District,  and 
adjacent  areas  of  the  District  that  encompasses  nearly  800  acres  of  NPS  land, 
including  all  sections  of  Anacostia  Park  west  of  the  Anacostia  River  and  several  of 
the  'Fort  Circle "  parks  that  comprised  the  Civil  War  fortifications  of  the  Federal 
City.   Additional  NPS  lands  include  Lincoln  and  Stanton  Parks,  which  were  part  of 
the  original  parcel  authorized  in  1790,  and  a  number  of  smaller  triangles  and 
squares,  many  of  which  date  back  to  the  L'Enfant  Plan  of  1791. 

Question:      The  Department  was  involved  in  supplemental  appropriations  bill 
activities  with  Congress  at  the  same  time  as  the  District's  request  and  the 
Department's  approval  decision  were  being  made.  Why  was  the  use  of  emergency 
transfer  authority  used  instead  of  the  supplemental  appropriations  bill  process? 

Answer        At  the  time  the  Department  became  aware  of  the  situation,  it  was 
too  late  to  include  this  funding  in  our  supplemental  request  to  the  Congress.  The 
NPS  emergency  transfer  authority  was  used  instead,  based  in  part  on  the  Solicitor's 
determination  that  the  use  of  this  authority  was  appropriate. 

Question:      The  $5  million  transfer  was  made  from  NPS  construction  account 
Please  provide  a  list  of  construction  projects  which  were  reduced  as  a  result  of  this 
transfer. 
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Answen        At  this  time,  the  Department  does  not  have  a  list  of  construction 
projects  which  will  be  affected  by  this  transfer.  Because  the  transfer  was  approved  in 
advance  of  the  actual  need,  it  is  not  possible  to  identify  those  construction  projects 
until  the  end  of  the  year  when  the  actual  transfer  is  made.  The  transfer  is  made  at 
the  end  of  the  year  so  as  to  take  advantage  of  any  lapsing  operational  funding  that 
may  be  available  at  the  end  of  the  year.  Using  any  lapsing  funding  will  lessen  the 
impact  on  specific  construction  projects.   The  Department  will  provide  the 
Committee  with  a  list  once  a  determination  is  made  on  which  projects  will  be 
affected.  The  Department  will  make  every  effort  to  ensure  that  those  projects  from 
which  funds  are  transferred  will  not  be  negatively  affected  in  the  near  term. 

Question:      The  February  18, 1994,  letter  signed  by  Assistant  Secretary  Frampton 
and  Assistant  Secretary  Cohen  states  that  it  is  the  Department's  intention  to  seek  a 
supplemental  appropriation  to  repay  the  construction  costs.  Is  it  still  the 
Department's  intention?  If  so,  when  can  we  expect  it? 

Answer:         It  remains  the  Department's  intention  to  seek  a  supplemental 
appropriation  to  repay  these  costs,  however  it  is  unlikely  that  a  supplemental  wrill  be 
sent  from  the  Administration  to  the  Congress  this  year.   The  Office  of  Management 
and  Budget  is  aware  of  this  situation  and  we  have  discussed  with  them  the  need  to 
send  a  supplemental  at  the  next  available  opportunity  although  it  is  not  possible  to 
state  with  certainty  when  that  will  be.  In  the  interim,  the  Department  is  aware  of 
the  Committee's  concern  and  pursuant  to  the  guidance  received  from  the 
Committee  will  use  excess  fimds  available  in  the  operating  accoimt  to  cover  these 
costs  to  the  greatest  extent  possible. 

Question:      To  prevent  future  misuse,  the  Committee  will  be  considering 
seriously  the  need  to  modify  or  repeal  the  Department's  emergency  transfer 
authority,  which  is  a  permanent  provision  of  the  Department's  FY  1993 
Appropriations  Act  What  will  be  the  consequences  of  eliminating  the  authority? 
How  many  times  during  the  past  several  years  has  it  been  used? 

Answer        The  importance  of  this  authority  to  MPS  cannot  be  understated. 
The  emergency  transfer  authority  is  vital  to  on-the-ground  functions  and  has  two 
distinct  components,  law  and  order  situations  and  emergency  search  and  rescue 
operations.  In  FY  1993  alone,  NPS  responded  to  419  separate  actions,  of  which  22 
were  related  to  law  and  order  and  397  were  search  and  rescues.  In  FY  1992,  NPS 
responded  to  447  actions,  of  which  440  were  search  and  rescues.  In  FY  1991,  NPS 
responded  to  373  actions,  of  which  354  were  search  and  rescues. 

The  transfer  authority  allows  park  managers  the  flexibility  they  need  to  respond 
quickly  to  all  emergencies  as  they  occur  without  regard  to  the  financial  implications 
of  the  action.   Without  this  transfer  authority,  individual  park  units  would  be 
required  to  absorb  these  costs,  which  given  their  unpredictable  nature  could  possible 
present  a  funding  burden  on  small  parks. 

The  emergency  transfer  authority  allows  NPS  to  use  any  available  funds  at  the  end 
of  a  fiscal  year  for  the  Service-wide  costs  of  these  emergency  response  actions.  The 
NPS  first  looks  at  the  unobligated  balance  that  would  lapse  in  annual  appropriations 
and  then  to  no-year  appropriations  to  cover  the  costs  of  these  actions. 


CAUFORNIA  DESERT  BILL 

Monday  was  kick-off  day  for  a  week-long  recognition  of  the  National  Park  System. 
Yesterday's  Washington  Post  contained  an  article  which  talked  about  the  many 
problems  that  the  367  NPS  units  face  and  that  cannot  be  addressed  due  to  lack  of 
funds.  Mr.  Secretary,  you  arc  cited  as  acknowledging  the  $2  billion  need  for 
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maintenance  backlog  and  the~need  for  a  25  to  30  percent  increase  to  meet  annual 
operational  needs.  These  Park  needs  are  for  only  1  of  the  40  agencies  under  the 
Interior  Subcommittee's  jurisdiction.  To  this  accumulating  pile  of  unfunded  needs, 
the  Administration  is  adding  the  California  Desert 

Question:      The  California  Desert  proposal  is  expected  to  require  approximately 
$4.7  million  annually  for  operations  costs.  Is  this  correct? 

Answer        California  Desert  legislation  is  a  high  Administration  priority  and 
the  Secretary  is  committed  to  its  successful  implementation.   If  enacted  into  law,  the 
bill  would  assure  protection  of  the  valuable  desert  wilderness  ecosystem.  For 
planning  purposes,  the  Department  has  prepared  cost  estimates  for  S.  21,  which  are 
discussed  below. 

Question:      What  costs  would  it  be  necessary  to  fund  in  addition  to  operations, 
such  as  a  General  Management  Plan,  land  acquisition,  etc? 

Answer        The  preparation  of  a  general  management  plan  and  land  acquisition 
costs  are  included  in  the  costs  discussed  below. 

Question:      There  are  sizable  land  acquisitions  associated  with  the  California 
Desert  Is  this  correct?  What  is  the  anticipated  need  for  this? 

Answer        There  are  several  important  points  to  consider  regarding  land 
acquisitions  associated  with  the  Califonua  Desert. 

First  of  all,  these  lands  were  already  targeted  for  acquisition  in  BLM's  protection 
plans  for  the  California  Desert.  The  land  acquisition  envisioned  in  S.  21  is  less  than 
that  originally  planned  by  BLM.  Thus,  these  acquisition  costs  are  not  new;  in  fact, 
the  potential  cost  to  the  Federal  treasury  will  be  less. 

Second,  land  acquisition  costs  are  discretionary  to  the  extent  that  they  can  be  spread 
over  a  long  f)eriod  of  time.   For  instance,  whenever  any  new  unit  of  the  Park  System 
is  created  there  are  land  acquisition  costs  which  are  requested  and  funded  as  budget 
limitations  permit. 

Third,  let's  put  these  estimates  into  {lerspective:  in  the  FY  1995  budget  alone,  the 
four  land  managing  agencies  of  the  Federal  government  (BLM,  FWS,  NPS,  and 
Forest  Service)  requested  $257  nnillion  for  high  priority  land  acquisition  projects. 
Even  at  $15  million  a  year  for  the  California  Desert,  that  is  less  than  6  percent  of  the 
annual  Federal  budget  request.  That  is  very  realistic  to  protect  this  spectacular 
natural  resource. 

Lastly,  the  Secretary  intends  to  use  land  exchanges  as  a  primary  tool.  The  FY  1995 
budget  includes  a  request  for  an  additional  $5.0  nullion  in  Land  and  Water 
Conservation  Fund  funding  for  land  exchanges  in  the  California  Desert  and  in  Utah 
for  desert  tortoise  habitat. 

Question:      What  resources  would  be  needed  for  visitor  centers,  employee 
housing,  rest  rooms,  and  so  forth? 

Answer        As  a  matter  of  policy,  the  Department  does  not  support  the 
construction  of  new  visitor  centers,  given  our  emphasis  on  rehabilitation 
construction  needs.  As  regards  to  employee  houses,  rest  rooms,  and  visitor  kiosks, 
these  needs  will  be  evaluated  against  other  priorities  during  upcoming  budget 
formulation  exercises.   Given  the  priority  the  Administration  has  placed  on  the 
California  Desert,  it  is  likely  the  Committees  v^rill  see  these  types  of  projects  in  future 
budget  requests. 


1161 


Question:      How  does  the  Administration  propose  to  fund  these  California 
Desert  requirements?  What  trade-offs  would  be  made? 

Answer:        For  planning  purposes,  the  Department  has  prepared  cost  estimates 
to  implement  S.  21.  These  estimates  have  helped  us  look  at  ways  to  fund  the  costs 
associated  with  the  California  Desert. 

For  starters,  some  funding  was  already  included  in  the  FY  1995  President's  Budget 
for  both  BLM  ($0.4  million)  and  NFS  ($0.4  million).   The  Department  has  identified 
funding  ($0.6  million)  which  can  be  shifted  from  BLM  to  NFS  along  with  the 
Mojave  acreage.   The  Department  has  also  identified  base  funding  ($0.9  million) 
which  BLM  can  redirect  from  interim  wilderness  management  to  implementation. 

This  leaves  $0.2  million  in  unfunded  needs  for  the  NFS  and  $3.9  million  for  the 
BLM  for  the  first  year.   Both  bureaus  are  preparing  internal  proposals  to  redirect 
lower  priority  base  funding  to  cover  these  needs.  Once  finalized,  these  proposals 
would  be  provided  to  the  Committees  for  review  and  approval. 

For  the  outyears,  the  Department  is  committed  to  fully  implement  S.  21  in  a  more 
cost  effective  manner  than  ever  before  by  managing  the  California  Desert  as  one 
ecosystem.  The  California  Desert  vdll  certainly  be  a  priority  as  we  develop  the  FY 
19%  President's  Budget. 

Question:      How  do  the  California  Desert  Bill  requirements  fit  into  the 
streamlining  efforts? 

Answer        The  Secretary  has  approved  a  proposal  developed  by  BLM  cmd  NFS 
to  manage  desert  resources  cooperatively,  sharing  facilities  and  equipment.  This 
supports  the  Administration's  streamlining  efforts. 


GRAZING 

Secretary  Babbitt,  you  and  your  staff  have  been  working  with  members  of  Congress, 
Western  State  Governors,  and  constituent  groups  to  arrive  at  a  rangeland  reform 
plan,  including  increased  grazing  fees.  For  the  grazing  year  which  began  on  March 
1, 1994,  the  fee  is  $1.98  per  animal  unit  month  (AUM).  For  purposes  of  this  budget, 
receipts  were  based  on  increased  grazing  fees  of  $4.28  per  AUM  which  would  be 
phased  over  a  three  year  period  of  time.  For  FY  1995,  receipt  assumptions  are  based 
on  a  fee  of  $2.76  per  AUM,  beginiung  October  1, 1994. 

Question:      What  is  the  current  status  of  the  Administration's  grazing  reform 
efforts? 

Answen        The  draft  regulations  for  the  Rangeland  Reform  proposal  were 
released  on  March  25,  1994.  The  Department  has  also  released  the  draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement.    After  public  review  and  comment,  final 
regulations  will  be  prepared. 

The  Rangeland  Reform  proposal  includes  a  base  fee  of  $3.96  for  1997  which  will  be 
phased  in  over  three  years  starting  in  1995.    (The  first  year  fee  would  be  $2.75).  The 
proposed  regulations  also  consider  provisions  for  incentives  in  the  form  of  a  30 
percent  fee  reduction  for  operators  who  practice  good  land  stewardship.  The 
eligibility  criteria  for  the  incentive  will  be  developed  under  a  separate  rulemaking. 
(According  to  the  proposed  rule,  if  the  eligibility  criteria  for  the  incentive  are  not 
developed  by  1997,  an  alternative  fee  of  $3.50  would  be  implemented.) 
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Question:      The  Administration  has  completed  a  series  public  meetings  in  the 
West  on  Federal  grazing  policy.  Would  you  care  to  comment  on  the  outcome  of  the 
meetings?  Where  do  you  go  from  here? 

Answer        The  meetings  have  been  very  successful  in  providing  an 
opportunity  for  the  public,  western  slate  governors,  the  Congress,  and  other 
interested  parties  to  provide  input  to  the  process. 

We  will  learn  much  more  about  the  general  public's  opinion  now  that  the  proposed 
regulations  and  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  are  available  for  formal 
public  review.  Open  houses  and  hearings  were  recently  held  in  all  western  states  to 
explain  the  proposal  and  gather  public  comments. 

Question:      What  steps  are  necessary  before  the  proposed  grazing  fee  can  be  set 
by  the  October  1, 1994  target  date? 

Answer        The  Department  will  evaluate  comments  received  on  the  proposed 
regulations  and  the  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  will  work 
collaboratively  with  interested  parties  to  finalize  the  proposal.   Final  regulations,  a 
final  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  and  a  Record  of  Decision  will  be  prepared 
late  in  calendar  year  1994.  The  proposed  grazing  fee  would  be  implemented  on 
March  1, 1995,  the  beginning  of  the  1995  grazing  fee  year. 

Question:      As  is  evident  from  last  year's  Interior  Appropriations  Bill  actions,  it 
is  important  to  have  an  open  process  with  Congress.  What  steps  have  been  built 
into  the  process  to  keep  all  parties  informed  on  proposed  grazing  reform  efforts? 

Answer        We  have  taken  many  stef)S  to  keep  all  parties  informed  on  the 
Rangeland  Reform  proposal. 

The  Secretary  has  personally  attended  dozens  of  meetings  and  briefings  throughout 
the  western  states,  underscoring  his  commitment  to  this  issue. 

The  draft  regxilations  were  published  in  the  Federal  Register  on  March  25,  1994. 
Thousands  of  copies  were  provided  to  all  individuals  who  requested  a  copy; 
individuals  who  participating  in  the  scoping  process;  local  government  officials; 
members  of  Congress;  and  those  individuals  and  interest  groups  the  Department 
felt  would  be  interested  in  receiving  or  conunenting  on  the  regulations. 
Thousands  of  copies  of  the  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  were  shipped  to 
the  same  individuals,  groups,  and  organizations  discussed  above.  In  addition,  an 
executive  summary  was  shipped  to  all  livestock  permittees  and  lessees. 

Most  BLM  District  Offices  (and  Forest  Service  District  Offices)  hosted  an  open  house 
and  formal  hearing  on  June  8,  1994  to  explain  the  regulation  and  solicit  input. 
Approximately  fifty  open  houses/hearings  were  held  throughout  the  western  states. 

Briefings  have  been  held  for  the  holders  of  key  public  posts,  as  well  as  for  the  leaders 
in  the  livestock  and  environmental  communities. 

Question:      Past  proposals  would  credit  permittees  for  improvements  made  on 
public  lands.  Is  this  included  in  the  current  proposal?  If  so,  how  does  the 
Administration  see  the  improvement  credits  working? 

Answer        The  proposed  regulations  also  consider  provisions  for  incentives  in 
the  form  of  a  30  percent  fee  reduction  for  operators  who  practice  good  land 
stewardship.   The  eligibility  criteria  for  the  incentive  will  be  developed  under  a 
separate  rulemaking.  (According  to  the  proposed  rule,  if  the  eligibility  criteria  for 
the  incentive  are  not  developed  by  1997,  the  base  fee  would  remain  at  $3.50.) 
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For  planning  purposes,  the  rangeland  reform  standards  and  guidelines  will  play  a 
significant  factor  in  making  the  determination  on  the  incentive  criteria.    Permittees 
may  be  given  incentives  if  management  practices  exceed  standards  and  guidelines. 

MINING 

Question:      In  this  budget  request,  the  Administration  is  anticipating  enactment 
of  mining  law  reform  in  1994.  In  your  opinion,  what  is  the  outlook  for  having  a 
Mining  Law  bill  signed  by  the  President  this  year? 

Answer        The  Secretary  is  committed  to  achieving  comprehensive  reform  of 
the  1872  Mining  Law.   The  recent  "Chairman's  mark"  by  Senator  Johnston  helped 
jump-start  the  stalled  conference  process.   And,  the  House  has  named  key 
negotiators  to  the  joint  conference  committee.   We  beUeve  the  outlook  is  very  good 
for  having  a  Mining  Law  Bill  signed  by  President  Clinton  this  year. 

Question:      If  a  compromise  between  the  House  and  Senate  mining  law  reform 
bills  were  reached,  what  workforce  and  fuinding  adjustments  to  the  Department's 
budget  proposals  by  agency  by  program  area  would  necessary? 

Answer        The  President's  Budget  included  a  number  of  placeholder 
assumptions  tied  to  passage  of  H.R.  322,  the  House-passed  version  of  mining  law 
reform.  We  will  work  with  the  Congress  to  provide  workforce  and  funding 
adjustments  to  our  budget  as  the  details  of  a  possible  compromise  emerge  during 
conference  action. 

NATIONAL  BIOLOGICAL  SURVEV 

The  NBS  has  combined  the  research  efforts  of  eight  Interior  Department  bureaus. 
The  biological  research  and  survey  activities  of  FWS,  NFS,  BLM,  USGS,  the  Bureau 
of  Reclamation,  the  Minerals  Management  Service,  the  Office  of  Surface  Mining, 
and  the  Bureau  of  Mines  combined  to  form  the  new  bureau.  All  of  the  agencies 
except  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  are  fimded  under  the  Interior  Appropriations  bill. 

The  FY  1995  appropriation  request  for  NBS  is  $177  million  above  the  FY  1994 
enacted  level  of  $164  million,  which  is  an  increase  of  $13  million  (+8  percent). 
Included  in  this  increase  is  $2  million  for  South  Florida,  $2  million  for  the  Pacific 
Northwest  Forest  Plan,  $4  million  for  information  transfer  activities  and  $1  million 
each  for  facilities'  O&M,  inventory  and  monitoring,  and  cooperative  research  imits. 

Question:      Were  efficiencies  expected  because  of  the  consolidation  of  agency 
research  activities?  If  so,  what  is  being  done  with  the  savings  that  are  gained 
through  these  efficiencies? 

Answer         Efficiencies  in  targeting  research  and  inventory  and  monitoring 
efforts  will  be  achieved  over  time  by  NBS  but  whether  such  efficiencies  in  research 
work  will  translate  directly  into  cost  efficiencies  is  not  yet  known.  Since  NBS  began 
op>eration  in  November  1993,  no  savings  have  specifically  been  identified  as  having 
resulted  from  research  efficiencies.  Cost  savings  that  may  be  achieved  through  such 
efficiencies  in  the  future  would  reduce  the  need  for  program  increases.  In  addition, 
NBS  inherited  a  variety  of  types  of  research  units,  e.g.,  FWS  Cooperative  Research 
Units,  NPS  Cooperative  Park  Study  Units,  BLM  Cooperative  Units,  and  various 
field  stations.  Some  of  these  work  on  related  issues,  and  some  are  located  on  the 
same  campus  or  in  the  same  town.  In  each  case  NBS  is  reviewing  the  specific 
current  and  planned  responsibilities  to  see  what  programmatic  and  cost  efficiencies 
might  be  gained  in  the  future.  Although  we  expect  NBS  to  result  in  greater 
effidendes  in  current  programs,  there  is  great  need  to  apply  cost  savings  to  new 
multi-spedes  efforts  that  will  ultimately  prevent  costly  solutions  in  the  private 
sector. 
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Question:      I  understand  there  was  considerable  delay  and  confusion  in  getting 
the  FY  1994  budget  allocations  made.  Distribution  of  funds  to  Interior  contractors 
and  cooperators  left  considerable  room  for  improvement  also.  What  have  you  done 
to  be  better  prepared  for  the  FY  1995  Appropriation  Bill's  enactment? 

Answer        All  FY  1994  base  funding  was  available  to  the  field  on  January  6, 
1994,  less  than  two  months  after  it  was  appropriated.  Distribution  of  FY  1994 
increases  took  longer  because  much  of  the  new  funding  was  awarded  through 
competitive  proposal  submission. 

Since  the  initial  allocation  of  FY  1994  funding  was  made,  NBS  has  organized  a 
budget  office.  This  office  will  assure  that  allocation  of  FY  1995  funding  is  completed 
on  a  timely  basis. 

Question:      Last  year  I  asked  you  if  you  could  ensure  that  on-going  NBS  studies 
would  not  be  used  to  unduly  delay  resource  management  decisions  by  the  land 
management  bureaus.  What  is  your  assessment  now  that  the  NBS  organization  is 
in  place? 

Answen        The  NBS  is  not  aware  of  any  instance  in  which  the  existence  of 
ongoing  research  has  been  used  to  impose  imreasonable  delays  on  resource 
decisions.  In  some  well-known  cases,  decisions  on  resource  use  have  been  delayed 
for  a  variety  of  reasons,  including  the  conduct  of  studies,  but  always  such  delays 
were  the  result  of  actions  taken  in  the  legal  and  political  arenas,  rather  than  in  the 
scientific  community. 


RECREATIONAL  USE  OF  REFUGE  LANDS 

On  March  31, 1994, 1  contacted  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Director  Molly  Beattie 
concerning  FWS  proposals  to  restrict  the  recreational  use  of  refuge  lands.  It  is  my 
imderstanding  that  these  proposals  are  part  of  an  overall  effort  to  eliminate 
"incompatible  uses"  which  is  being  pursued  in  the  wake  of  litigation  by 
environmental  groups. 

Ms.  Beattie's  response  to  me  indicated  that  at  the  Wichita  Moimtains  Wildlife 
Refuge  in  Oklahoma,  where  this  dispute  has  been  exceptionally  heated,  it  was  likely 
that  technical  rock  climbing  and  the  Easter-time  use  of  the  Holy  City  would  be 
baimed. 

Question:      What  is  the  stattis  of  the  administration's  action  on  this  matter? 

Answen         A  lawsuit  settlement  with  environmental  groups,  signed  October 
20,  1993,  requires  FWS  to  conduct  a  formal  compatibility  determination  for  all 
refuge  uses  and  to  determine  whether  funds  are  available  to  administer  recreational 
uses  on  refuges.   Under  existing  law,  uses  which  are  found  to  be  incompatible  must 
be  eliminated  or  modified  so  as  to  make  them  compatible.   The  FWS,  Southwest 
Region,  is  currently  working  on  compatibility  determinations  and  funding  analyses 
for  permitted  uses  at  Wichita  Mountains  National  Wildlife  Refuge.   As  part  of  this 
analysis,  FWS  will  also  complete  an  environmental  assessment  relating  to  these 
uses.   The  public  will  have  an  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  any  proposed 
actions  to  modify  or  eliminate  permitted  uses.   The  FWS  estimates  that  the  required 
analyses  will  be  completed  before  August  1,  1994. 

As  a  separate  initiative,  FWS  is  also  evaluating  opportunities  to  shift  funds  and  staff 
resources  in  FY  1995  from  lower  priority  refuge  programs  and  activities  to  address 
high  priority  programs  and  activities.  We  find  this  action  necessary  to  address  the 
severe  shortfall  in  refuge  operational  and  maintenance  funding.   While  this 
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initiative  will  not  provide  any  "savings,"  it  will  ensiire  that  our  limited  resources 
are  focused  on  the  most  critical  work.  To  accomplish  this  systematically,  all 
managers  are  using  the  same  criteria  and  process.  Lower  priority  programs  include 
non-wildlife  oriented  recreation,  economic  uses  that  do  not  contribute  to  refuge 
purposes  and  management  programs  on  new  refuges  for  which  funding  has  never 
been  specifically  appropriated.  Some  wildlife-oriented  recreation  programs  may  also 
be  impacted  by  funding  adjustments  if  they  do  not  contribute  to  wildlife 
management  objectives,  are  costly  to  administer  and/or  serve  a  small  number  of 
users.  Managers  are  working  wiih  States  and  affected  publics  to  develop  strategies 
that  will  lessen  the  impact  on  our  refuge  visitors  while  accomplishing  the  overall 
objective. 

Question:      Is  an  environmental  assessment  being  done  on  all  these  uses  to 
determine  their  compatibility,  or  have  individual  refuge  managers  been  given  the 
authority  to  ban  those  activities  they  deem  incompatible? 

Answen        The  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System  Administration  Act  requires 
FWS  to  ensure  that  permitted  uses  on  a  refuge  are  compatible  with  the  purposes  for 
which  the  refuge  was  established.  To  promote  public  disclosure  and  consideration 
of  alternative  management  strategies,  FWS  is  also  preparing  an  environmental 
assessment  relating  to  permitted  uses  at  Wichita  Mountains  Refuge.  This  is  a 
separate  action,  pursuant  to  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act,  that  has  no 
direct  bearing  on  the  actual  determination  of  compatibility.   Refuge  managers  are 
charged  with  responsibility  to  determine  compatibility  of  proposed  and  ongoing 
uses  and  to  take  action  to  eliminate  or  modify  incompatible  uses. 


THE  UNHOLY  TRINITY 

Secretary  Babbitt,  someone  in  the  environmental  community  recently  dubbed 
congressional  initiatives  on  private  property  rights,  unfunded  mandates,  and 
cost/benefit  analysis  as  the  "unholy  trinity". 

Question:      What  are  yoxir  thoughts  on  this  characterization  of  these  issues? 

Answen        There  is  concern  in  the  environmental  community  about  these 
issues.  And  there  are,  indeed,  some  who  would  use  them  as  artificial  wedges  to 
fight  against  environmental  protections.   However,  these  issues  do  reflect  real  issues 
that  government  needs  to  help  resolve: 

•  There  are  indeed  a  large  number  of  unfunded  mandates  to  local  governments 
imposed  by  the  Federal  government:   as  a  Governor  the  Secretary  experienced 
those  vast  challenges  firsthand.   However,  mandates  related  to  environmental 
protection  are  only  a  fraction  of  those  unfunded  mandates  —  they  run  the 
gamut  from  transportation  to  judicial  process  to  social  services  needs. 

•  There  are  also  archaic,  unyielding  structures  in  government  which  tend  to 
create  costly,  meaningless  regulations  -  this  is  why  the  Vice  President  is 
moving  forward  with  the  recommendations  of  the  National  Performance 
Review.    But  government  rules  are  hardly  only  in  the  environmental  arena. 

•  There  are  also  legitimate  concerns  p>eople  have  about  how  private  property 
owners  get  treated  by  big  government  ~  but  again,  these  concerns  are  not  only 
about  environmental  regulations. 

Question:      Why  do  you  think  the  environmental  community  is  fighting  these 
initiatives  so  fiercely? 
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Answer        A  major  reason  so  many  environmental  leaders  are  concerned  is 
that  some  people  have  taken  three  r^al  issues  that  are  deserving  of  public  debate  - 
hov^  local  government  can  afford  Federal  mandates,  how  regulatory  agencies  should 
study  the  potential  effects  of  regulation,  and  how  property  owners  can  be  guaranteed 
fair  treatment  by  Federal  officials  —  and  they  have  chosen  to  narrow  them  to  only 
being  issues  in  terms  of  environmental  policies  and  regulations. 

We  have  not  heard  a  National  debate  simmering  about  the  affect  of  highway 
construction  on  private  property  rights.   We  have  heard  no  National  political 
campaigns  waged  over  unfunded  education  mandates,  or  unfunded  indigent 
housing  mandates.   When  you  hear  these  conveniently  sliced  down  the  way  they 
are,  to  where  just  one  particular  constituency  is  under  attack,  one  cannot  blame  the 
enviroiunental  organizations  for  being  concerned. 


NATIONAL  BIOLOGICAL  SURVEY  -  PRIVATE  PROPERTY  RIGHTS 

Congress  last  year  added  a  legislative  rider  to  the  FY  1994  Interior  Appropriations 
Bill  which  required  NBS  to  obtain  permission  from  private  property  owners  before 
conducting  activities  on  their  land. 

Questioiu      Do  you  support  this  requirement? 

Answer        The  FY  1994  Interior  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriations  Act 
requires  that  NBS  get  written  permission  from  the  landowners  for  any  new  surveys 
conducted  on  private  property.   The  NBS  believes  that  its  policy  on  entering  private 
property  fully  addresses  the  concerns  expressed  by  Congress  regarding  the  rights  of 
landowners.   The  NBS  employees  do  not  enter  private  property  without 
permission,  and  must  comply  with  State  trespass  laws.   In  addition,  NBS  has 
adhered  to  the  requirement  in  the  FY  1994  Appropriations  Law  requiring  written 
permission  from  the  owner  before  conducting  any  new  surveys  on  private  property. 

The  requirement  that  NBS  employees  get  written  permission  from  the  owrner  before 
entering  private  land  for  new  survey  work  has  a  number  of  practical  difficulties  that 
may  not  have  been  foreseen  at  the  time  it  was  enacted.  These  include  finding  the 
legal  owner,  who  in  many  cases  is  a  bank  or  other  company.  Also,  some  owners  are 
agreeable  to  a  survey,  but  reluctant  to  grant  written  permission  to  enter  the  property 
for  fear  of  potential  future  liability  in  the  event  of  injury  or  accident. 

In  light  of  the  administrative  problems  encountered  with  the  requirement  as 
included  in  the  FY  1994  Appropriations  Act,  and  the  fact  that  these  subjects  are  more 
appropriately  addressed  in  an  authorizing  bill,  NBS  has  proposed  deleting  this 
provision. 

Question:      If  the  NBS  or  FWS  gathers  information  about  endangered  species  or 
wetlands  on  private  property,  do  they  share  that  information  with  the  property 
owner?  Are  they  required  to  do  so? 

Answer        The  approach  of  NBS  is  to  make  data  available  to  prof)erty  owners. 
The  NBS  scientists,  who  transferred  from  BLM,  NFS,  and  FWS,  have  previously 
made  and  continue  to  routinely  mcike  data  available  to  property  owners  upon  their 
request. 

ENDANGERED  SPEQES  ACT 
REAUTHORIZATION 

Secretary  Babbitt,  the  conventional  wisdom  on  Capitol  Hill  is  that  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  will  not  be  reauthorized  this  year. 
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Question:      Has  the  administration  proposed  any  amendments  to  the 
Endangered  Species  Act?  If  not,  is  it  because  you  believe  the  Act  is  working 
perfectly? 

Answer        We  believe  the  Endangered  Spedes  Act  is  still  the  n\ost  innovative, 
far-reaching,  and  successful  environmental  law  that  has  been  passed  in  recent  times. 
As  good  as  the  Endangered  Species  Act  is,  we  can  still  make  improvements  in  how 
we  implement  it.   We  are  working  toward  implementing  the  Endangered  Species 
Act  in  a  way  that  is  easier  to  understand,  easier  to  apply,  and  offers  greater  certainty 
to  affected  individuals.   We  are  increasing  our  use  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act's 
flexibility  to  avoid  unnecessary  effects  on  private  property  owners  and  the  regulated 
public,  and  to  minimize  those  effects  that  cannot  be  avoided,  while  providing 
effective  protection  for  sf>ecies.  No  statutory  amendments  have  been  proposed  to 

date. 

SWEET  HOME  DEQSION 

The  Endangered  Species  Act  prohibits  harming  endangered  and  threatened  species. 
The  FWS  definition  of  "harm"  has  been  expanded  by  regidation  to  include 
modification  of  habitat  on  private  lands. 

On  March  11, 1994,  a  three-judge  panel  of  the  D.C  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  ruled  2-1 
in  the  case  of  Sweet  Home  v.  Babbitt  that  FWS  has  been  wrongly  interpreting  habitat 
modification  on  private  lands  to  constitute  "harm"  to  species. 

The  appeals  court  ruled  that  the  FWS  definition  of  harm  was  neither  authorized  by 
Congress  nor  a  reasonable  interpretation  of  the  statute.  Rather  than  harm,  the  court 
said  habitat  modification  was  more  a  case  of  withholding  a  benefit 

This  decision  conflicts  with  a  ruling  from  the  9th  U.S.  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  in 
San  Francisco,  which  ruled  in  1981  that  habitat  modification  did  constitute  a  harm 
to  a  bird  in  HawaiL  Assistant  Interior  Secretary  Frampton  has  stated  that  the 
administration  will  appeal  the  ruling. 

Question:      Until  and  unless  the  Sweet  Home  decision  is  overturned,  will  FWS 
abide  by  the  court's  ruling? 

Answer.        We  are  advised  that  the  "Sweet  Home"  decision  is  not  in  effect 
until  the  "issuance  of  the  mandate"  by  the  court,  which  is  not  expected  until  after 
the  court  makes  a  decision  on  an  petition  by  the  Department  of  Justice  for  a  hearing 
en  banc. 

Question:      Do  you  believe  the  Endangered  Species  Act  should  be  amended  to 
specifically  prohibit  the  modification  of  endangered  spedes  habitat  on  private 
property? 

Answer        We  recognize  the  imfxsrtant  contribution  that  private  property  can 
provide  to  the  conservation  of  threatened  and  endangered  species.  We  are  therefore 
attempting  to  use  the  Endangered  Spedes  Act's  flexibility  to  avoid  unnecessary 
effects  and  minimize  unavoidable  effects  on  private  property,  while  providing 
effective  protection  for  spedes  and  their  habitat.   Until  we  have  more  fully  explored 
what  the  current  language  of  the  Endangered  Spedes  Act  allows  us  to  do,  we  v»rill 
not  propose  any  legislative  changes. 

CRITICAL  HABITAT  DESIGNATION 
When  FWS  designates  critical  habitat  for  an  endangered  species  — 

Question:      Are  those  designated  areas  posted  to  alert  property  owners? 
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Answer        The  FWS  does  not  "post"  areas  designated  as  critical  habitat  for 
listed  sp)ecies  in  the  sense  that  areas  are  posted  "No  Trespassing,"  "No  Hunting," 
"Restricted  Area,"  etc.;  signs  are  not  positioned  on  the  boundaries  of  critical  habitats 
to  inform  land  owners  of  the  area's  status.   However,  when  areas  are  proposed  for 
designation  as  critical  habitat  for  listed  spedes,  FWS  makes  every  effort  to  identify 
the  owners  of  the  affected  projjerty  and  notify  them,  in  writing,  of  the  action  under 
review,  and  comments  are  solicited.   A  notification  of  the  prop>osal,  including  a 
description  of  the  specific  area  proposed  for  designation,  is  published  in  a  newspaper 
of  general  circulation,  locations  where  additional  information  can  be  obtained  are 
listed,  and  opportunities  for  requesting  public  hearings  are  provided. 

Question:      Does  FWS  create  maps  for  distribution  to  the  public  detailing  those 
designated  areas? 

Answen        Yes,  maps  shoving  areas  proposed  for  designation  as  critical  habitat 
and  detailed  written  descriptions  of  the  areas  are  published  in  the  Federal  Register. 
Notices  of  the  availability  of  the  Federal  Register  are  provided  to  newspapers  of 
general  circulation  in  the  geographic  area  involved.   Maps  and  descriptions  are 
included  in  final  rules  designating  critical  habitat  in  the  Federal  Register  and  are 
similarly  distributed. 

In  addition,  anyone  can  call  or  visit  the  FWS  field.  Regional,  or  Washington  offices 
to  seek  clarification  of  whether  or  not  their  property  falls  wdthin  a  proposed  or 
designated  critical  habitat  or  to  seek  answers  to  other  questions  they  may  have 
regarding  the  effect  of  that  proposal  or  designation  on  the  use  of  their  property. 

Question:      Is  the  local  agency  in  charge  of  land  records  provided  information 
and  maps  detailing  those  designated  area? 

Answer        Notification  of  critical  habitat  proposals  and  final  rules  is  provided 
to  state  and  county  governments  in  the  affected  area,  newspaf)ers  of  general 
circulation,  and  affected  landov^rners.  Local  agencies  in  charge  of  land  records  (e.g., 
zoning  boards)  are  not  sp)ecifically  notified'for  every  proposed  or  final  critical  habitat 
action. 


LISTS  OF  ENDANGERED  AND  THREATENED  SPEQES: 

Question:      Currently,  what  is  the  total  number  of  endangered  species, 
threatened  species,  and  candidate  species? 

Answen        The  number  of  plant  and  animal  spedes  in  the  United  States  in  the 
above  categories  as  of  June  1, 1994  is  as  follows: 


Endangered  697 

Threatened  195 

Candidate  approximately  3,500 


Question:      Are  the  lists  of  endangered  spedes,  threatened  species,  and 
candidate  species  published  on  a  regular  basis? 

Answen        The  list  of  Endangered  and  Threatened  Wildlife  and  Plants  is 
published  annually;  the  most  recent  list  was  published  August  23,  1993.  The  FWS 
attempts  to  publish  the  lists  of  animal  candidate  sp>edes  and  plant  candidate  species 
in  alternate  years.   The  most  recent  animal  candidate  list  was  published  November 
21, 1991  and  will  be  published  again  this  year.  The  most  recent  plant  candidate  list 
was  published  September  30, 1993. 
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PROTECTION  OF  CANDIDATE  SPEQES: 

Question:      Are  the  protections  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  ever  given  to 
candidate  species  prior  to  their  actual  listing?  If  so,  where  is  this  authority  granted 
under  the  Act? 

Answer        Currently,  the  Endangered  Species  Act  does  not  require  Federal 
agencies  to  consult  on  the  effects  of  their  actions  on  candidate  species,  and  does  not 
extend  the  prohibitions  of  section  9  to  candidate  species.  The  FWS  believes  that  it  is 
prudent  for  Federal  agencies,  state  and  local  governments,  and  private  landowners 
to  consider  candidate  sjjedes  and  often  includes  category  1  candidate  spedes  in 
Sf)edes  lists  to  assist  them  in  their  project  planning.   A  Memorandum  of 
Understanding  was  signed  by  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service,  Forest  Service, 
BLM,  NPS,  and  FWS  in  January  to  establish  a  framework  for  the  conservation  of 
candidate  spedes.  Spedes  specific  agreements  have  been  developed  and 
implemented  with  the  objective  of  redudng  or  removing  threats  to  candidate 
spedes  so  that  listing  as  endangered  or  threatened  may  not  be  necessary. 


FEDERAL  LAND  ACQUISITION 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  is  requesting  $190  million  for  land  acquisition  (not 
including  the  U.S.  Forest  Service).  This  is  essentially  the  same  as  was  appropriated 
to  Interior  Department  Agencies  last  year. 

Question:      Do  you  believe  it  is  wise  for  Congress  to  spend  $200  to  $300  million 
annually  to  acquire  more  land  while  experiencing  funding  shortfalls  to  maintain 
the  land  it  already  owns? 

Answer        While  it  is  true  that  there  are  tight  operational  budgets,  there  are 
also  backlogs  of  land  acquisition  projects.  The  budget  request  for  the  Department 
was  an  attempt  to  balance  op>erational  needs  with  the  need  to  acquire  land  to  protect 
wetland  and  endangered  spedes  habitat,  to  complete  acquisitions  at  National  Parks, 
and  to  provide  recreational  access  onto  public  lands.  Although  these  acquisitions,  to 
some  extent,  will  increase  the  operational  funding  requirements  in  the  bureaus, 
they  are  consistent  with  the  Department's  responsibility  to  do  whatever  possible, 
within  its  legal  authorities,  to  protect  nationally  significant,  natural,  and  cultural 
resources. 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  PATRICK  LEAHY 
VERMONT  NATIONAL  BIOLOGICAL  SURVEY  COOPERATIVE  RESEARCH  UNIT 

The  National  Biological  Survey  (NBS)  will  be  replacing  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  (FWS)  at  the  Cooperative  Research  Unit.  I  welcome  this  change  and  I  look 
forward  to  the  many  goals  and  services  that  NBS  will  deliver  in  this  new  role. 
Because  we  do  not  have  a  large  Federal  presence  in  Vermont,  the  Cooperative  has 
traditionally  been  ftmded  from  the  Special  Designation  Act  appropriations  for  FWS. 
I  am  worried,  therefore,  that  the  NBS  unit  will  continue  to  be  fimded  from  the  FWS 
project  office  even  though  the  project  office  is  established  and  fimded  to  carry  out 
specific  research  projects  under  the  Lake  Champlain  Special  Designation  Act 

Question:      How  much  money  is  budgeted  for  the  FWS  Lake  Champlain  Project 
Office  and  how  much  money  is  budgeted  for  the  NBS  Cooperative  Research  Unit? 

Answer        The  funding  for  the  FWS  Lake  Champlain  Special  Project  Office  still 
resides  with  FWS.   The  NBS  Cooperative  Research  Unit  is  funded  at  $226,991  in  FY 


1170 


1994  and  projected  to  be  funded  at  $189,770  in  FY  1995  from  funds  in  the  NBS 
budget.  The  decrease  is  due  to  a  combination  of  salary  savings  and  a  partial-year 
vacancy  anticipated  in  FY  1995  when  an  existing  Cooperative  Research  Unit  staff 
person  retires  and  is  replaced. 


REPATRIATION  OF  NATIVE  AMERICAN  ARTIFACTS  AND  REMAINS 

The  Missisquoi  National  Wildlife  Refuge  protects  some  of  the  traditional  himting 
grounds  of  the  Abenaki  people  of  North  Ajnerica.  There  was  an  ancient  burial 
ground  nearby,  but  the  remains  were  exhumed  years  ago  to  build  a  residential 
home.  I  would  like  to  have  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  (BIA)  find  funding  to 
move  the  residential  building,  provide  land  acquisition  money  for  an  alternative 
site,  and  reinter  the  remains  of  the  native  Abenakis  which  are  now  housed  in  a 
State  warehouse  back  in  their  original  resting  place.  The  current  situation  is 
disgraceful  and  humiliating  to  the  country's  native  Americans,  and  several 
dedicated  partners  have  made  arrangements  to  share  the  expeiues  for  this  project 
The  Federal  share,  one  third  of  the  total,  is  $100,000. 

Question:      When  do  you  think  we  might  be  able  to  accomplish  this  project? 

Answen        The  BIA  is  unable  to  assist  the  Abenaki  people.  The  problem  stems 
from  the  fact  that  the  Abenaki  Tribe  is  not  a  federally  recognized  tribe.  The  BIA  has 
statutory  authority  to  serve  only  Federally  recognizeid  Indian  tribes.   In  this  case,  BIA 
could  not  purchase  land  for  the  Abenaki  Indians  and  retain  it  in  trust  for  them. 
However,  we  have  brought  this  issue  to  the  attention  of  FWS  to  see  if  other 
possibilities  exist  for  assisting  the  Abenaki  p)eople. 


THE  COUNTRYSIDE  INSTITUTE 

The  National  Park  Service  (NFS)  has  helped  support  the  Countryside  Institute 
which  organizes  international  exchanges  and  other  projects  that  help  niral 
commimities  plan  and  manage  sustainable  development  of  local  natural  resources. 

Question:      Has  this  been  a  valuable  partnership  with  NFS?  Why?  What  types 
of  natural  resource/rural  development  issues  face  NFS  today  and  how  could  the 
Countryside  Institute  help  address  the  issues? 

Answen        The  Countryside  Institute  is  a  valuable  partner  to  NFS,  opening 
a  window  of  opportunity  for  sharing  successful  approaches  to  countryside 
stewardship  throughout  the  United  States  and  abroad.  Two  areas  that  the 
partnership  with  the  Countryside  Institute  has  benefited  are  community 
empowerment  and  staff  and  colleague  training. 

The  NFS  faces  development  issues  at  virtually  all  of  its  sites.   Examples  include 
adjacent  land  development  at  Roosevelt-Vanderbilt  National  Historic  Sites; 
transportation  issues  at  Minuteman  National  Historic  Park;  cultural  landscape 
changes  at  Saratoga  National  Historic  Park;  and  community  growth  at  Cape  Cod 
National  Seashore.   Teams  from  the  Countryside  Institute  have  assisted  NFS  in 
addressing  this  issues  in  the  past  and  will  do  so  in  the  future.  This  assistance 
provides  NFS  with  access  to  a  broad  skills  bank  and  demonstrates  the  valuable 
contributions  that  partnerships  make  to  the  programs  of  the  Park  Service. 
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QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  DOMENICI 

NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 
PETROGLYPH  NATIONAL  MONUMENT 

As  you  know,  we  have  had  a  niimber  of  difficulties  out  at  the  Petroglyph  National 
Monument  in  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico.  As  I  pointed  out  to  the  Director  of  the 
National  Park  Service  (NPS),  I  learned  a  valuable  lesson  about  our  parks  in  creating 
this  one,  and  my  constituents  are  a  bit  perplexed  about  your  motives  in  running  the 
park,  as  well  as  mine  in  helping  to  authorize  it 

Mr.  Secretary,  I  know  you  have  been  meeting  regularly  with  the  Mayor  of 
Albuquerque  to  help  get  the  issue  involving  Paseo  del  Norte  resolved.  I  asked  for 
your  assistance  in  this  matter  last  year,  and  I  was  successful  in  getting  funds 
appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  performing  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(EIS)  out  at  the  monument  so  the  City  and  NPS  could  examine  the  possibilities,  and 
get  the  best  available  data,  about  building  a  road  to  Albuquerque's  west  side. 

I  appreciate  the  personal  attention  you  have  given  this  matter,  as  I  believe  it  is  of 
critical  importance  that  this  issue  be  resolved  by  the  two  entities  that  have  the 
ultimate  responsibility  for  the  management  of  the  monument  —  the  City  of 
Albuquerque  and  NPS. 

First  of  all,  Mr.  Secretary,  on  Monday,  during  your  remarks  to  kick  off  National  Park 
Week  in  Philadelphia,  you  stated  that  "On  my  watch,  we  are  not  going  to  be 
building  hotels.  On  my  watch,  we  are  not  going  to  be  in  the  road-building  business." 
Mr.  Secretary,  I  hope  this  does  not  indicate  that  you  have  already  made  up  your 
mind  on  the  road  issue  out  at  Petroglyph  National  Monument,  and  that  the 
negotiations  with  the  City  have  merely  been  a  ruse. 

Question:      Would  you  please  explain  your  remarks  to  me  in  the  context  of 
Paseo  del  Norte? 

Answer:        The  Secretary's  remarks  about  building  hotels  and  roads  do  not 
indicate  that  the  Department  has  made  a  determination  with  respect  to  the  road 
issue  at  Petroglyphs  National  Monument.  The  issues  are  distinct  with  the  remarks 
made  in  Philadelphia  indicating  the  Secretary's  general  philosophy  that  the  primary 
mission  of  NPS  is  to  preserve  and  protect  natural  and  cultural  resources,  not  to 
engage  in  the  lodging  or  transportation  business  and  bringing  with  excess 
development  the  associated  factors  that  degrade  park  resources. 

Question:      With  that  in  mind,  can  you  provide  me  with  your  view  on  how 
discussions  with  the  City  of  Albuquerque  are  proceeding? 

Answer.        At  this  time  the  discussions  with  the  City  of  Albuquerque  are 
proceeding;  no  decisions  have  been  made  to  date. 

Question:      While  you  and  the  Mayor  decided  last  year  not  to  pursue  an  EIS  on 
the  road  issue,  do  you  anticipate  that  an  EIS  will  eventually  be  necessary,  regardless 
of  the  final  decision  the  City  and  NPS  make?  I  would  prefer  we  get  these  matters 
resolved  now,  rather  than  take  the  chance  that  NPS  and  the  City  will  say,  "We've 
reached  agreement  on  the  road,  but  can't  do  anything  until  an  EIS  is  performed  - 
and  there's  no  funding  available  for  that."  Please  let  me  know  if  you  anticipate 
needing  assistance  in  this  matter. 

Answer        Until  an  agreement  is  reached  it  is  not  possible  to  state  whether  or 
not  an  EIS  will  be  required. 
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Question:      If  a  non-monument  alternative  is  eventually  agreed  upon  by  the 
City  and  NFS,  will  this  Committee  be  asked  to  provide  the  hinding  to  help  provide 
for  the  costs  of  the  road,  or  is  this  funding  to  come  from  another  Committee? 

Answer:        Because  an  agreement  has  not  yet  been  reached  it  is  premature  to 
state  whether  or  not  funding  would  be  requested  from  the  Committee. 

WHITE  SANDS  NATIONAL  MONUMENT 

I  continue  to  be  concerned  about  the  progress  we  are  making  in  taking  care  of  our 
National  Parks.  In  last  year's  budget.  White  Sands  National  Monument  was  listed 
as  one  of  the  Special  Focus  Initiatives  on  Visitor  Services  and  Maintenance.  At  that 
time,  an  increase  of  $500,000  was  proposed  by  the  President  The  Congress  provided 
increased  funding  for  park  operations,  but  no  increase  was  approved  for  the  White 
Sands  National  Monument  even  though  it  was  a  special  focus  park. 

For  FY  1995,  NPS  is  proposing  an  increase  of  $285,000  and  two  FTEs  for  park 
operations  at  White  Sands  National  Monument.  White  Sands  is  included  as  a  park 
in  the  Park  Operations  Resource  Stewardship  Initiative. 

Mr.  Secretary,  I  understand  how  tight  the  budget  is.  However,  even  with  the 
continued  increases  in  the  park  operations  budget,  we  are  unable  to  provide  funding 
for  these  special  initiative  parks.  White  Sands  National  Monument  deserves  to  be 
close  to,  or  at,  the  top  of  any  list  of  priority  parks  —  as  it  is  again  this  year  —  but  it  has 
so  far  not  seen  one  dime  of  any  funds  set  aside  for  special  initiative  parks.  It  is 
getting  harder  and  harder  to  tell  White  Sands,  "Sorry,  but  you  didn't  make  the  cut 
again  this  year." 

Question:      Why  do  we  keep  designating  "Special  Focus  Initiatives"  when  we 
are  so  clearly  unable  to  provide  these  funds  to  the  designated  parks? 

Answer:        The  FY  1995  President's  Budget  includes  an  increase  of  $20.0  million 
for  additional  park  operations  to  fund  urgent  needs  at  approximately  60  parks, 
including  White  Sands  National  Monument.    This  initiative  is  the  same  as  last 
year's  "special  focus"  initiative  which  requested  $40.0  million,  but  for  which  only 
$21.1  million  was  enacted.   Because  last  year's  enacted  level  was  only  half  of  the 
initial  request,  it  was  determined  that  it  would  be  most  effective  to  fully  fund  about 
half  of  the  park  requests  as  opposed  to  funding  all  parks  at  one-half  of  the  origincil 
request,  thus  White  Sands  was  not  funded  last  year.  However,  because  White  Sands 
National  Monument  does  have  unmet  needs  they  were  included  in  this  year's 
request. 

Question:      How  are  the  parks  on  the  list  for  special  focus  initiatives 
prioritized? 

Answer:        The  parks  included  in  this  year's  initiative  to  receive  additional 
operating  funds  are  prioritized  by  NPS  line  managers,  superintendents  and  regional 
directors  with  a  final  review  by  the  Washington  Office  and  the  Department.  Criteria 
such  as  increased  visitation,  resource  deterioration,  health  and  safety  deficiencies 
and  new  legislative  responsibilities  are  applied  to  determine  which  parks  will 
receive  funding.   The  parks  included  in  the  initiative  represent  the  highest  priority 
requirements  of  NPS,  as  determined  by  their  management. 

Question:      How  much  was  spent  last  year  on  the  special  initiative  parks,  and 
which  parks,  if  any,  received  these  funds? 

Answen        Last  year  the  budget  request  included  an  increase  of  $40.0  million  for 
this  initiative  and  $21.1  million  was  appropriated.   Following  is  a  alphabetical  listing 
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of  all  the  parks  that  received  these  funds  in  FY  1994,  as  well  as  the  amount  of  the 
allocation: 

(dollars  in  thousands) 


Park  Unit 

Euodios 

Acadia  NP 

338 

Aposllc  Islands  NL 

65 

Arkansas  Post  NMcm 

136 

Badlands  NP 

332 

Baltimore-Washington  Parkway 

300 

Bandolier  NM 

245 

Bering  l^nd  Bridge  NPres 

48 

Big  Cypress  NPres 

520 

Big  Hole  NB 

64 

Big  Thicket  NPres 

55 

Blue  Ridge  Parkway 

550 

Boston  NHP 

338 

Brown  v.  Board  of  Education  NHP 

300 

Canyonlands  NP 

292 

Cape  Cod  NS 

650 

Cape  Krunsensiem/Kobuk/Noatuk 

156 

Chesapeake  and  Ohio  Canal  NHP 

300 

Craters  of  the  Moon  NM 

119 

Cuyahoga  NRA 

300 

Dayton  Aviation  NHP 

225 

Death  Valley  NM 

520 

Denali  NP 

62 

Effigy  Mounds  NM 

35 

Everglades  NP 

1,650 

Fort  Davis  NHS 

100 

Fort  Larned  NHS 

65 

Fort  Smith  NHS 

63 

Fredericksburg/Spotsylvania  NMP 

125 

Gates  of  the  Arctic  NP 

142 

Gateway  NRA 

700 

George  Washington  Memorial  Pky 

475 

Gila  Cliff  Dwellings  NM 

34 

Glacier  Bay  NP 

175 

Glacier  NP 

375 

Glen  Canyon  NP 

428 

Grand  Canyon  NP 

600 

Grand  Teton  NP 

500 

Great  Smoky  Mountains  NP 

500 

Independence  NHP 

900 

]ohn  D.  Rockefeller  Jr.  Memorial  Pky 

68 

Joshua  Tree  NM 

242 

Kenai  Fjords  NP 

150 

Keweenaw  NHP 

150 

Lake  Mead  NRA 

525 

Little  River  Canyon  NPres 

250 

Lyndon  B.  Johnson  NHP 

240 

Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.  NHS 

60 

N  Cascade/Lake  Chelan/Ross  Lake 

•  400 

National  Capital  Parks  -  Central 

564 

National  Capital  Parks  -  East 

486 

Navajo  NM 

70 

New  River  Gorge  NR 

100 

Nez  Perce  NHP 

300 

Olympic  NP 

500 

President's  Park 

200 

Richmond  NBP 

200 

Rock  Creek  Park 

275 

Rocky  Mountain  NP 

312 

San  Francisco  Maritime  NHP 

500 

Santa  Monica  Mountains  NRA 

300 

Shenandoah  NP 

775 

Steamtown  NHS 

537 

Voyageurs  NP 

300 

Wrangell-St.  Elias  NP 

92 

Yosemite 
TOTAL 

734 

21,112 
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FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 
SOUTHWESTERN  FISHERIES  TECHNOLOGY  CENTER 

Construction  of  the  Southwestern  Fisheries  Technology  Center  is  currently 
underway,  and  available  funds  will  be  fully  obligated  by  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year. 
The  FY  1995  budget  requests  no  additional  construction  money.  Without  additional 
funding,  the  entire  project  will  be  left  incomplete. 

To  date,  $9  million  has  been  appropriated  for  Mora,  and  $1,428  million  has  been 
appropriated  for  Dexter.  The  combined  facility  —  the  Southwestern  Fisheries 
Technology  Center  --  will  require  an  additional  $10,725  million  --  $6,024  million  at 
Dexter,  $4,701  million  at  Mora,  in  construction  funds  to  complete  the  project. 
Completing  the  combined  projects,  as  opposed  to  completing  each  one  separately, 
will  save  the  government  $5,885  million. 

At  the  Mora  unit,  facilities  will  be  constructed  for  threatened  and  endangered  fish 
production,  testing  of  water  conservation  measures  for  hatcheries  and  water  reuse 
methods,  genetic  testing,  and  physiological  study  areas. 

The  Dexter  program  is  critical  to  the  restoration  of  listed  species  of  fish  which  are 
threatened  or  endangered.  However,  these  efforts  are  severely  hampered  by 
outdated  and  deteriorating  buildings,  raceways,  and  lack  of  state-of-the-art  facilities. 

The  combination  of  functions,  expertise,  and  facilities  will  improve  technology 
center  capabilities,  increase  management  capabilities  for  endemic  fish,  and  result  in 
greater  administrative  efficiency  due  to  the  economy  of  scale. 

Question:      Does  the  Department  have  a  proposed  plan  to  complete  the 
Southwestern  Fisheries  Technology  Center? 

Answer:         Yes,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS)  has  a  specific  plan  to 
complete  the  Center.  It  has  been  divided  into  three  phases.  Phase  I  of  the  plan  is 
nearly  complete. 

PHASE  1  (Funded)  —  Construction  of  a  new  production  facility  at  the  Dexter 
Unit  comprises  Phase  I,  (scheduled  for  completion  in  FY  1994.)  To  make 
room  to  build  the  new  facility,  it  was  necessary  to  demolish  the  current 
administration,  wet  laboratory,  and  storage  buildings.  A  54-year  old  residence 
is  being  used  as  a  temporary  and  very  cramped  office.  The  Technology  Center 
is  operating  without  a  laboratory. 

Phase  I  of  the  Mora  Unit  constructs  the  well  field,  pipes,  and  the  shell  of  the 
production  building  (scheduled  for  completion  in  July  1995). 

PHASE  II  -  $5,816  million  (Unfunded)  -  At  Dexter,  Phase  11  constructs  a 
combined  administration  and  dry  laboratory  facility,  as  well  as  a  new  storage 
and  maintenance  building.   These  buildings  are  needed  to  resume  full 
operational  capability.    ($3,011  million) 

To  enable  production  and  technology  development  of  native,  threatened,  and 
endangered  fish  and  sport  fish  at  the  Mora  Unit,  Phase  II  will  equip  and  outfit 
the  production  building.    Without  additional  funding,  the  facility  cannot 
begin  operations.    ($2,805  million) 

PHASE  III  -  $4,909  million  (Unfunded)  -  Phase  111  at  the  Dexter  Unit  will 
construct  exterior  raceways  and  outdoor  ponds  for  production  of  native, 
threatened  and  endangered  fish  for  resource  management  and  other  species 
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for  recreational  fishing  in  the  Southwest  Region;  and  to  conserve  water  and 
increase  efficiency,  outdoor  ponds  will  be  lined.   ($3,013  million) 

Phase  III  at  Mora  will  construct  the  office  and  vehicle  storage  buildings. 
These  buildings  are  essential  for  full  operation.    ($1,301  million) 

Site  work  will  complete  Phase  III  construction  at  Mora.   This  portion  of  the 
phase  includes  paving  the  roadway,  constructing  a  protective  retaining  wall, 
and  landscaping.    ($0,595  million) 

Question:       If  no  funding  was  requested  for  Southwestern  Fisheries  Technology 
Center  to  free  up  funding  for  projects  considered  to  be  of  higher  priority,  please 
explain  how  these  projects  were  prioritized,  and  why  the  Center  was  not  higher  on 
that  list? 

Answer:        Each  region  develops  a  prioritized  list  of  projects  based  on  their 
maintenance  management  system  backlog  and  other  high  priority  program  needs. 
These  lists  are  evaluated  and  considered  among  one  of  the  following  priorities: 

High  Priority  Health,  safety,  and  pollution  abatement 

Medium  Priority     Habitat  management;  production/protection  of  wildlife 
values;  fishery  management  and  production;  and,  energy 
management/conservation 

Low  Priority  Public  use;  and  other 

Thus  a  final  list  is  developed  that  represents  the  FWS'  highest  priority 
programmatic/construction  needs. 

Question:      What  amount  of  operational  funding  is  needed  for  the  proposed 
program  in  FY  1995?  Is  any  such  funding  included  in  the  budget  request? 

Answer:        The  estimated  need  for  the  Mora  Unit  is  $0.9  million  for  annual 
operational  costs.  This  funding  was  not  requested  in  the  FY  1995  budget. 

STORRIE  LAKE  DAM 

The  FWS,  through  the  Las  Vegas  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  is  a  major  shareholder 
in  the  Storrie  Lake  Water  Users  Association.  The  Storrie  Lake  Dam,  which  is  owned 
by  the  Association  and  is  the  source  of  water  for  the  refuge,  requires  major  repairs. 
The  FWS,  through  its  Dam  Safety  Office,  has  undertaken  assessment  of  repair  needs 
and  construction  design  of  the  required  repairs.  Progress  has  been  made  by 
cooperating  organizations  in  obtaining  funding,  and  design  work  is  nearly  complete. 

The  dam  cost  estimates  have  been  updated  and  revised  to  $4,426  million  if  all 
repairs  can  be  constructed  at  one  time.  The  FWS  received  $2  million  in  FY  1993  and 
is  obligated  to  cover  57.4  percent  of  the  total  construction  costs. 

The  New  Mexico  Interstate  Stream  Commission  provided  a  $1  million  grant  to  the 
Storrie  Project  Water  Users  Association.  The  New  Mexico  Department  of  Game  and 
Fish  is  currently  working  to  obtain  funding  in  its  next  budget  cycle. 

The  FWS  has  identified  the  need  for  an  additional  $440,000  to  complete  its  portion 
of  the  project.  These  funds  could  be  allocated  either  by  reprogramming  or  new 
funding.  The  various  entities  involved  in  this  project  have  different  funding  cycles 
and  an  early  addition  of  funds  would  put  FWS  on  cycle  with  the  cooperating  State 
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agencies.  If  FWS  funding  is  delayed  to  FY  1996,  the  project  will  most  likely  have  to 
be  phased,  which  would  add  another  $500,000  to  the  project. 

Question:       Has  FWS  identified  a  source  from  which  the  $440,000  could  be 
reprogrammed  to  complete  the  Storrie  Lake  project? 

Answer:         Storrie  Lake  dam  is  classified  as  a  high  hazard  dam  and  has  severe 
damage  on  the  upstream  face  and  the  outlet  is  damaged.   Therefore,  FWS  has 
allocated  $440,000  from  its  emergency  construction  fund  to  address  this  safety-related 
project. 

Question:      If  not,  how  does  FWS  propose  to  obtain  the  funding  needed  to 
complete  its  share  of  this  safety-related  project? 

Answer:        The  FWS  has  allocated  $440,000  from  its  emergency  construction 
fund  to  address  this  safety-related  project. 


MIDDLE  RIO  GRANDE  INITIATIVE 

I  appreciate  the  attention  you  have  given  to  the  Middle  Rio  Grande  Initiative  --  the 
Bosque  Initiative,  as  we  call  it.  As  you  know,  the  Bosque  is  New  Mexico's  most 
critical  flyway  and  wintering  grounds  for  migratory  birds,  home  to  Federally  and 
state  protected  plants  and  animals,  the  source  of  water  for  over  100,000  people  and 
nearly  90,000  acres  of  irrigated  lands.  The  reach  of  the  Rio  Grande  between  Cochiti 
and  Elephant  Butte  is  the  oldest  continually  inhabited  region  in  the  United  States, 
and  for  centuries  has  been  home  to  six  American  Indian  pueblos. 

Because  of  my  concern  for  the  well-being  of  the  Bosque,  I  launched  the  effort  to 
study  and  preserve  this  critical  resource.  Mr.  Secretary,  I  have  to  tell  you  that  I  am 
very  pleased  with  the  progress  that  has  been  made  so  far.  What  we  have  seen  in  the 
Bosque  is  a  coordinated  effort  of  Federal,  state,  and  local  agencies.  I  believe  this 
project  can  serve  as  a  model  for  ecosystem  management,  as  it  takes  into  accoimt 
urban  and  agricultural  development,  water  delivery  needs,  and  upland  and  riparian 
land  uses. 

The  Subcommittee  supported  a  funding  level  of  $600,000  for  the  current  fiscal  year, 
which  allowed  us  to  proceed  with  implementation  of  a  biological  management 
plan.  I  hope  the  Subcommittee  will  support  this  level  of  effort  in  FY  1995. 


BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION 
ELEPHANT  BUTTE  IRRIGATION  DISTRICT 

With  the  indulgence  of  the  distinguished  Chairman,  I  hope  he  will  permit  me  to 
raise  an  issue  pertinent  to  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  (BOR)  and  the  Elephant  Butte 
Irrigation  District,  which  is  under  your  purview,  Mr,  Secretary. 

Pursuant  to  an  Act  of  Congress,  BOR  is  currently  in  the  process  of  transferring  back 
to  the  Elephant  Butte  Irrigation  District  the  title  to  its  facilities.  This  is  taking 
somewhat  longer  than  the  District  has  hoped. 

Question:       I  merely  ask  if  there  is  anything  we  can  do,  through  working  with 
you  and  your  office,  to  help  speed  along  this  process? 

Answer:  Your  offer  of  assistance  is  appreciated.  At  present,  however,  we  see  no 
area  in  which  your  assistance  would  speed  up  or  shorten  the  transfer  process. 
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As  discussed  in  Commissioner  Beard's  letter  to  you  dated  February  22,  1994,  BOR  is 
fully  committed  to  completing  the  transfer  of  title  to  the  two  districts  involved,  and 
has  been  working  toward  that  end.  The  BOR  is  also  committed,  however,  to 
meeting  its  obligations  under  applicable  environmental  laws,  including  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  and  the  Comprehensive 
Environmental  Response,  Compensation,  and  Liability  Act  (CERCLA),  and 
otherwise  protecting  the  interests  of  the  Federal  Government.   The  following 
information  may  be  helpful  in  understanding  where  things  stand. 

A  draft  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  is  being  prepared  to  comply  with  NEPA 
and  to  ensure  consideration  of  concerns  expressed  during  the  preliminary  scoping 
process.   In  addition,  cultural  resources  and  hazardous  materials  surveys  are  nearing 
completion.  When  the  draft  EA  is  completed,  it  will  be  released  to  the  public  for  a 
45  day  comment  period.   If  no  significant  adverse  comments  are  received,  a  Finding 
of  No  Significant  Impact  (FONSI)  would  be  issued,  followed  by  a  15  day  appeal 
period.   If  significant  public  comments  are  received,  or  if  the  cultural  resource  and 
hazardous  materials  surveys  yield  significant  findings,  additional  time  would  be 
required  to  meet  our  obligations. 

In  letters  dated  January  24,  1994,  each  district  was  sent  a  status  report  containing  a  list 
of  key  action  items,  as  well  as  the  name  of  the  responsible  party  and  the  estimated 
completion  date  for  each  action  item.  These  letters  dearly  indicated  that  the  two 
districts  involved,  Elephant  Butte  Irrigation  District  and  El  Paso  County  Water 
Improvement  District  No.  1  (EPCWID),  are  either  partially  or  totally  responsible  for 
several  of  the  action  items.   For  example,  they  must  reach  agreement  with  BOR  on 
the  deed  format  to  be  used;  they  must  reach  an  agreement  with  each  other  for 
management  of  joint-use  facilities;  and,  to  facilitate  the  NEPA  process,  the  board  of 
directors  of  each  district  must  pass  a  resolution.  Recently,  we  were  informally 
notified  that  EPCWID  has  decided  to  accept  a  deed  format  which  was  proposed  by 
BOR  over  a  year  ago.   To  date,  however,  we  have  not  seen  a  formal  agreement  for 
management  of  joint-use  facilities,  or  received  an  acceptable  resolution  from  either 
board  of  directors. 

Once  the  NEPA  and  CERCLA  processes  are  completed  and  the  districts  have 
satisfactorily  completed  the  items  for  which  they  are  responsible,  BOR  will  proceed 
as  expeditiously  as  possible  with  the  preparation  and  execution  of  the  actual  transfer 
deeds. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
FTE  REDUCTIONS 

Mr.  Secretary,  the  President's  FY  1995  budget  includes  proposed  reductions  in  full- 
time  equivalent  positions  (FTEs)  of  1,377  between  1994  and  1995  in  addition  to 
reductions  between  the  1993  and  1994  period. 

Question:      What  are  the  targeted  personnel  reductions  for  the  Department  of 
Interior  in  the  current  fiscal  year  (FY  1994)? 

Answer:        The  targeted  FY  1994  personnel  changes  in  the  FY  1995  budget 
request  are  as  follows: 


FTE  Change 

Pureau/Office 

93  to  94 

Bureau  of  L.and  Management 

-187 

Minerals  Management  Service 

-57 

Office  of  Surface  Mining 

-25 

Bureau  of  Reclamation 

-267 

U.S.  Geological  Survey 

-306 

Bureau  of  Mines 

-96 
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Bureau/Office 

FI  t  Change 
93  to  94 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

-1,312    a/ 

National  Biological  Survey 
National  Park  Service 

+1,689    a/ 
-28 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

-135 

Office  of  Territorial  and  International  Affairs 

+1 

Office  of  the  Secretary 

Central  Utah  Projection  Completion  Act  Office 

Office  of  the  Solicitor 

-13 

+4 

+11 

Office  of  the  Inspector  General 

-1 

National  Indian  Gaming  Commission 

+10 

TOTAL 

-712 

3'    Most  of  this  shift  occurs  because  of  the  establishment  of  NBS,  the  staff  for  which 
came  predominantly  from  RVS  and  NPS. 

Question:      Does  this  FTE  level  reflect  a  reduction  from  actual  staffing  levels,  or 
from  authorized  staffing  levels? 


Answer: 


These  reductions  are  from  actual  1993  FTE  levels. 


Question:       Do  you  anticipate  that  the  Department  will  meet  this  FTE  reduction 
goal  (-712  FTEs)? 


Answer: 


Yes,  we  estimate  that  we  will  meet  this  reduction. 


The  FY  1995  budget  indicates  that  Department  of  the  Interior  staffing  levels  will  go 
from  an  estimated  75,991  FTEs  in  FY  1994  to  an  estimated  74,614  FTEs  at  the  end  of 
FY  1995,  a  reduction  of  1,377  FTEs.  This  is  almost  double  the  staffing  reductions 
expected  to  be  achieved  this  year. 

Question:       Do  you  think  that  the  Department  will  be  able  to  achieve  these 
reductions  between  FY  1994  and  FY  1995? 

Answer:        Yes,  we  estimate  that  we  will  be  able  to  achieve  this  reduction.  The 
recent  buyouts  of  3,083  employees  should  help  the  Department  to  reach  the  1995 
staffing  level. 

Question:      How  many  of  these  FTE  reductions  will  come  from  headquarters? 
How  many  of  these  FTE  reductions  will  come  from  field/area  offices? 

Answer:        There  are  no  estimates  available  as  to  the  portion  of  reductions  that 
will  come  from  Interior  headquarters  and  field  offices.   However,  a  major  goal  in 
the  development  of  personnel  and  other  streamlining  plans  is  to  reduce 
administrative  and  other  overhead  staff,  and  to  avoid  reductions  to  "on-the- 
ground"  staff. 

Question:      For  the  record,  will  you  provide  a  breakdown  of  these  FTE 
reductions  by  agency  for  both  headquarters  and  field/area  offices?  Are  any  agencies 
being  asked  to  take  a  proportionately  higher  FTE  reduction  than  others?  If  so,  which 
agencies?   Why? 

Answer:        As  indicated  in  the  answer  to  the  previous  question,  there  are  no 
estimates  available  as  to  the  portion  of  reductions  that  will  come  from  Interior 
headquarters  and  field  offices. 

Question:      Are  any  agencies  being  asked  to  take  a  proportionately  higher  FTE 
reduction  than  others?  If  so,  which  agencies?  Why? 
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Answer:        The  1995  budget  proposes  that  most  bureaus  would  reduce 
employment  by  one  to  three  percent.   Bureaus  which  have  not  already  done  so  are 
now  working  on  the  specifics  of  their  streamlining  plans.   Bureau  streamlining 
plans  to  date  include  the  following  examples: 

At  first  glance  it  appears  the  Office  of  Surface  Mining  (OSM)  would  take  a  reduction 
of  11  percent,  but  that  is  misleading.  The  OSM  1995  target  does  not  include  85  FTEs 
for  the  Rural  Abandoned  Mine  Program  (RAMP)  which  are  allocated  to  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  and  are  not  on  the  Interior 
payroll.   If  an  adjustment  is  made  for  that  change,  the  OSM  reduction  is  four 
percent. 

The  1995  budget  proposes  that  the  Bureau  of  Mines  (USBM)  would  reduce 
employment  by  211  FTEs  or  nine  percent.  These  reductions  are  related  to  a  proposal 
to  streamline  the  mineral  and  material  research  and  data  collection  programs  of 
USBM.  This  proposal  is  described  in  a  document  which  was  sent  to  Members  of 
Congress  in  draft  form  prior  to  the  submission  of  the  1995  budget  request. 

The  1995  FTE  target  for  the  Office  of  the  Seaetary  includes  574  FTEs  associated  with 
proposed  personnel  streamlining.  These  FTEs  were  to  be  shifted  from  Interior 
bureaus  and  offices  to  form  a  consolidated  personnel  organization.   Without  those 
574  FTEs,  the  target  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  would  have  been  reduced  by  273 
FTEs  or  28  percent  from  the  1994  level.  The  proposal  to  streamline  the  personnel 
function  is  being  reviewed,  and  a  new  plan  is  being  developed.  The  FTE  shifts 
needed  to  carry  out  the  revised  plan  are  not  yet  known. 

The  Central  Utah  Project  Completion  Office,  the  Office  of  the  Solicitor,  and  the 
National  Indian  Gaming  Commission  show  small  increases  in  FTEs.   The  FTEs  for 
the  National  Biological  Survey  primarily  represent  FTEs  transferred  from  FWS  and 
NPS. 

Question:      The  Office  of  the  Secretary  shows  full-time  equivalent  staffing  that 
goes  from  an  estimated  988  in  FY  1994  to  an  estimated  1,289  in  FY  1995,  an  increase 
of  301  FTEs.  How  do  you  justify  the  fact  that  agencies  within  the  Department  are 
taking  FTE  reductions  as  high  as  404  in  one  year,  but  your  office  is  increasing  by  301 
FTEs? 

Answer:        As  mentioned  previously,  the  human  resources  streamlining  plan 
proposed  in  the  1995  budget  included  574  FTEs  in  the  FTE  target  for  the  Office  of  the 
Secretary.  While  it  may  not  have  been  organizationally  part  of  the  Office  of  the 
Secretary,  these  FTEs  represented  the  staff  for  a  new  consolidated  personnel 
organization.  Excluding  those  574  FTEs,  the  target  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary 
would  have  been  reduced  by  273  FTEs  or  28  percent  from  the  FY  1994  level.  A 
revised  streamlining  plan  for  the  personnel  function  is  being  developed. 

Question:      What  is  the  justification  for  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  to  increase  in 
FTEs  by  288  above  the  level  used  in  FY  1993? 

Answer:        The  apparent  increase  in  the  FTE  target  for  the  Office  of  the 
Secretary  included  574  FTEs  associated  with  proposed  personnel  streamlining  which 
were  to  be  shifted  from  Interior  bureaus  and  offices  to  form  a  consolidated 
personnel  organization.   If  those  574  FTEs  were  not  included,  the  FY  1995  target  for 
the  Office  of  the  Secretary  would  have  been  reduced  by  273  FTEs  or  28  percent  from 
the  1994  level,  and  286  or  29  percent  from  the  1993  actual  level.  The  plan  to 
streamline  the  personnel  function  is  being  revised,  and  the  FTE  shifts  associated 
with  the  new  plan  are  not  yet  known. 
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QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  SLADE  GORTON 

FOREST  PLAN 

Question:      I  understand  that  release  of  the  draft  4(d)  rule  for  the  northern 
spotted  owl  is  now  delayed  until  September.  I  also  understand  that  the  goal  of  the 
rule  is  to  provide  relief  to  private  land  owners,  and  that  the  delay  is  to  reassess  owl 
conservation  needs  in  light  of  the  new  forest  plan.  The  Northwest  delegation  has 
been  lead  to  believe  that  the  reassessment  should  provide  a  less  restrictive  rule  for 
private  lands.  Yet,  David  Klinger,  a  press  officer  for  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
(FWS)  was  quoted  last  week  as  saying  that  the  delay  is  to  review  new  research 
indicating  a  decline  in  the  owls  overall  population.  What  is  the  goal  of  the  4(d) 
rule,  and  what  type  of  relief  to  private  lands  do  you  anticipate? 

Answer:        When  President  Clinton  chose  a  Federal  forest  strategy  last  July  that 
had  the  Federal  Government  shouldering  the  primary  burden  for  spotted  owl 
conservation,  he  directed  FWS  to  begin  work  on  a  Section  4(d)  rule  that  would 
provide  significant  relief  to  non-Federal  landowners  from  current  take  restrictions 
for  the  owl. 

The  FWS  plans  to  go  forward  with  a  proposed  4(d)  rule  for  Washington  and 
California  that  would  ease  current  Federal  owl  conservation  restrictions  for  large 
areas  of  non-Federal  lands  and  will  not  propose  to  change  the  existing  regulatory 
status  quo  for  the  owl  in  Oregon  at  this  time. 

The  proposed  rule  for  Oregon  would  leave  existing  (current)  restrictions  on  timber 
harvesting  intact.   It  is  our  hope  that  in  the  weeks  and  months  ahead,  the  State  and 
private  landowners  could  assist  in  developing  a  new  and  broader  consensus  for  a 
more  active  approach  to  the  4(d)  rule.   If  such  a  shift  were  to  occur  before  the 
publication  of  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  and  proposed  rule,  it  could 
be  folded  into  the  4(d)  rule  as  the  new  preferred  alternative  for  Oregon. 

The  proposed  action  would  relieve  existing  Federal  prohibitions  against  incidental 
take  of  northern  spotted  owls  associated  with  timber  harvests  on  all  non-Federal 
lands  in  California  that  are  in  compliance  with  State  law,  and  would  reduce  such 
prohibitions  for  non-Federal  lands  in  Washington  except  on  lands  in  Special 
Emphasis  Areas.  These  areas  were  selected  because  the  Federal  land  base  is 
inadequate  (in  terms  of  habitat  quantity,  habitat  quality,  or  distribution)  in  key  areas 
to  conserve  the  northern  spotted  owl  or  to  connect  important  populations  of 
northern  spotted  owls. 


HABITAT  CONSERVATION  PLANS 

Question:       I  understand  that  the  Department  of  the  Interior  is  committed  to 
the  Habitat  Conservation  Planning  (HCP)  process,  and  to  completing  a  number  of 
successful  HCPs.  Is  your  agency  reviewing  the  HCP  process  and  looking  for  way  to 
make  it  more  efficient?  Please  provide  for  the  record  any  guidance  being  used  by  the 
agency  to  negotiate  HCPs. 

Answer:        The  Department  is  committed  to  the  HCP  process  under  section  10 
of  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  Since  1983,  FWS  has  issued  28  section  10  permits,  11 
permit  amendments,  and  approved  a  number  of  substantial,  large-scale  HCPs  ~ 
including  the  Coachella  Valley  HCP  in  southern  California,  San  Bruno  Mountain 
HCP  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area,  Simpson  Timber  Company  HCP  in  northern 
California,  and  International  Paper  HCP  in  Alabama.  In  addition,  80-90  HCPs  are  in 
various  stages  of  development,  including  many  large-scale,  multiple-species  HCPs. 
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Currently,  FWS  is  finalizing  a  new  policy  handbook  for  the  HCP  process  that  is 
expected  to  introduce  significant  improvements  into  this  program.    Recognizing 
that  the  section  10  program  is  becoming  increasingly  important,  our  objectives  in 
developing  the  new  handbook  were  to  establish  clearer  standards  for  the  program 
and  to  streamline  permit  application  processing  requirements,  especially  for  small- 
scale  projects  involving  small  landowners  and  minor  impacts. 

An  earlier  draft  of  the  section  10  handbook  follows.   The  new,  revised  handbook 
will  be  provided  to  the  Subcommittee  as  soon  as  it  is  finalized  and  approved. 

DRAFT  CONSERVATION  PLANNING  GUIDLINES 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Region  1, 

Portland,  OR  and  Sacramento,  CA 

INTRODUCnON 
In  the  1982  amendments  to  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973  (Act),  Congress 
responded  to  a  conflict  in  the  Act  by  amending  Section  10,  thus,  establishing  the 
conservation  planning  process.    Before  the  1982  amendments,  private  panics 
undertaking  actions  not  requiring  Federal  authorization,  funding,  or  approval  faced  the 
prohibitions  of  Section  9  of  the  Act,  which  prohibit  the  "taking"  of  any  listed  species  of 
wildlife.    [Taking,  in  part,  is  defined  as  harm  or  harassment  of  a  federally  listed  species, 
which  includes,  under  certain  circumstances,  the  destruction  of  habitat  50  CFR 
§  17.3(c)  (see  Definitions).]    At  that  time,  the  only  activities  under  the  Act  that  could 
be  exempted  from  the  take  prohibitions  were  scientific  research,  captive  breeding,  and 
similar  conservation  actions.   Thu.";.  private  individuals,  with  otherwise  lawful  proposed 
developments,  faced  a  seemingly  irresolvable  statutory  conflict  when  such  developments 
likely  would  result  in  the  take  of  a  listed  species  (i.e.,  "incidental  take"). 

The  provisions  of  the  amended  1982  Act  authorize  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
(Service)  to  permit  the  taking  of  federally  listed,  wildlife  species,  if  such  taking  is 
"incidental  to,  and  not  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  otherwise  lawful  activities  (16  U.S.C. 
§  1539)."    As  a  result,  the  Director  of  the  Service,  acting  for  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  has  broader  discretion  and  flexibility  in  regulating  the  incidental  taking  of  listed 
species.    Not  only  does  the  1982  Act  provide  the  regulatory  mechanism  for  these 
potentially  affected  parties  to  lawfully  take  listed  species.  Congress  intended  that  this 
process  be  used  to  reduce  conflicts  between  listed  species  and  private  development  and 
to  provide  a  framework  that  would  encourage  "creative  partnerships"  between  the 
private  sector  and  local.  State,  and  Federal  agencies  in  the  interests  of  endangered 
species  and  habitat  conservation.    When  approved  by  the  Service,  this  regulatory 
procedure  results  in  the  issuance  of  a  Section  10(a)  permit  authorizing  incidental  take 
provided  the  applicant  institutes  appropriate  conservation  measures  for  habitat 
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In  keeping  with  the  regulations,  these  guidelines  will  discuss  in  detail  the  necessary 
components  of  the  conservation  plan  process.   Though  the  guidelines  do  not  include 
any  "cookbook"  instructions,  they  reiterate  and  expand  upon  the  application  procedures 
contained  within  50  CFR  Parts  13  and  17.    The  Service  hopes  these  guidelines  will  help 
the  public  in  their  understanding  the  objectives  of  conservation  planning  and  the  roles 
and  responsibilities  of  the  Federal  and  non-Federal  participants.    Nothing  herein  is 
intended  to  supersede  or  alter  any  aspect  of  the  Federal  regulations  published  in  1985. 

CHAPTER  1 

MANDATORY  APPLICATION  REQUIREMENTS  FOR 

INCIDENTAL  TAKE  PERMIT 

In  the  Federal  Register  on  September  30,  1985,  the  Service  published  Gnal  regulations 
to  carry  out  the  Section  10(a)  or  incidental  lake  permit  process.    As  described  under  50 
CFR  §  17.22  (b)(l)(i,  ii),  permit  applicants  must  submit  an  official  application  form 
(Form  3-200)  to  the  Director,  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Office  of  Management 
Authority,  Permit  Branch,  Hamilton  Building,  Room  400,  Department  of  Interior, 
Washington,  D.C.  20240.    The  application  should  include  a  complete  description  of  the 
activity  sought  by  the  applicant  to  be  authorized,  common  and  scientific  names  of  the 
species  sought  by  the  applicant  to  be  covered  by  the  permit  (including  the  number,  age, 
and  sex  of  such  species,  if  known),  and  a  "conservation  plan"  (see  Chapter  2). 

CHAPTER  2 
MANDATORY  ELEMENTS  OF  A  CONSERVATION  PLAN 

In  order  that  the  Service  may  process  and  accurately  assess  each  permit  application,  the 
Service  requires  the  applicant  detail  certain  information  within  a  conservation  plan.    As 
discussed  in  the  regulations  published  in  1985  (50  CFR  §  17.22  (b)(iii)],  conservation 
plans  must  specify  the  following: 

(A)     Impacts  likely  to  result  from  the  proposed  taking  of  one  or  more  federally  listed, 
wildlife  species. 

This  task  is  the  most  perplexing  and  difficult  problem  confronting  all  Section  10(a) 
permit  applicants,  which  have  been  predominantly  local  agencies.    Three  critical 
subtasks  must  be  completed  to  determine  probable  impacts;  the  delineatation  of  the 
conservation  plan  boundaries  (i.e.,  "plan  area"),  collection  and  synthesis  of  necessary 
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biological  data  focusing  on  the  listed  and  candidate  species  occurring  within  the  plan 
area,  and  determination  of  proposed  activities  that  may  effect  take  within  the  plan  area. 

Conservation  Plan  Area 

The  plan  boundaries  typically  should  encompass  all  areas  likely  to  be  affected  during 
the  length  of  the  permit  by  activities  that  may  result  in  the  incidental  take  of  a  listed, 
wildlife  species.    The  plan  area  should  not  be  limited  to  those  sites  involved  with  one  or 
a  few  private  proposals  up  for  immediate  consideration  when  a  local  agency  pursues  a 
permit.    Where  feasible,  all  habitat  of  listed  species  throughout  a  given  geographic  area 
should  be  included  in  the  conservation  plan,  in  keeping  with  the  legislative  guidance. 
For  example,  at  San  Bruno  Mountain,  the  plan  area  included  virtually  the  entire  known 
range  of  two  listed  species  (and  a  third  overiapping  but  candidate  species).    The 
Coachella  Valley  plan  area  included  the  entire  known  range  of  Coachella  Valley  fringe- 
toed  lizard.    To  the  extent  practicable,  the  plan  area  should  encompass  all  lands  that 
harbor  or  could  support  the  listed  species  and  its  habitat,  where  Section  9  prohibitions 
may  apply. 

Conservation  plans  covering  large  areas  facilitate  a  more  comprehensive  and 
coordinated  planning  effort.    Moreover,  large  plan  areas  allows  the  applicant  to  address 
and  analyze  the  widest  possible  range  of  factors  affecting  listed  or  candidate  species. 
Such  plans  also  provide  the  best  opportunity  to  embrace,  within  the  conservation 
planning  framework,  the  maximum  number  of  development  proposals  affected  by 
Section  9  of  the  Act.   Moreover,  large  plan  areas  maximize  the  options  available  for 
conserving  or  enhancing  habitat,  thus  increasing  the  flexibility  to  develop  adequate 
mitigation  for  proposed  activities.   This  is  especially  true  when  a  conservation  plan 
addresses  the  entire  range  of  one  or  more  species. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  applicant  should  avoid  considering  a  plan  area  that  incorporates 
loo  large  an  area  with  an  unmanageable  number  of  participants.    Attempts  to  satisfy  a 
large  number  of  land  use  and/or  development  concerns  can  result  in  administrative 
difficulties  and  the  inability  to  secure  agreement  on  courses  of  action.    This  warning  is 
especially  applicable  for  lands  subject  to  only  highly  speculative  and  futuristic  actions 
that  perhaps  some  day  may  result  in  incidental  take.    Such  lands,  however,  may  be 
appropriate  for  preservation  given  their  current  commercial  value.    Although  the 
opportunities  for  successful  conservation  planning  should  strongly  infludnce  the  area 
considered  for  a  certain  conservation  plan,  the  final  size  and  configuration  of  the  plan 
area  often  is  a  negotiated  compromise  between  the  immediate  need  for  "permitting" 
certain  imminent  projects  and  the  inherent  risks  of  an  overextended,  protracted  effort. 
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The  inclusion  of  diverse  entities,  with  a  wide  array  of  proposed  activities,  within  a 
moderate-sized  or  larger  plan  area  may  be  more  readily  handled  by  dividing  the  plan 
area  into  manageable  planning  units.    While  the  applicant  used  such  an  approach  at 
San  Bruno  Mountain,  the  drafters  of  the  next  plan  for  the  Coachella  Valley  plan  chose 
not  to  divide  the  area  into  units  before  determining  proposed  actions  for  particular 
lands  within  the  boundaries.    Coordination  with  individual  landowners  may  reveal  to 
what  degree  subdivision  of  the  plan  area  will  yield  substantial  advantages. 

Biological  Data 

The  applicant  must  collate  and  synthesize  all  extant  biological  information  regarding  the 
distribution,  occurrence,  and  ecology  of  federally  listed  species  or  other  species  of 
concern  (e.g.,  proposed,  candidate.  State-listed  species)  occurring  within  the  planning 
area.    Although  the  Service  can  assist  by  directing  the  applicant  to  available  information 
sources,  existing  data  are  often  vague,  poor,  or  non-existent.    Thus,  the  applicant  may 
conclude  that  additional  studies  are  needed  to  support  the  conservation  and  other  land 
use  planning  decisions  to  follow.    Upon  request,  the  Service  will  indicate  whether  the 
biological  data  are  adequate  to  proceed  with  the  other  elements  of  this  process.    If 
desired,  the  Service  will  recommend  the  number,  type,  scope,  and  general  design  of 
studies  needed  to  provide  acceptable  data  to  develop  the  conservation  plan. 

The  scope  of  biological  studies  will  be  determined  by  the  species  affected  by  the 
conservation  plan.    At  a  minimum,  the  scope  must  include  all  federally  listed, 
endangered  or  threatened  species  occurring  in  the  planning  area.    Though  listed  plants 
do  not  enjoy  the  same  protection  as  wildlife  species  under  Section  9  of  the  Act,  plants 
must  be  considered  in  the  conservation  plan  because  of  the  interaction  of  Sections  7 
and  10  of  the  Act.    (As  discussed  in  the  final  regulations,  all  incidental  take  permits 
ultimately  will  require  formal  consultation  under  Section  7.) 

Although  the  regulatory  mechanisms  of  Sections  9  and  10  focus  on  species  formally 
designated  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  as  endangered  or  threatened,  the  failure  of 
an  applicant  to  address  non-listed  species  (e.g.,  proposed,  candidate.  State-listed)  may 
delay  the  issuance  (if  a  species  is  listed  before  the  completion  of  the  process)  or 
require  the  modification  of  an  existing  permit  (if  a  wildlife  species  is  listed  after  permit 
issuance).    As  discussed  in  the  ODngressional  Record  (H.R.  Rep.  No.  97-835,  97th 
Congress,  Second  Session),  the  House  Committee  intended  that  the  Service  may 
approve  a  conservation  plan  that  provided  long-term  mitigation  measures  for  both  listed 
and  "unlisted  species."    When  an  applicant  addresses  unlisted  species  (e.g.,  proposed 
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and  candidate  species)  in  a  conservation  plan  "as  if  they  were  listed  pursuant  to  the 
Act,"  the  committee  indicated  that  "no  further  mitigation  requirements  should  be 
imposed"  in  the  event  such  species  become  listed.    As  a  result,  the  Service  strongly 
recommends  that  the  applicant  fully  consider  and  address  other  species  of  concern 
occurring  within  the  plan  boundaries.    The  Service  will,  upon  request,  provide  a  list  of 
the  federally  listed,  proposed,  and  candidate  species  that  may  occur  in  the  plan  area. 
Pre-application  coordination  with  the  Service  will  be  the  principal  means  of  further 
refining  the  list  of  species  that  the  applicant  will  consider  in  subsequent  biological 
studies. 

Proposed  Activities 

The  future  applicant  must  detail  the  proposed  activities  that  may  result  in  incidental 
take.    Aside  from  impacts  to  listed  species,  the  description  of  proposed  activities  should 
address  effects  to  proposed  and  candidate  species.    Moreover,  the  applicant  should  not 
limit  such  analysis  to  currently  proposed  developments,  but  include  all  future  actions 
reasonably  certain  to  occur  within  the  plan  area  that  the  applicant  seeks  to  authorize. 
In  this  regard,  designation  of  ovMiership  parcels  will  be  valuable  to  distinguish  planned 
parcels,  where  current  development  is  proposed,  from  unplanned  parcels,  where 
proposals  arc  pending  or  non-existent.   The  applicant  may  wish  to  exclude  certain 
activities  from  the  conservation  plan  and  permit  application  that  may  result  in  take 
because  the  proponents  of  such  activities  likely  will  seek  a  separate  permit.    Regardless, 
the  description  of  authorized  activities  must  be  clear  to  eliminate  any  confusion 
regarding  a  permitted  versus  a  non-permitted  activity. 

The  applicant  should  consider  including  all  landowners  or  other  controlling  entities, 
which  have  known  or  suspected  habitat  on  their  property  and  may  be  affected  by 
sanctions  of  Section  9  of  the  Act  or  any  decisions  affecting  habitat  conservation,  in  the 
conservation  planning  process.    In  light  of  this  need,  the  applicant  may  wish  to 
designate  an  conservation  planning  authority,  like  a  "steering  committee"  (see 
Definitions).    The  Service  strongly  supports  such  an  action,  which  enables  the  applicant 
to  alert  all  potentially  affected  interests  to  the  existence  of  potential  Section  9  conflicts 
and  invite  their  participation  in  the  conservation  planning  process. 

The  synthesis  of  data  on  proposed  activities,  often  in  the  form  of  maps,  with  the 
biological  data,  as  mentioned  above,  should  enable  the  applicant  and  Service  determine 
the  level  of  incidental  take  and  other  related  impacts  of  the  proposed  permit. 
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Although  the  applicant  can  present  these  data  within  a  commonly  used,  local  plan  (e.g., 
community  plan,  land  use  element  to  a  general  plan,  development  plan),  the  type  or 
format  of  a  conservation  plan  typically  depends  the  requirements  of  the  various 
agency(ies)  responsible  for  plan  development  and  implementation  and  somewhat  on  the 
size  of  the  planning  area.    In  addition,  the  applicant  can  report  the  proposed  level  of 
incidental  take  in  various  ways.    For  example,  the  proposed  take  can  be  numbers  of 
individuals  or  habitat  acreage  lost  to  proposed  development.    Regardless  of  the  format 
of  the  conservation  plan  or  the  "units"  used  to  convey  the  level  of  take,  the 
conservation  plan  must  display  a  comprehensive  compilation  of  proposed  activities  (i.e., 
land  use  or  development  information)  that  may  effect  take  in  the  planning  area  and  the 
precise  level  of  incidental  take  anticipated  from  such  development.   This  component  of 
the  conservation  plan  should  reflect  the  investigations  and  analysis  of  impacts  of  the 
proposed  developments  or  activities  on  listed  species  and  other  species  of  concern  and 
the  potential  for  implementation  of  long-term,  habitat  management  programs. 

(B)     Measures  the  permit  appb'cant  will  undertake  to  monitor,  minimize,  and  mitigate 
for  such  imptacts;  the  funding  that  wiU  be  made  available  to  undertake  such 
measures;  and  the  procedures  to  deal  with  unforeseen  circumstances. 

Regardless  of  to  the  magnitude  or  duration  of  proposed  activities  affecting  incidental 
take,  the  provisions  and  prohibitions  of  the  Act,  including  those  of  Sections  9  and  10, 
still  apply.    Mitigation  throughout  a  listed  species'  range,  however,  likely  would  not  be 
required  for  projects  or  permits  having  a  minor  impact  to  the  species  or  affecting  a 
small  segment  of  its  range.   Though  the  conservation  planning    process  requires 
mitigation  for  every  incidental  take  permit,  such  mitigation  measures,  which  must  be 
detailed  in  the  conservation  plan,  should  be  commensurate  with  permit  or  project 
impacts. 

Mitigation  measures  can  take  many  forms;  preservation  (via  acquisition  or  conservation 
easement)  of  extant  habitat,  enhancement  of  degraded  habitat,  creation  of  new  habitat, 
establishment  of  buffer  areas  around  extant  habitat,  enactment  of  local  ordinances  (e.g., 
building)  or  alteration  of  local  zoning  (e.g.,  open  space)  to  reduce  or  eliminate  some 
future  impacts,  habitat  management  plans,  restrictions  on  vehicular  access  or 
pesticides/herbicides,  and  education  of  local  public.   Though  the  biological  studies 
should  provide  guidance  regarding  the  appropriateness  or  desirability  of  a  given 
measure  for  a  conservation  plan,  Congress  indicated  that  "comprehensive"  conservation 
plans  would  be  developed  jointly  between  the  Service,  private  sector,  and  local  or  State 
government  (H.R.  Rep.  No.  97-835,  97th  Congress,  Second  Session).    Moreover, 
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according  to  the  Service's  regulations,  "the  unique  and,  in  most  cases,  fairly  complex 
nature  of  an  incidental  take  permit  will  require  discussions  between  a  potential 
applicant  and  the  Service."   Through  this  dialogue  or  "pre-application  phase"  of  the 
conservation  planning  process,  the  Service  will  provide  guidance  on  appropriate  and 
acceptable  mitigation.    Aside  from  the  description  of  the  mitigation  measures,  the 
applicant  should  include  in  the  conservation  plan  the  information  used  to  reach  the 
decisions  regarding  mitigation,  including  compatible  developments,  habitat  enhancement 
and  conservation  requirements,  and  guidelines  for  future  management  actions 
throughout  the  plan  area. 

As  part  of  the  proposed  activities,  the  applicant  must  detail  in  the  conservation  plan  the 
funding  that  will  be  made  available  for  the  proposed  mitigation  measures.    Such  funding 
must  be  sufficient  over  the  life  of  the  permit.    If  applicant  intends  to  generate  funding 
on  a  continuing  basis,  the  conservation  plan  must  establish  programs  and  mechanisms  to 
generate  sufficient  funds  for  perpetual  operation  of  the  plan.    The  conservation  plan 
should  detail  the  collection,  management,  and  auditing  of  all  funds,  including  penalties 
for  failure  to  meet  funding  obligations  by  signatory  members.    Because  Congress 
recognized  "that  circumstances  and  information  may  change  over  time  and  that  the 
original  plan  might  need  to  be  revised,"  the  plan  must  detail  the  procedures  developed 
to  deal  with  unforeseen  events.    As  a  result,  the  conservation  plan  should  provide  for 
an  amendment  procedure  and  any  other  necessary  measures  or  assurances  to  deal  with 
such  circumstances. 

(Q     Alternatives  that  the  applicant  analyzed  that  would  not  result  in  take;  and  the 
reasons  why  the  applicant  did  not  adopt  such  alternatives. 

Though  self  explanatory,  this  mandatory  element  of  a  conservation  plan  is  not 
necessarily  the  "no  project"  alternative.    If  proposed  activities  can  be  reduced  or 

modified  such  that  incidental  take  of  listed  wildlife  will  not  occur,  the  applicant  must 
describe  these  altematrves  and  justify  their  non-adoption.    If  the  applicant  selects  such 
an  alternative  that  the  Service  concurs  with,  no  Section  10(a)  permit  is  needed. 

As  discussed  in  the  regulation,  the  applicant's  analysis  of  alternatives  does  not 
"authorize  the  Service  to  impose  one  of  these  alternatives"  in  the  incidental  take  permit. 
The  Service's  "only  recourse  upon  receiving  an  inadequate  plan  is  to  deny  the  permit 
application." 
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(D)    Additional  measures  that  the  Director  of  the  Service  may  require  as  necessary  or 
appropriate. 

Because  conservation  plans  will  deal  with  vastly  different  proposed  developments  and 
species,  this  issue  gives  the  Director  the  latitude  to  invoke  necessary  or  appropriate 
additional  measures.    Such  measures  likely  will  become  apparent  through  the  assistance 
of  the  Semce  in  the  pre-application  phase  of  this  process. 

One  such  additional  measure  generally  required  by  the  Service  concerns  the  need  to 
ensure  that  proposed  monitoring  and  mitigation  will  be  carried  out  and  that  incidental 
take  does  not  exceed  levels  proposed  in  the  conservation  plan  and  permit  application. 
As  a  result,  an  institutional  structure  must  be  created  that  will  be  legally  responsible  for 
operation  of  all  elements  of  the  plan.    Such  a  structure  generally  will  function  within  a 
complex  pattern  of  land  ownership  and  local  governmental  jurisdictions.    A  formal 
agreement  among  all  parties  signatory  to  the  conservation  plan,  often  called  the 
"implementing  agreement,"  should  be  developed  to  ensure  that  all  elements  of  the 
conservation  plan  will  be  carried  out.    In  general,  such  an  agreement  will  establish  an 
operating  program  for  the  conservation,  protection,  enhancement,  mitigation,  and 
monitoring  of  the  listed  and  candidate  species  occurring  within  the  plan  area.   The 
agreement  should  define  the  roles,  obligations,  authorities,  responsibilities,  liabilities, 
benefits,  rights,  and  privileges  of  all  parties  or  signatories  to  the  conservation  plan. 
Moreover,  it  should  assign  the  responsibility  for  planning,  approving,  and  implementing 
measures,  including  the  day-to-day  operation  and  management  of  the  plan. 

A  conservation  plan  is  not  a  "recovery  plan,"  a  Service  document  that  delineates  the 
actions  necessary  to  reclassify  a  listed  species  to  a  threatened  species  or  non-listed 
status.    However,  a  conservation  plan  should  not  propose  to  undertake  activities  or 
mitigative  actions  contrary  to  those  actions  identified  in  recovery  plans.    Rather,  the 
conservation  plan  should  focus  on  those  recovery  actions  that  may  be  appropriate  for 
that  given  portion  of  the  listed  species'  range  affected  by  the  proposed  permit.    A 
conservation  plan  occasionally  can  serve  as  a  significant  component  of  a  recovery  plan 
and,  thus,  often  can  assist  in  the  species'  reclassification.    Nonetheless,  the  activities 
proposed  within  a  conservation  plan  must  mitigate  and  minimize  the  proposed 
incidental  take,  not  necessarily  recover  the  species.   Therefore,  even  though  some 
species  do  not  have  an  approved  or  current  recovery  plan,  an  approved  conservation 
plan  still  is  possible. 
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By  addressing  the  above  mandatory  elements,  the  applicant  will  have  met  the 
information  collection  requirements  for  a  Section  10(a)  permit.    This  information,  which 
will  be  detailed  in  the  conservation  plan,  "will  be  used  to  review  permit  applications  and 
make  decisions,  according  to  criteria  established  in  various  Federal  wildlife  and  plant 
conservation  statutes  and  regulations,  on  the  issuance  or  denial  of  permits  [50  CFR 
§  17.22  (b)(l)(iv)  for  endangered  species  and  50  CFR  §  17.32  (b)(l)(iv)  for  threatened 
species]." 

CHAPTER  3 

ISSUANCE  CRITERIA  FOR 

INCIDENTAL  TAKE  PERMIT 

Upon  receiving  a  permit  application  completed  in  accordance  with  the  requirements 
detailed  in  Chapter  1  (including  a  conservation  plan  that  addresses  the  elements 
described  in  Chapter  2),  the  Service  will  decide  whether  or  not  to  issue  the  incidental 
take  permit.    The  Service  must  consider  general  criteria  in  determining  whether  to  issue 
the  permit.    General  criteria  indicate  that  the  permit  will  be  denied  if: 

(A)  The  applicant  has  been  assessed  a  crnl  penalty  or  been  convicted  of  crimina] 
wrongdoing  related  to  the  activity  for  which  the  application  has  been  filed; 

(B)  The  applicant  has  failed  to  disclose  material  information  or  made  false  statements 
as  to  any  material  fact  in  cormection  with  the  application; 

(C)  The  applicant  has  failed  to  demonstrate  a  valid  justification  for  the  permit  and  a 
showing  of  responsibility; 

(D)  The  authorization  requested  potentially  4hreatens  a  wildlife  or  plant  population;  or 

(E)  Further  inquiry  reveals  the  applicant  is  not  qualified  to  perform  the  required 
actions  stipulated  by  the  permit 

Aside  from  these  five  general  criteria,  the  Service  will  issue  the  incidental  take  permit, 
pending  Section"?  consultation,  if  six  issuance  criteria  are  met.  As  described  under  50 
CFR  §  17.22  (b)(2)  and  50  CFR  §  17.32  (b)(2),  these  criteria  are: 

(A)    The  taking  will  be  incidental; 

All  taking  of  listed  wildlife  species  detailed  within  the  permit  application  and 
conservation  plan  must  be  incidental  to  othenvisc  lawful  activities  and  not  the  purpose 
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of  such  activities.    For  example,  the  hunting  or  shooting  of  a  listed  species  would  not  be 
incidental  take.    Conversely,  the  unintentional  destruction  of  a  listed  species  by  heavy 
equipment  used  for  the  otherwise  lawful  purpose  of  constructing  a  house  would  be 
interpreted  as  incidental  take. 

As  discussed  under  "B"  of  the  mandatory  components  of  a  conservation  plan,  the 
applicant  must  detail  in  the  plan  the  measures  that  will  undertaken  to  monitor, 
minimize,  and  mitigate  the  proposed  incidental  take.    These  measures  occasionally  may 
necessitate  the  trapping  or  handling  of  a  listed  species.    For  example,  an  applicant  may 
propose  to  trap  and  relocate  a  listed  species  from  lands  undergoing  urban  development 
or  an  applicant  may  propose  to  captivcly  breed  a  listed  species  or  an  applicant  may 
need  to  capture  a  listed  species  to  monitor  adequately  the  implementation  of  the 
conservation  plan.    Such  activities,  though  not  incidental  take,  are  defined  by  Section 
10(a)(1)(A)  of  the  Act  as  take  "for  scientific  purposes,  or  to  enhance  the  propagation 
or  survival  of  the  affected  species."    If  the  conservation  plan  calls  for  such  take,  the 
applicant  must  indicate  that  the  proposed  permit  will  result  in  both  incidental  take  and 
take  for  scientific  or  enhancement  purposes.    Aside  from  those  mandatory  application 
requirements  discussed  in  Chapter  1,  the  applicant  must  address  also  any  appropriate 
information  requirement(s)  described  under  50  CFR  §  17.22  (a)(l)(i-ix)  for  endangered 
species  and  50  CFR  §  17.32  (a)(l)(i-ix)  for  threatened  species.    Generally  the  only 
additional  information  the  Service  will  require  are  resumes  of  the  those  individuals  who 
will  be  trapping,  handling,  and/or  caring  for  the  affected  species.    Because  of  the  take 
for  scientific  or  enhancement  purposes,  the  Service  must  also  address  the  issuance 
criteria  detailed  under  50  CFR  §  17.22  (a)(2)  for  endangered  species  and  50  CFR 
§  17.32  (a)(2)  for  threatened  species.    Nonetheless,  given  the  mandatory  elements  of  a 
conservation  plan  discussed  in  Chapter  2,  the  Service  should  have  the  information 
needed  to  address  these  additional  criteria. 

(B)  The  permit  appb'cant  wOl,  to  the  maxunum  extent  practicable,  minimiVf.  and 
mitigate  the  impacts  of  such  taking; 

This  issuance  criterion  was  discussed  under  "B"  of  the  mandatory  components  of  a 
conservation  plan  (see  Chapter  2). 

(C)  The  appb'cant  will  ensure  that  adequate  funding  for  the  conservation  plan  and 
procedures  to  deal  with  unforeseen  circumstances  will  be  provided; 
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This  issuance  criterion  was  discussed  under  "B"  of  the  mandatory  components  of  a 
conservation  plan  (see  Chapter  2). 

(D)  The  taking  will  not  appredably  reduce  the  likelihood  of  surviva]  and  recovery  of 
the  species  in  the  wfld; 

Congress  noted  that  the  Service  will  determine  whether  or  not  to  grant  a  permit,  "in 
part,  by  using  the  same  standard  as  found  in  Section  7(a)(2)  of  the  Act,  as  defined  by 
the  [Service's]  regulations  (H.R.  Rep.  No.  97-835,  97th  Congress,  Second  Session)." 
Thus,  the  Service  stated  in  its  regulations  that  this  issuance  criterion  is  identical  to  the 
regulatory  definition  of  "jeopardy"  under  Section  7  (a)(2)  (see  50  CFR  §  402.03).    As  a 
result,  the  Section  10(a)  process  strengthens  the  Section  7  consultation  requirement  with 
respect  to  incidental  take  permits  by  requiring  a  "non-jeopardy"  finding  (or  "jeopardy" 
finding  with  reasonable  and  prudent  alternatives  implemented  by  the  Federal  agency  or 
applicant)  as  a  precondition  for  permit  issuance.    Because  this  criterion  reinforces  and 
links  the  Section  7  consultation  process  with  the  Section  10(a)  conservation  plan 
process,  both  listed  plants,  which  enjoy  only  limited  protection  under  Section  9,  and 
listed  wildlife  must  not  be  jeopardized  by  the  proposed  permit  and  conservation  plan. 

(E)  The  applicant  will  ensure  that  other  measures  that  the  Director  may  require  as 
being  necessary  or  appropriate  will  be  provided;  and 

Because  the  conservation  planning  process  doubtlessly  will  deal  with  different  proposed 
developments  and  species,  this  issue  gives  the  Director  the  latitude  to  invoke  necessary 
or  appropriate  additional  measures.    Such  measures  likely  will  become  apparent 
through  the  assistance  of  the  Service  in  the  pre-application  phase  of  this  process. 
Moreover,  the  Service  will  include  all  necessary  or  appropriate  terras  and  conditions 
needed  for  the  purposes  of  the  permit  and  conservation  plan,  including  monitoring  and 
reporting  conditions  needed  for  permit  compliance  [50  CFR  §  17.22  (b)(3)  and  50  CFR 
§  17.32  (b)(3)].    Where  practicable,  the  Service  will  rely  on  existing  reporting 
requirements.    Any  permit  issued  will  be  subject  to  the  general  permit  conditions  (50 
CFR  13)  regarding  the  display  of  permits,  maintenance  of  records,  and  filing  of  reports. 

(F)  The  Director  is  assured  that  the  conservation  plan  will  be  implemented. 

Because  of  this  issuance  criterion,  the  permit  applicant  must  assure  the  Service  that  the 
conservation  plan  will  be  carried  out  in  the  manner  specified.    In  that  regard,  the 
applicant  must  secure  commitments  from  all  parties  that  the  terms  of  the  conservation 


1192 


plan  will  be  maintained.    The  conservation  and  other  plans,  including  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  documents  (see  Chapter  4),  developed  as  a  result  of  the 
permit  application  cannot  adequately  serve  this  purpose.    As  discussed  under  "D"  of  the 
mandatory  componenU  of  a  conservation  plan,  an  implementing  agreement  has  been 
used  to  serve  this  end. 

Aside  from  establishing  an  operating  program  for  the  conservation,  protection, 
enhancement,  mitigation,  and  monitoring  of  the  listed  and  candidate  species,  the 
implementing  agreement  is  intended  to  be,  and  should  be  drafted  as,  a  legally  binding 
and  enforceable  document.    All  participants  and  signatories  should  be  able  to  rely  on 
the  agreement  to  ensure  a  certain  future  for  the  conservation  of  listed  and  candidate 
species,  as  well  as  the  proposed  activities  affecting  take  that  were  evaluated  in  the 
conservation  plan.    The  agreement  should  "lock-in"  the  funding  mechanisms  and  thereby 
demonstrate  compliance  with  one  of  the  essential  elements  of  the  conservation  plan. 
However,  the  implementing  agreement  cannot  alter  or  usurp  the  existing  authority  of 
local  government  agencies.    Rather,  the  agreement  should  detail  the  manner  in  which 
the  local  agencies  will  exercise  their  existing  authorities  to  effect  land  use  in  the  manner 
set  forth  in  the  conservation  plan.    Local  governmental  entities  will  continue  to  exercise 
their  duly  constituted  planning,  zoning,  and  permitting  powers. 

Any  individual  may  object  to  the  issuance  of  a  particular  incidental  take  permit  for  an 
endangered  species  during  the  comment  period  specified  in  the  Federal  Register  notice. 
An  objection  must  be  in  writing,  specify  the  Service's  permit  application  number,  and 
detail  the  reasons  why  the  individual  believes  the  applicant  does  not  meet  the  criteria 
contained  in  50  CFR  §  13.21  and  §  17.22.    If  the  Service  decides  to  issue  a  permit 
contrary  to  the  objections  received  during  the  comment  period,  the  Service  must  make 
a  reasonable  effort  to  notify  the  objecting  individual(s)  at  least  10  days  before  permit 
issuance.    If  such  notification  would  harm  the  endangered  species  or  population 
involved  or  unduly  hinder  the  proposed  activities  to  be  authorized,  the  Service  may 
reduce  the  time  period  or  dispense  with  such  prior  notification  (50  CFR  §  17.22  (c)(2)]. 
Regardless,  the  Service  must  notify  all  objecting  parties  or  those  individuals  requesting 
copies  of  the  final  notice  of  the  final  action.    If  the  Service  reduced  or  dispensed  with 
the  prior  notification  referred  to  under  50  CFR  §  17.22  (c)(2),  this  additional 
information  must  be  included  in  the  notification  to  the  above  panies  [50  CFR  §  17.22 
(c)(3)]. 

No  such  objection  process  exists  for  threatened  species.    According  to  50  CFR  §  17.32 
(b)(l)(ii),  the  Service  must  publish  a  notice  in  the  Federal  Register  for  each  permit 
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application  to  incidentally  take  a  threatened  species.    This  notice  shall  invite  comment 
from  interested  parties  during  a  30-day  comment  period.    Though  the  Service 
encourages  the  submission  of  "written  data,  views,  or  arguments  wath  respect  to  the 
application,"  the  Service  need  not  address  objections  to  permit  issuance. 

The  duration  of  incidental  take  permits  shall  be  sufficient  in  length  to  assure  that  the 
permittee  will  comply  with  the  mitigation  and  monitoring  measures  in  the  conservation 
plan.    In  determining  the  length  of  a  permit,  the  Service  shall  consider  the  duration  of 
planned  activities  and  the  potential  positive  and  negative  effects  to  listed  species, 
including  the  extent  to  which  the  plan  will  enhance  the  habitat  of  listed  species  and 
increase  their  long-term  survival  (50  CFR  §  17.22  (b)(4)  for  endangered  species  and  50 
CFR  §  17.32  (b)(4)  for  threatened  species].   The  Service  recognizes  that  the  completion 
of  measures  proposed  in  a  conservation  plan  often  takes  a  considerable  amount  of 
time.    Development  proposals,  likewise,  may  extend  over  several  years,  like  habitat 
restoration  and  enhancement  measures  which  will  require  years  of  effort  and  monitoring 
to  confirm  a  successful  result.    To  provide  the  incentives  for  all  parties  to  participate  in 
the  conservation  planning  process,  assurances  must  exist  that  the  Federal  permit  will  be 
available  for  the  life  of  the  conservation  plan.   This  time  period  will  generally  be  of  a 
significantly  longer  duration  than  for  other  permits  (e.g.,  scientific,  enhancement). 
Permits  of  30  years  or  more  duration  may  be  appropriate  to  provide  the  assurances  to 
the  private  sector  and  government  that  long-term  commitments  to  funding,  land  use 
restrictions,  and  habitat  conservation  will  be  maintained. 

CHAPTER  4 

ENVIRONMENTAL  REVIEW  AND  DOCUMENTATION 

Though  not  a  direct  obligation  or  requirement  of  a  permit  applicant,  the  Service  must 
comply  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  (NEPA),  as  amended,  and 
the  regulations  of  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  regarding  the  development, 
evaluation,  and  approval  of  a  conservation  plan.    Because  of  the  impact  of  NEPA  and 
its  regulations  on  the  conservation  planning  process,  the  applicant  should  have  a 
thorough  understanding  of  this  environmental  review  and  documentation  process  and  its 
implications. 

The  purpose  of  NEPA  is  to  foster  a  full  disclosure  of  the  environmental  issues 
surrounding  a  proposed  Federal  action,  encourage  public  involvement  in  planning, 
identify  and  assess  all  reasonable  alternatives,  and  generally  explore  all  practical  means 
to  enhance  the  quality  of  the  human  environment  and  avoid  or  minimize  adverse 
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environmental  impacts  that  may  arise  from  Federal  actions.    NEPA  applies  to  all 
actions  initiated,  or  authorized  by  the  Service  to  carry  out  its  mandates  for  the 
protection  of  the  nation's  fish  and  wildlife  resources.    Consequently,  NEPA  requires 
that  the  Service  conduct  an  environmental  analysis  or  review  of  the  affect  of  any 
incidental  take  permit  and  accompanying  conservation  plan.    This  environmental  review 
is  the  responsibility  of  the  Service,  not  the  conservation  planning  entity  or  future  permit 
applicant.    However,  delegation  of  portions  of  the  NEPA  evaluation  process  is  possible 
(see  below).    Moreover,  such  delegation  likely  will  expedite  permit  review  and  issuance. 

Detailed  descriptions  of  the  requirements  of  NEPA  are  found  in  the  legislation  (42 
use  4321-4347)  and  the  implementing  regulations  at  40  CFR  1500-1508.    Service 
guidelines  for  the  intra-Scrvice,  NEPA  planning  and  documentation  are  found  in  the 
Department  of  Interior  Administrative  Manual  at  30  AM  3. 

NEPA  is  one  of  the  keystone  Federal  environmental  laws,  a  yardstick  against  which  all 
Federal  actions  are  to  be  measured  and  evaluated.    Using  a  systematic  and 
interdisciplinary  approach.  NEPA  requires  all  Federal  agencies  describe  and  evaluate 
their  major  actions  that  significantly  affect  the  quality  of  the  human  environment  by 
means  of  a  detailed,  written  statement  addressing: 

(A)  The  ctrvironmcntal  impact  of  the  proposed  action; 

(B)  Any  adverse  environmental  effects  that  cannot  be  avoided  should  the  proposed 
action  be  implemented; 

(Q     Alternatives  to  the  proposed  action; 

(D)  The  relationship  between  short-term  uses  of  man's  environment  versus  the 
maintenance  and  enhancement  of  long-term  productivity;  and 

(E)  Any  irreversible  and  irretrievable  commitments  of  resources  that  would  be 
irrvolved  in  the  proposed  action  should  it  be  implemented. 

Generally  the  Service  determines  through  an  internal  "scoping"  process  the  appropriate 
course  of  action  relating  to  a  proposed  action  and  NEPA.    If  the  agency  concludes  that 
a  proposed  action  has  no  or  minimal  environmental  impacts,  then  a  "categorical 
exclusion"  is  possible.    Categorical  exclusions,  when  appropriate,  require  no  further 
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environmental  documentation  and,  thus,  end  the  NEPA  review  process.    Conversely,  if  a 
proposed  action  may  have  significant  environmental  effect,  then  the  Service  must  either 
develop  an  "environmental  impact  statement"  (EIS)  or  an  "environmental  assessment" 
(EA).    If  the  preliminary  review  reveals  that  the  proposed  activity  is  a  "major  federal 
action  significantly  affecting  the  quality  of  the  human  environment,"  then  the  Service 
must  prepare  an  EIS.    If  the  Service  believes  that  the  proposed  action  likely  will  not 
have  a  significant  effect,  then  the  Service  must  develop  an  EA.    If  the  EA  confirms  the 
Service's  appraisal,  then  the  Service  will  issue  a  "finding  of  no  significant  impact" 
(FONSI)  and  EA  decision  document,  thus,  ending  the  NEPA  review  process.    However, 
if  the  EA  reveals  that  the  proposed  action  will  have  significant  effect,  the  Service  must 
develop  an  EIS.    The  development  of  an  EIS  requires  the  completion  of  various 
mandatory  steps  (e.g.,  scoping  meetings,  notice  of  intent  published  in  Federal  Register, 
draft  and  final  EIS's)  prior  to  the  final  decision. 

An  EIS  is  the  primary  documentation  of  NEPA  compliance.    This  detailed  document 
requires  extensive  public  involvement  and  review,  and  serves  as  an  aid  in  planning  and 
decisionmaking.    In  addition,  an  EIS  is  a  vehicle  to  1)  gain  public  input  or  facilitate 
interagency  coordination,  2)  simplify  permit  approvals,  and  3)  gain  other  necessary  legal 
clearances,  such  as  compliance  with  State  or  local  environmental  laws.    Service  actions 
often  requiring  the  preparation  of  an  EIS  are  the  acquisition  of  lands  for  a  new,  or 
expanded,  national  wildlife  refuge,  or  the  construction  of  a  new  national  fish  hatchery. 
Like  the  EIS,  the  EA  is  to  be  a  full-disclosure  document  that  addresses,  in  an 
abbreviated  fashion,  the  foregoing  topics. 

The  fact  that  the  Service  is  neither  funded  nor  developed  the  conservation  plan  does 
not  preclude  the  application  of,  and  compliance  with  NEPA.    Final  sanction  of  any 
conservation  plan,  by  issuance  of  the  Federal  permit,  would  allow  other  parties, 
governmental  and  non-governmental,  to  take  actions  that  may  be  construed  as 
significantly  affecting  the  quality  of  the  environment. 

NEPA  should  be  integrated  into  conservation  planning  process  from  the  earliest  stages 
such  that  the  two  processes  run  concurrently,  not  consecutively.    In  this  regard, 
conservation  planners/future  applicants  may  wish  to  consider  the  scheduling  of  an  early, 
public  "scoping  meeting"  to  solicit  public  comments  and  I'nvolvement.    While  NEPA  only 
requires  a  scoping  process  when  an  EIS  must  be  prepared,  scoping  meetings  can  be  a 
useful  tool  assisting  the  development  of  an  EA  as  well.   The  scoping  process  will  foster 
public  scrutiny  and  encourage  comments  from  individu  .Is  and  other  agencies  having 
special  expertise  in  areas  of  concern.    A  scoping  meeting  can  justify  limiting  the  range 
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of  issues  to  be  considered  in  a  NEPA  document  to  those  significant  and  relevant  to  the 
action.    Early  public  involvement,  via  the  NEPA  process,  can  result  in  greater  public 
understanding  and  acceptance  of  the  final  conservation  plan  by  providing  an  early 
opportunity  to  examine  the  objectives  of  the  proposed  action,  fill  information  gaps, 
question  assumptions  and  identify  additional  alternatives. 

NEPA  requires  that  the  major  components  of  the  planning  process  be  documented. 
The  first  step  is  an  identification  of  the  problem  or  underlying  need.   This  identification 
can  usually  be  defined  in  terms  of  the  need  to  protect  and  enhance  endangered  species 
habitats  in  a  plan  area  where  significant  development  threatens  to  alter  or  destroy  those 
habitats.   The  failure  to  take  action  (i.e.,  issue  an  incidental  take  permit  and  implement 
a  conservation  plan)  leaves  the  Service  with  the  option  of  seeking  prosecution  for 
violations  of  Section  9  after  the  damage  to  the  species  (i.e.,  take)  has  occurred.    Little 
to  no  real  protection  and  enhancement  of  listed  species  and  their  habitats  can  be 
effected  in  such  a  scenario. 

The  second  step  is  a  survey  of  alternative  courses  of  action  that  hold  promise  to  satisfy 
the  problems,  needs,  and  objectives.    In  the  conservation  planning  process,  this  step 
must  recognize  the  objectives  of  conservation  of  listed  and  candidate  species,  as  well  as 
human  development.    All  reasonable  alternatives  should  be  considered  including  the  "no 
action"  alternative  (i.e.,  permit  denial).    The  "no  action"  alternative  is  to  be  considered 
as  an  alternate  use  of  the  resources  relative  to  the  proposed  action.    As  regards 
conser\ation  planning,  the  "no  action"  alternative  can  be  addressed  as  the  expected 
course  of  events  in  absence  of  an  approved  plan  and  permit. 

The  analysis  of  alternatives  should  attempt  to  find  other  ways  to  meet  stated  objectives 
while  reducing  or  eliminating  adverse  environmental  impacts.    This  analysis  should 
include  consideration  of  structural  and  non-structural  alternatives.    An  exhaustive  list  of 
alternatives  that  may  warrant  consideration  is  beyond  the  scope  of  these  guidelines. 
However,  leases,  conservation  easements,  memoranda  of  agreement,  property  tax 
incentives,  fee  simple  purchase  of  lands,  and  public  education  programs  in  the  plan 
area  could  be  non-structural  alternative  approaches.    NEPA  documents  must  discuss  all 
alternatives  in  sufficient  detail  to  allow  comparison  of  the  merits  of  each. 

The  third  step  in  NEPA  documentation  is  the  evaluation  of  each  alternative,  including 
the  proposed  action,  for  its  effects  on  the  environment  as  a  whole,  not  just  the  listed, 
proposed,  or  candidate  species.    This  evaluation  must  present  and  analyze  all  significant 
effects,  beneficial  and  adverse,  including  social,  economic,  and  cultural  factors. 
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An  evaluation  of  the  cumulative  effects  of  the  proposed  action  is  particularly  important 
in  conservation  planning  because  the  intent  of  this  process  is  to  consider  a  host  of 
different  activities  (e.g.,  housing  and  highway  construction,  recreational  development, 
habitat  enhancement)  over  a  long  period  of  lime,  affecting  the  entire  plan  area.    NEPA 
defines  cumulative  effects  or  impacts  as  the  impact  on  the  environment  that  results 
from  the  incremental  impact  of  the  proposed  action  together  with  other  past,  present, 
and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  actions  (regardless  of  source  of  these  other  actions) 
in  or  influencing  the  plan  area. 

Many  states  and  some  foreign  countries  have  enacted  "mini-NEPA"  laws  (e.g.,  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act  which  preceded  NEPA)  that  parallel  and  expand  the 
environmenul  requirements  at  the  State  or  local  level.    In  such  situations,  early 
identification  of  local  requirements  should  be  considered  by  applicants.    The  Service  will 
cooperate  to  the  fullest  extent  possible  to  reduce  duplication  between  NEPA  and  State 
and  local  requirements  for  environmental  documentation.   This  cooperation  includes 
joint  conduct  of  planning,  environmental  research,  scoping,  or  other  public  meetings, 
and  document  preparation. 

Because  of  the  need  for  the  Service  to  budget  the  development  of  NEPA  documents 
months  to  years  in  advance,  the  Service  often  has  no  funds  available  for  the 
preparation  of  NEPA  compliance  documents  for  proposed  conservation  plans.    This 
funding  shortage  can  be  particularly  acute  when  the  Service  must  complete  an  EIS  or 
several  conservation  planning  efforts  are  underway  simultaneously.    For  this  reason  the 
procedural  aspects  of  document  preparation  may  be  delegated  to  permit  applicants 
(e.g.,  local  or  State  agencies  or  individuals).    However,  in  such  cases  the  Service  would 
provide  guidance  and  participate  in  the  preparation  of  the  NEPA  documents  to  ensure 
compliance  with  NEPA.    The  Service  would  make  an  independent  evaluation  of  the 
quality  of  the  NEPA  document  and  would  remain  ultimately  responsible  for  its  content, 
scope,  and  objectivity,  because  the  documents  remains  the  Service's  decisionmaking 
document. 

The  flowcharts  in  the  Appendix  depict  the  Service's  NEPA  process.    Phase  I  (see 
Appendix)  involves  the  early  stages  of  NEPA  planning  preceding  the  decision  on  the 
appropriate  course  of  NEPA  documentation.    Phase  II  displays  the  sequence  of  events 
in  the  preparation  of  the  NEPA  document  selected  in  Phase  I. 

DEFINITIONS 
categorical  exclusion 

a  category  of  actions  that  do  not  individually  or  cumulatively  have  a  significant 
effect  on  the  human  environment  and  have  been  found  to  have  no  such  effect  in 
procedures  adopted  by  a  Federal  agency  pursuant  to  NEPA 
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conservation  easement 

a  legal  agreement  made  by  a  property  owner  to  restrict  the  type  and  amount  of 
development  that  may  occur  on  the  subject  property  (Bamett  1988) 

conservation  plan 

a  comprehensive,  planning  document  that  is  a  mandatory  component  of  an 
incidental  take  permit  pursuant  to  Section  10(a)  of  the  Act,  the  necessary 
elements  of  which  are  addressed  in  Chapter  2 

conservation  plan  area 

lands,  and  other  areas,  encompassed  by  boundaries  established  to  demarcate  the 
effective  area  of  the  conservation  plan  and  incidental  take  permit 

cumulative  impact  or  effect 

the  incremental  environmental  impact  or  effect  of  the  action  together  with 
impacts  of  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  actions  (regardless  of 
source  of  these  other  actions) 

de-list 

to  remove  from  the  list  of  endangered  and  threatened  species  (50  CFR  §  17.11 
and  §  17.12)  because  such  species  no  longer  meets  requirements  for  listing  (i.e., 
extinct,  recovered) 

development  area 

those  portions  of  the  plan  area  that  are  proposed  for,  or  are  anticipated  to  be, 
developed 

down-list 

to  reclassify  an  endangered  species  to  a  threatened  species 

effect  or  impact 

a  direct  result  or  effect,  which  is  caused  by  the  action  and  occurs  at  the  same 
time  and  place,  and  indirect  result  or  effect,  which  is  caused  by  the  action  at  a 
later  time  or  in  a  different  place  and  reasonably  foreseeable 

endangered  species 

"any  species  (including  subspecies]  which  is  in  danger  of  extinction  throughout  all 
or  a  significant  portion  of  its  range"  [Section  3(6)  of  Act] 

Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973  (Act)  ^ 

16  U.S.C.  1513-1543;  the  Federal  law  that  repealed  most  of  the  Endangered 
Species  Conservation  Act  of  1969,  which  replaced  the  Endangered  Species 
Preservation  Act  of  1966 

environmental  assessment  (EA) 

a  concise,  public  document  prepared  in  compliance  with  NfEPA,  which  briefly 
discusses  the  need  for  an  action  and  alternatives  to  such  action  and  provides 
sufficient  evidence  and  analysis  to  determine  whether  to  prepare  an  environmental 
impact  statement  or  finding  of  no  significant  impact 

environmental  impact  statement  (EIS) 

a  detailed  written  statement,  required  by  Section  102(2)(C)  of  NEPA,  analyzing 
the  environmental  impacts  of  a  proposed  action,  adverse  effects  that  cannot  be 
avoided,  alternative  courses  of  action,  short-term  uses  of  the  environment  versus 
the  maintenance  and  enhancement  of  long-term  productivity,  and  any  irreversible 
and  irretrievable  commitment  of  resources 
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finding  of  no  significant  impact  (FONSI) 

a  document  prepared  in  compliance  with  NEPA,  usually  supported  by  an  EA,  that 
briefiy  presents  why  a  Federal  action  will  not  have  a  significant  effect  on  the 
human  environment  and  for  which  an  EIS,  therefore,  will  not  be  prepared 

habitat 

location  where  a  particular  taxon  of  plant  or  animal  lives  and  its  surroundings, 
both  living  and  non-living;  implies  the  presence  of  a  group  of  particular 
environmental  conditions  surrounding  an  organism  including  air,  water,  soil, 
mineral  elements,  moisture,  temperature  and  topography 

habitat  conservation  plan  (HCP) 
see  "conservation  plan" 

incidental  take 

"take"  of  any  federally  listed,  wildlife  species  that  is  not  the  purpose  of  otherwise 
lawful  activities  (see  "take");  violation  of  Section  9  (a)(1)(B)  of  the  Act 

incidental  take  permit 

Federal  exemption  to  violation  of  Section  9  of  the  Act  issued  pursuant  to  Section 
10(a)(1)(B)  of  the  Act 

listed  species 

species,  including  subspecies,  of  fish,  wildlife,  or  plants  listed  at    50  CFR  §  17.11 
and  S  17.12  as  either  endangered  or  threatened 

mitigation 

to  moderate,  reduce,  alleviate  the  impacts  of  a  proposed  activity;  includes,  in 
order:  a)  avoiding  the  impact  by  not  taking  a  certain  action  or  parts  of  an  action; 
b)    minimizing  impacts  by  limiting  the  degree  or  magnitude  of  the  action  and  its 
implementation;  c)    rectifying  the  impact  by  repairing,  rehabilitating,  or  restoring 
the  affected  environment;  d)    reducing  or  eliminating  the  impact  over  time  by 
preservation  and  maintenance  operations  during  the  life  of  the  action;  e) 
compensating  for  the  impact  by  replacing  or  providing  substitute  resources  or 
environments 

National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (^fEPA) 

Federal  legislation  establishing  the  nation  policy  that  environmental  impacts  will 
be  evaluated  as  an  integral  part  of  any  major  Federal  action  (requires  the 
preparation  of  an  EIS  for  all  major  Federal  actions  significantly  affecting  the 
quality  of  the  human  environment) 

plan  area 

see  "conservation  plan  area" 

Section  9 

that  section  of  the  Act  prohibiting  the  "take"  of  any  listed  species  without  specific 
authorization  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (see  "take") 

Section  10(a) 

that  section  of  the  Act  of  providing  for  selected  and  limited  exceptions  to  the 
prohibitions  of  Section  9  of  the  Act  (see  "incidental  take") 

species 

a  group  of  interbreeding  individuals  living  together  in  a  similar  environment  in  a 
given  region  under  similar  ecological  relationships;  "includes  any  subspecies  of  fish 
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or  wildlife  or  plants,  and  any  distinct  population  segment  of  any  species  of 
vertebrate  fish  or  wildlife  which  interbreeds  when  mature"  (Act);  "group  of 
organisms  judged  by  taxonomists  (by  diverse  criteria)  to  be  worthy  of  formal 
recognition  as  a  distinct  kind"  (Ehrlich  and  Holm,  1963) 

species  of  concern 

species,  including  subspecies,  of  fish,  wildlife  or  plants  other  than  federally  listed 
species' (e.g.,  proposed,  candidate.  State-listed)  occurring  in  the  plan  area  that  may 
be  affected  by  a  conseivation  plan  and  incidental  take  permit  development 

steering  committee 

group  or  panel  of  individuals  representing  the  potentially  affected  interests, 
including  the  affected  agencies  and  interested  public,  in  the  plan  area  to  evaluate 
the  course  of  planning,  make  recommendations  about  appropriate  plan(s),  and 
communicate  progress  to  their  larger  constituencies 

take 

"to  harass,  harm,  pursue,  hunt,  shoot,  wound,  kill,  trap,  capture,  or  collect,  or  to 
attempt  to  engage  in  any  such  conduct"  with  regard  to  federally  listed,  endangered 
species  of  v^ildlife  [Section  3(19)  of  the  Act].    Regulations  have  broaden  this 
definition  to  include  federally  listed,  threatened  species  of  wildlife.    "Hann"  is 
further  defined  as  an  act  that  kills  or  injures  such  species.    Such  an  act  may 
include  significant  habitat  modification  or  degradation  where  it  kills  or  injures 
wildlife  by  significantly  impairing  essential  breeding  patterns,  including  breeding, 
feeding,  or  shelter  (50  CFR  §  17.3).    A  recent  ruling  by  the  Ninth  Circuit  Court 
confirmed  a  district  court's  finding  that  habitat  degradation  that  could  rrsult  in 
extinction  is  harm  (Palila  v.  Hawaii  Department  of  Natural  Resources).    The 
circuit  court  did  not  rule  on  whether  habitat  degradation  that  prevents  recovery 
alone  is  also  harm. 

threatened  species 

"any  species  (including  subspecies]  which  is  likely  to  become  an  endangered 
species  uithin  the  foreseeable  future  throughout  all  or  a  significant  ponion  of  its 
range"  [Section  3(20)  of  Act) 

Question:      I  have  heard  a  great  deal  about  multi-species  HCPs.  Please  provide 
any  guidance  infonnation  being  used  by  the  agency  to  negotiate  mtilti-specics  HCPs. 

Answer        Multi-species  HCPs  are  an  effective  way  to  establish  broad-based 
conservation  programs  that  result  in  numerous  benefits  for  all  concerned.   Such 
HCPs:   1)  provide  long-term  planning  assurances  to  the  permittee  and  the 
government;  2)  bring  a  broad  range  of  activities  under  the  permit's  legal  protection; 
3)  can  reduce  the  economic  burdens  of  the  conservation  program  on  landowmers  by 
distributing  their  impacts;  4)  maximize  options  and  flexibility  in  developing 
mitigation  programs;  5)  reduce  uncoordinated  decision  making,  which  can  result  in 
incremental  habitat  losses  and  duplicative  project  review;  6)  provide  a  means  of 
protecting  candidate  species  and  even  to  preclude  their  listing;  and  7)  in  general, 
reduce  the  regulatory  burden  of  Endangered  Species  Act  compliance  for  all  affected 
participants.  Multi-species  HCPs,  because  they  affect  large  planning  areas,  numerous 
landowners,  and  numerous  land  use  activities,  can  be  more  difficult  to  bring  all 
parties  to  consensus  on  the  habitat  conservation  plan  and  its  implementation. 
Multi-species  HCPs  are  addressed  in  the  attached  draft  guidance  and  to  a  greater 
extent  in  the  revision  which  should  be  available  soon. 

CHILDREN  IN  TIMBER  COUNTRY 

Mr.  Secretary,  a  constituent  of  mine  from  Ilwaco  recently  wrote  me  a  letter  stating 
the  following: 
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Over  33,000  school  children  in  Mason,  Lewis,  Grays  Harbor  and  North  Pacific 
County  have  been  hurt  by  Federal  changes  in  timber  harvesting  policies.  The 
administration  plan  has  workers  and  their  families  as  the  first  priority  for 
help.  The  facts  are  there  has  been  no  help  for  the  families  and  children  are 
suffering.  The  problems  of  abuse,  neglect,  lack  of  proper  nutrition  and  jobs 
for  teenagers,  whose  parents  are  unemployed,  and  who  need  money  so  they 
can  stay  in  school. 

The  Federal  plan  has  focused  on  retraining  adults  for  jobs.  That's  all  well  and 
good  but  months  stretch  into  years  while  the  adults  are  in  re-training  and  the 
children  suffer. 

Since  last  September,  representatives  of  school  districts  in  these  counties  have  met 
regularly  to  address  the  educational  crisis  in  these  depressed  communities. 
Recently,  I  met  with  a  number  of  school  superintendents  in  the  town  of  Morton  to 
discuss  the  impact  that  changes  in  Federal  environmental  policy  is  having  on  the 
educational  opportunities  and  future  of  children  in  these  communities.  They  have 
developed  five  specific  recommendations  for  Federal  assistance  that  would: 

1.  Implement  In-School  Social  Worker  Services; 

2.  Implement  the  K-12  Occupational  and  Career  Transition  Program; 

3.  Implement  Community  Based  Skill  Centers; 

4.  Expand  Existing  Nutrition  Education  Program;  and 

5.  Expand  Youth  JTPA  Jobs; 

Although  I  will  focus  my  efforts  to  assist  these  school  districts  and  school  children 
in  the  Appropriation  Subcommittee  on  Labor,  Health  and  Human  Services,  and 
Education,  I  would  like  to  ask  for  your  review  of  this  proposal  as  it  relates  to  Federal 
timber  policy  and  receive  the  Administration's  commitment  to  work  together  on 
the  desperate  needs  of  these  children  who  are  at  risk.  These  children  MUST  be  our 
first  priority. 

Question:      Mr.  Secretary,  can  the  children  and  families  of  these  timber  counties 
count  on  your  support  and  cooperation  with  other  Federal  agencies  in  pursuing 
their  goals  for  a  stronger  future? 

Answer:        Absolutely.  This  is  the  area  where  everyone  agrees.  The 
Department's  policies  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  are  dictated  on  the  principle  that  we 
have  to  take  action  to  end  this  stalemate  between  economic  interests  and 
conservationists.   If  proper  planning  is  done  and  certain  precautions  are  taken, 
timber  production  and  other  development  activities  can  begin  again  without 
severely  affecting  wildlife.  This  is  a  model  for  the  rest  of  the  country.  If  we  can  find 
ways  to  address  entire  landscapes,  rather  than  individual  species,  and  develop  plans 
for  land  management  that  allow  development  to  proceed  without  undue 
interference  because  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  we  will  have  greater  economic 
viability  for  all  families  and  their  children. 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  MARK  HATFIELD 
FOREST  PLAN  IMPLEMENTATION 

Secretary  Babbitt,  in  March  you  testified  in  front  of  the  Energy  and  Natural 
Resources  Committee  regarding  the  Pacific  Northwest  Forest  Plan.  You  may  recall 
that  during  the  hearing  we  discussed  the  funding  needs  for  the  Forest  Plan  (Option 
9).  Since  the  hearing,  additional  information  has  been  obtained  to  try  to  get  a  better 
understanding  of  the  Forest  Plan  Implementation  funding  needs. 
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In  looking  at  the  information  supplied  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  I  see  that 
budget  requests  do  not  provide  complete  funding  to  implement  the  President's 
Option  9  Plan.  The  FY  1995  Department  request  contains  $74  million  of  the  total 
$162  million  need.  This  is  a  $88  million  shortfall  for  FY  1995.   When  combined  with 
the  $97  million  shortfall  for  FY  1994,  the  unfunded  needs  total  $185  million  (64 
percent)  of  the  total  identified  needs. 

One  cannot  talk  about  Forest  Plan  implementation  without  considering  the  Forest 
Service  funding  requirements  also.  The  Forest  Service's  unfunded  needs  for  FY 
1994  and  1995  are  $158  million,  bringing  the  total  need  to  $365  million.  This  puts 
the  Administration  66  percent  short  of  what  the  agencies  have  identified  for 
Option  9. 

Question:       Would  you  please  tell  us  what  FY  1994  and  FY  1995  activities  would 
go  unfunded? 

Answer:         The  Department  believes  that  the  funding  currently  set  aside  for 
implementation  of  the  Forest  Plan  in  the  FY  1995  President's  Budget  is  fully 
adequate  to  go  forward  with  implementation.   The  Department  of  the  Interior  will 
continue  to  fund  the  highest  priority  needs  in  its  budget  requests. 

Question:       How  do  you  intend  to  implement  Option  9  without  the  necessary 
funds? 

Answer:         The  Department  believes  that  the  funding  currently  set  aside  for 
implementation  of  the  Forest  Plan  in  the  FY  1995  President's  Budget  is  fully 
adequate  to  go  forward  with  implementation  of  the  Forest  Plan  Record  of  Decision. 
Any  additional  funding  that  may  be  made  available  would  affect  the  rate  of 
implementation,  not  its  success. 

Question:       Interagency  Coordination  is  identified  as  a  $29  million  need. 
However,  only  $2  million  is  requested  in  the  FY  1995  budget  proposal.  The 
additional  $27  million  is  needed  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS).  Please 
explain  what  is  currently  being  done.  Why  does  FWS  require  an  additional  $27 
million? 

Answer:        The  first  portion  of  FY  1994  has  been  dedicated  to  completing 
necessary  ground  work  in  preparation  of  the  completion  of  the  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  and  signing  of  the  Record  of  Decision.    Steps 
taken  include: 

1)  Establishing  interagency  guidelines  by  defining  protocols  for  activities 
such  as  watershed  analysis,  watershed  restoration. 

2)  Setting  up  the  Regional  Interagency  Executive  Committee  (REIC),  the 
Regional  Ecosystem  Office  (REO),  the  community  Economic 
Revitalization  Planning  Teams,  and  the  Office  of  Forestry  and  Economic 
Development. 

3)  Planning  on  a  regional  basis;  the  Forest  Service  and  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  (BLM)  have  harmonized  their  Resource  Management  Plans, 
and  agencies  have  developed  common  standards. 

The  FWS  does  not  require  an  additional  $27.0  million  for  interagency  coordination. 
The  highest  priority  work  will  be  accomplished  with  the  funding  included  in  the 
President's  budget  request. 
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Question:       Of  the  $30  million  requested  for  Interior's  Jobs  in  the  Woods 
program,  $10  million  is  for  FWS.  Please  describe  the  work  that  would  be  performed 
with  these  funds. 

Answer:         The  $10.0  million  for  FWS  Jobs  in  the  Woods  would  provide 
employment  opportunities  on  private  lands  working  on  ecosystem  restoration 
projects.   This  work  would  include  projects  like  road  closures,  streamside 
rehabilitations,  the  construction  of  weirs  and  fish  structures,  and  other 
improvements. 

Question:       The  Forest  Service  and  BLM  are  the  land  managing  agencies  which 
must  implement  the  Forest  Plan.  Of  the  $176  million  requested,  FWS  is  proposed  to 
receive  $23  million.   What  do  you  see  as  the  FWS  role  in  Forest  Plan 
implementation? 

Answer:         The  FWS  provides  critical  endangered  species  consultation  and 
recovery  efforts  for  the  Forest  Plan.    For  instance,  FWS  provides  consultation 
assistance  to  the  timber  industry  and  states  because  of  increased  activity  in  the 
physiographic  provinces  occupied  by  the  northern  spotted  owl.   The  FWS  will  also 
offer  employment  opportunities  on  non-Federal  lands  working  on  ecosystem 
restoration  projects  as  part  of  the  Jobs  in  the  Woods  initiative. 

Last  July  the  Administration  indicated  there  would  be  approximately  two  billion 
board  feet  of  timber  sales  sold  in  Oregon,  Washington,  and  Northern  California  by 
winter.  Additional  lawsuits  delayed  these  sales.  The  level  of  timber  sales  and 
movement  of  timber  remain  uncertain.   Modifications  to  the  Plan  have  continued 
to  eat  away  at  the  anticipated  volume  of  timber,  taking  the  "Probable  Sale  Quantity" 
down  to  one  billion  board  feet.  Mills  continue  to  close.  More  people  continue  to  go 
on  unemployment  rolls.  And,  the  demand  for  forest  products  increases. 

Question:       How  will  the  Administration  move  the  few  timber  sales  promised 
under  the  President's  "Option  9"  Plan  to  the  mills? 

Answer:         The  BLM  is  currently  preparing  sale  plans  and  expects  to  offer  12 
million  board  feet  (MMBF)  for  the  remainder  of  FY  1994  and  130  MMBF  in  FY  1995. 

Question:       If  all  injunctions  were  lifted  by  Judge  Dwyer  at  the  end  of  this 
month,  how  much  volume  will  be  offered  in  FY  1994?  In  FY  1995? 

Answer:         The  Judge  Dwyer  injunction  does  not  affect  BLM.   The  BLM  was 
enjoined  under  two  separate  injunctions  (Portland  Audubon  Society  v.  Lujan  and 
Lane  County  Audubon  Society  v.  Jamison)."  The  BLM  has  since  satisfied  the 
judgment  in  both  cases.   The  probable  sale  quantity  for  FY  1994  and  FY  1995  are 
shown  below. 


Estima 

led  BLM  Western  Oregon 

Timber  Sales 

FY  1994 

FY  1995 

Estimated  Volume 

Estimated  Volume 

(MMBF) 

(MMBF) 

Timber  sales* 

New  "green "  sales 

(includes  thinning) 

?0 

130 

Section  318  sales 
Total  sales 

56 

.- 

86 

130 

Includes  O&C,  Coos  Bay  Wagon  Road,  and  Public  Domain  lands. 

Question:       How  do  the  pending  suits  affect  what  the  timber  sales  if  Judge 
Dwyer  lifts  the  injunction? 
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Answer:  The  BLM  does  not  anticipate  a  change  in  the  volume  projections 
shown  above  unless  there  are  new  injunctions  imposed  by  the  court  as  a  result  of 
the  pending  suits. 

Question:       Pipeline  figures  continue  to  dwindle.  How  much  timber  is 
currently  in  the  pipeline?  How  much  volume  did  you  have  prepared  at  the 
beginning  of  FY  1994?  How  much  volume  do  you  expect  to  have  prepared  at  the 
beginning  of  FY  1995?  How  much  of  this  FY  1995  will  be  carryover  volume  from 
1994? 

Answer:         The  BLM  currently  has  160  MMBF  of  unyarded  volume  under 
contract.   The  BLM  did  not  have  any  volume  prepared  for  offering  at  the  beginning 
of  FY  1994  but  expects  to  have  a  portion  of  the  130  MMBF  planned  for  offering  in  FY 
1995  prepared  at  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year.   None  of  the  volume  would  be 
carryover  volume. 

Question:       How  much  on-lhe-shelf  volume  will  have  to  be  reworked  to  meet 
new  endangered  species  management  requirements? 

Answer:         The  BLM  is  not  aware  of  any  "new"  endangered  species 
requirements.   They  do  have  some  sold,  unawarded  sales  which  will  need  to  be 
revised  in  order  to  comply  with  the  Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA)  requirements 
prior  to  award.   The  BLM  currently  has  68  MMBF  of  sold,  unawarded  Section  318 
sales.   It  is  estimated  that  after  these  sales  are  adjusted  to  meet  ESA  requirements, 
the  remaining  volume  will  be  approximately  15  MMBF.    In  addition,  the  BLM  also 
has  113  MMBF  of  sold,  unawarded  non-Section  318  volume.   These  sales  will  be 
revised  for  ESA  requirements  and  must  also  meet  the  new  Forest  Plan.    It  is 
estimated  that  the  remaining  volume  will  be  approximately  20  MMBF. 

Question:       When  does  the  Administration  expect  to  have  the  promised  stable 
flow  of  timber  from  the  Northwest  National  Forests? 

Answer:         As  stated  in  the  Record  of  Decision  for  the  new  Forest  Plan,  there 
will  be  a  transition  period  necessary  before  full  implementation  can  be  achieved. 
The  BLM  would  expect  to  reach  full  implementation  within  three  years.    However, 
although  the  Potential  Sale  Quantity  (PSQ)  under  the  current  plan  is  estimated  to  be 
about  200  MMBF  (from  BLM)  per  year,  the  PSQ  does  not  necessarily  equate  with 
sustained,  stable,  or  guaranteed  volume  of  flow.   Rather,  the  PSQ  represents  a 
potential  harvest  when  no  other  conflicts  arise  during  the  environmental 
assessment  process.    Annual  volume  flows  from  Oregon  and  California  lands 
during  the  next  few  years  are  more  likely  to  be  sporadic  than  stable,  even  flows. 


OPTION  9 

If  you'll  indulge  me,  I  would  like  to  recount  a  bit  of  recent  land  management 
planning  history.  On  page  13  of  your  "Standards  and  Guidelines"  document  for  the 
Option  9  Record  of  Decision,  the  Administration  states: 

Timber  sales  awarded  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  Record  of  Decision  are 
not  altered  by  this  Record  of  Decision.  At  the  time  they  were  awarded,  these 
timber  sales  were  consistent  with  the  planning  documents  then  in  effect, 
complied  with  the  Endangered  Species  Act  and  other  laws,  and  the 
environmental  effects  of  these  sales  were  considered  as  part  of  the  baseline  for 
the  biological  opinion  for  the  Final  EIS. 

In  addition,  on  page  3  of  the  Biological  Opinion  for  Option  9,  which  appears  in 
Appendix  G  of  the  Final  EIS,  the  Administration  states: 
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It  is  the  biological  opinion  of  the  [Fish  and  Wildlife]  Service  that  the  adoption 
of  [Option]  9...is  not  likely  to  jeopardize  the  continued  existence  of  any  listed 
species,  or  result  in  the  destruction  or  adverse  modification  of  any  designated 
critical  habitat  for  those  listed  species. 

Let  me  simplify  this  for  all  the  non-bureaucrats  in  our  audience:  The 
Administration  issued  the  Biological  Opinion  for  Option  9  based  on  the  assumption 
that  all  timber  sales  awarded  prior  to  now  would  be  harvested  and  would  not 
jeopardize  the  continued  existence  of  any  listed  species,  including  the  marbled 
murrelet. 

Nevertheless,  last  week  FWS  ruled  that  76  timber  sales  sold  prior  to  1991,  would 
"jeopardize"  the  continued  existence  of  the  marbled  murrelet  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest.  Thirty-three  of  these  76  sales  have  been  canceled  entirely  by  FWS  and  43 
will  be  modified  to  better  meet  the  habitat  needs  of  the  murrelet. 

Question:      It  seems  to  me  that  the  FWS  actions  in  canceling  the  76  murrelet 
sales  is  inconsistent  with  the  Administration's  findings  in  their  own  Biological 
Opinion  and  EIS  for  Option  9.  Why  has  FWS  decided  to  go  back  and  cancel  and/or 
modify  these  76  previously  sold  and  awarded  sales? 

Answer:         The  question  cites  page  3  of  the  FWS  biological  opinion  on 
Alternative  9  (Appendix  G  of  the  Final  EIS),  in  which  FWS  concludes  that  adoption 
of  Alternative  9  is  not  likely  to  jeopardize  the  continued  existence  of  any  listed 
species.    However,  immediately  following  on  page  4  of  the  opinion,  FWS  lists  six 
assumptions  used  in  the  development  of  this  opinion.    Assumption  No.  6  states: 

"Federal  actions  such  as  already  planned  timber  sales,  which  are  still  in  the 
process  of  section  7  consultation,  have  not  been  included  within  the 
environmental  baseline  and  have  not  been  analyzed  in  this  opinion  for  their 
impacts  to  listed  species  or  to  designated  critical  habitat."   (emphasis  added) 

Before  signing  the  Record  of  Decision  on  April  13,  1994,  FWS  had  completed 
consultation  regarding  spotted  owls  and  spotted  owl  critical  habitat  for  all  section 
318  sales.   However,  FWS  was  concurrently  engaged  in  separate  section  7 
consultation  with  the  Forest  Service  regarding  marbled  murrelets;  the  final 
biological  opinion  addressing  the  effects  of  these  76  timber  sales  on  marbled 
murrelets  was  signed  on  May  11,  1994.   Therefore,  as  assumption  No.  6  implies,  the 
effects  of  the  section  318  timber  sales  were  not  considered  for  marbled  murrelets  in 
the  FWS  biological  opinion  on  Alternative  9.   The  FWS  did  not  "go  back  and 
cancel"  these  sales.    Rather,  the  sales  had  not  yet  been  fully  evaluated  because 
consultation  with  FWS  was  not  completed  by  the  time  the  Record  of  Decision  was 
signed.    The  FWS  biological  opinion  on  Alternative  9  and  the  opinion  on  the  effects 
of  the  remaining  section  318  timber  sales  on  murrelets  are  consistent. 

Question:      What  is  the  justification  for  doing  so,  scientific  or  otherwise? 

Answer:         The  FWS  biological  opinions  are  based  upon  the  best  scientific  and 
commercial  information,  as  required  by  the  Endangered  Species  Act.   The  opinion 
on  Alternative  9  considered  the  existing  environmental  baseline  for  marbled 
murrelets,  which  did  not  include  the  harvest  of  the  remaining  section  318  sales. 
The  specific  reasons  for  the  jeopardy  determination  in  the  section  318  biological 
opinion  are  described  in  detail  in  the  text  of  the  opinion.    In  sum,  marbled 
murrelets  were  jeopardized  by  the  proposed  timber  sales  because  of  a  high 
likelihood  of  increased  mortality  and  habitat  loss  in  the  remaining  high- 
concentration  areas  within  the  species'  range  in  Washington  and  Oregon.    The  best 
available  information  indicates  that  the  listed  murrelet  population  is  experiencing  a 
serious  decline  and  is  threatened  with  extinction.    In  all  likelihood,  harvest  of  these 
sales  would  accelerate  this  decline. 
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Question:       How  do  you  reconcile  the  actions  of  FWS  with  the  statements  made 
in  the  Biological  Opinion  and  EIS? 

Answer:         The  separate  opinions  rendered  regarding  Alternative  9  and  the 
section  318  sales,  respectively,  are  consistent.   The  Alternative  9  opinion  addressed 
all  listed  species  occurring  within  the  range  of  the  northern  spotted  owl.   The 
environmental  baseline  for  all  these  species  did  not  include  actions  that  were 
concurrently  undergoing  section  7  consultation.   Consultation  for  the  spotted  owl 
and  spotted  owl  critical  habitat  had  been  completed  for  the  76  timber  sales,  but 
consultation  had  not  been  completed  for  murrelets  at  the  time  that  Alternative  9 
was  prepared  and  evaluated  by  FWS.  As  a  result,  the  effects  of  the  76  sales  were  not 
included  as  part  of  the  baseline  when  FWS  evaluated  the  impacts  of  Alternative  9. 
The  murrelet  was  listed  as  a  threatened  species  several  years  after  the  spotted  owl, 
thus  explaining  why  FWS  concluded  consultation  on  the  owl  earlier  than  the 
murrelet. 

In  July  of  1993,  the  Administration  promised  to  deliver  2.2  billion  board  feel  of 
timber  sales  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  before  the  end  of  1993.  Obviously,  these  sales 
did  not  materialize.  Since  that  time,  the  Administration  has  expended  considerable 
political  capital  to  secure  an  agreement  with  the  environmental  plaintiffs  in  the 
Dwyer  case  to  release  24  timber  sales  amounting  to  about  31  million  board  feet  of 
timber. 

Question:      Could  you  give  the  Committee  a  report  on  the  status  of  these  24 
sales? 

Answer:         The  Forest  Service  has  awarded  23  of  the  24  sales.  One  sale  (0.05 
million  board  feet)  did  not  receive  any  bids. 

Question:      In  addition  to  these  sales,  what  exact  volume  of  new  timber  sales 
can  we  expect  from  both  BLM  and  Forest  Service  lands  in  Region  6  in  1994? 

Answer:         The  volume  of  new  timber  sales  expected  is  as  follows: 

Estimate  of  Timber  Sales  in  1994 


BLM  Timber  Sales  * 

New  "green"  sales  (includes  thinning) 

Section  318  sales 
Total  BLM  sales 

Timber  harvest  ** 

Forest  Service  Timber  Sales 

New  "green"  sales  -  "Owl  Forests"  only 
(includes  thinning) 


FY  1994  Est.  Volume 
(MMBR 

30 
56 


86 


134 


270-330 


•     Includes  O&C,  Coos  Bay  Wagon  Road,  and  Public  Domain  lands. 
*  *    includes  volume  under  contract. 


Question:      What  volume  of  new  sales  can  we  expect  for  the  next  three  years? 

Answer:        The  volume  of  new  sales  expected  for  the  next  three  years  is  as 
follows: 


1207 


Estimate  of  Probable  Sales  Quantity    FY  1994  -  1997 


BLM  Timber  Sales  * 

New  "green"  sales  (includes  thinning) 
Section  318  sales 
Total  BLM  sales 

Forest  Service  Timber  Sales 


FY  1994 

FY  1995 

FY  1996 

FY  1997 

Est. 

Est. 

Est. 

Est. 

Volume 

Volume 

Volimte 

Volume 

(MMBF) 

(MMBF) 

(MMBR 

(MMBF) 

30 

130 

200-240 

200-240 

56 

86 

130 

200-240 

200-240 

New  "green"  sales  -  "Owl  Forests"  only 
(includes  thinning) 


270-330       400-470      545-600 
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Includes  O&C,  Coos  Day  Wagon  Road,  and  Public  Domain  lands. 

In  March,  Judge  Thomas  Penf  ield  Jackson  of  the  D.C.  District  Court  ruled  that 
Option  9  was  in  violation  of  the  Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act.  In  fact,  in  his 
ruling  Jackson  outlined  10  different  violations  of  the  law  in  question. 

Question:       Given  that  the  President  and  the  Administration  have  committed 
to  following  all  existing  laws  when  developing  Option  9,  how  do  you  reconcile  what 
appears  to  be  a  gross  violation  of  Federal  open-meeting  laws? 

Answer:        The  President  and  Administration  are  committed  to  following  ail 
existing  laws  regarding  Option  9  of  the  Forest  Plan. 

Given  the  concerns  raised  within  the  Departments  of  the  Interior  and  Agriculture 
and  by  Judge  Jackson,  there  will  be  no  further  meetings  with  non-Federal  persons 
until  the  13  advisory  committees  are  established  pursuant  to  the  FACA. 

The  Regional  Interagency  Executive  Committee  (RIEC)  will  consist  of  Federal 
representatives  and  be  advised  by  a  committee  of  Federal,  state,  and  tribal 
representatives.    The  12  Provisional  Interagency  Executive  Committees  -  one  for 
each  physiographic  province  -  each  will  be  advised  by  a  committee  with  Federal, 
state,  tribal,  county,  and  other  representatives,  depending  on  the  characteristics  of 
the  province. 

The  charters  for  these  groups  are  under  final  review  within  the  Administration. 

In  addition  to  what  appears  to  be  a  failure  to  follow  FACA,  the  multiple  use 
mandates  set  forth  by  Congress  in  the  O&C  Act  of  1937  also  seem  to  have  been 
ignored  in  Option  9,  as  shown  by  the  significant  reserve  areas  and  reduced  timber 
harvest  mandated  for  Western  Oregon  BLMlands. 

Question:       Did  the  Administration  pick  and  choose  what  laws  they  would 
follow  in  the  development  of  Option  9? 

Answer:         The  Department  believes  it  was  in  compliance  with  the  O&C  Act  of 
1937. 

Question:      If  so,  what  was  the  justification  for  strictly  following  some  laws  but 
not  others? 

Answer:        The  Department  believes  that  it  made  a  good  faith  effort  to  comply 
with  all  relevant  laws  when  developing  Option  9. 

ECOSYSTEM  MANAGEMENT  OFHCE 

Question:      An  ecosystem  office  has  been  established  for  Forest  Plan 
implementation.  Did  Congress  provide  FY  1994  funds  for  this  new  organization? 
What  is  the  total  cost  of  the  Ecosystem  Management  office?  Who  is  paying  the  bill? 
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Answer:         The  Regional  Ecosystem  Management  Office  has  been  funded  by  the 
participating  agencies  for  FY  1994.  Total  FY  1994  budgeted  costs  for  this  office  are 
estimated  at  $0.94  million. 

Question:       What  are  the  FY  1995  funding  needs  for  the  Ecosystem  Management 
Office? 

Answer:         Very  preliminary  FY  1995  cost  estimates  for  the  Regional  Ecosystem 
Management  Office  total  $0.5  million. 

Question:       How  does  this  new  organization  fit  into  the  streamlining  and 
downsizing  efforts  for  the  Departments  of  Agriculture  and  the  Interior? 

Answer:        The  office  supports  our  streamlining  efforts  in  that  the  Pacific 
Northwest  is  being  managed  as  an  ecosystem,  with  inter-jurisdictional  lines  being 
blurred.  Joint  budgets  are  being  developed,  close  cooperation  is  being  fostered,  and 
teamwork  is  the  rule  of  the  day. 

Question:      How  many  years  will  this  coordinating  organization  be  in  place? 
What  is  the  anticipated  cost  for  each  of  these  years? 

Answer:         For  planning  purposes,  the  budget  assumes  the  office  will  be  in 
place  through  FY  1998  and  the  budget  assumes  costs  of  $0.5  million  for  each  of  the 
outyears. 

CO-LOCATION  OF  FACILITIES 

Question:      As  programs  and  organizations  shift  to  meet  changing  conditions, 
are  fixed  costs  being  adjusted  to  reflect  the  new  organization  structures  and  program 
changes? 

Answer:         Yes.   Fixed  costs  include  space,  utilities,  and  similar  costs  over 
which  Interior's  bureaus  have  little  or  no  control  in  the  short-term.    For  example, 
where  organizations  are  downsized,  less  space  is  required  which,  in  time,  reduces 
those  costs  as  well  as  utility  costs.  The  major  sources  of  fixed  costs  are  estimated 
each  year  as  part  of  our  annual  prcKess  for  estimating  the  President's  Budget  request. 
These  costs  must  be  covered  first  before  we  can  proceed  to  estimate  and  present 
program  changes  and  their  associated  costs  or  savings.  When  new  programs  or 
organizations  are  established,  the  Department  follows  a  formal  determination 
process  to  identify  what  share  of  fixed  costs  of  the  parent  organizations  should  be 
shifted  to  the  new  organization's  budget. 

Question:      Has  the  Department  of  the  Interior  given  consideration  to  using 
efficiencies  such  as  co-locations  and  sharing  of  resources  with  other  agencies, 
including  the  Forest  Service? 

Answer:         Yes,  for  example,  in  Durango,  Colorado;  Bishop,  California;  and 
Lakeview,  Oregon,  field  offices  are  examining  co-location  opportunities  between 
BLM  and  the  Forest  Service.    In  addition,  realignment  of  the  personnel  function 
within  the  Department  is  under  active  consideration.    Under  certain  options 
seriously  being  considered,  bureau  personnel  offices  would  be  co-located. 

One  practical  difficulty  we  have  encountered  in  the  past  in  considering  the  co- 
location  option  is  that  in  most  instances  the  leases  under  which  the  two 
organizational  units  that  might  be  co-located  are  operating  expire  at  different  times. 
Thus,  when  one  organization  is  ready  to  co-locate,  the  other  may  be  in  the  middle  of 
its  lease  agreement.   Another  difficulty,  but  one  that  on  the  face  of  it  should  not  be  a 
major  obstacle,  is  that  our  bureaus'  delegations  to  lease  space  from  the  General 
Services  Administration  do  not  allow  us  to  lease  space  for  other  Federal  agencies. 
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The  Department  has  been  an  active  participant  in  the  Cooperative  Administrative 
Support  Unit  (CASU)  arrangements  in  cities  where  several  Federal  agencies  are 
represented.   Under  these  arrangements,  local  administrative  functions  are 
performed  centrally  by  one  or  more  of  several  participating  agencies,  effecting  even 
greater  savings  than  co-location  by  allowing  elimination  of  duplicative  program 
activities.  Unfortunately,  with  the  current  streamlining  of  Federal  agencies,  FTE 
(which  must  now  be  absorbed  by  the  performing  agency)  are  increasingly  no  longer 
available  for  this  purpose  and  many  CASUs  are  now  threatened  unless  alternative 
FTE  arrangements  for  CASU  operations  can  be  made. 

Question:       What  co-location  plans  are  being  considered  nationally?  What 
proposals  are  being  considered  in  the  Pacific  Northwest? 

Answer:         At  this  time,  the  Department  is  still  finalizing  its  personnel 
administration  consolidation  options.   We  do  not  have  any  active  plans  to  co-locate 
facilities  in  the  Pacific  Northwest. 

Question:       Following  my  talks  with  you,  Mr.  Secretary,  and  Secretary  Espy,  I 
wrote  to  Vice  President  Gore  about  my  co-location  proposal  of  the  Forest  Service 
Regional  Office  and  the  State  BLM  Office  in  Portland.  As  I  expressed  to  you,  I 
believe  it  supports  the  Vice  President's  "reinventing  government"  proposal,  which 
I  generally  endorse.  I  am  hopeful  that  we  can  move  forward  expeditiously  on  this 
suggestion. 

Answer:        The  new  BLM  State  Office  lease  is  located  in  the  downtown 
Portland  core  area  near  the  Forest  Service.   A  porHon  of  the  office  moved  this 
spring,  and  the  remainder  of  the  office  will  move  late  this  fall.   The  BLM  and  Forest 
Service  had  hoped  to  be  able  to  co-locate  in  this  move  but  were  stymied  by  two 
factors:  1)  the  Forest  Service  is  locked  into  a  20  year  lease;  and  2)  BLM  had  to  move 
by  the  end  of  calendar  year  1994  or  face  huge  penalties  from  Providence  Office  Park. 
It  would  have  taken  well  into  the  future  to  locate  office  space  adjacent  to  the  Forest 
Service,  and  the  penalties  to  BLM  would  have  made  this  action  cost  prohibitive  at 
this  time. 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  BOB  GRAHAM 
EVERGLADES  ECOSYSTEM  FUNDING 

Mr.  Secretary,  the  South  Florida  economy  is  tourism  and  resource-dependent  In 
the  Florida  Bay,  at  the  bottom  of  the  Everglades  ecosystem,  we  have  seen  a 
frightening  change  that  is  threatening  the  livelihood  of  both  those  businesses  that 
depend  on  visitors  from  around  the  Nation  and  around  the  world  and  also  those 
businesses  in  the  commercial  fishing  industry  that  have  historically  benefited  from 
abundant  fish,  shrimp  and  lobster  stocks.  I've  heard  you  speak  about  these  "train 
wrecks"  and  the  need  to  get  out  front  and  prevent  these  catastrophes. 

Question:      What  will  the  efforts  outlined  in  the  budget  proposal  do  to  address 
that  situation? 

Answer:        Our  budget  proposal  for  the  South  Florida  ecosystem  focuses  on  the 
development  of  sound  science  that  will  enable  the  partners  in  this  effort  to  ensure 
that  we  move  forward  in  the  right  direction.  If  we  are  to  reverse  a  long  process  of 
decline,  we  must  be  sure  we  understand  what  caused  the  decline  so  we  move  on  the 

right  fronts. 

What  is  striking  about  South  Florida's  potential  for  a  "train  wreck"  is  that  all  sides 
want  to  prevent  it  from  happening.   In  other  large-scale  natural  resource  problems. 
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there  has  often  been  a  split  between  those  who  want  the  environment  to  con\e  first 
and  those  who  are  dependent  on  activities  that  have  contributed  to  the  decline  and 
don't  want  aggressive  action  taken  to  reverse  course.   In  South  Florida,  everyone 
wants  to  save  the  Everglades  and  the  Florida  Bay:   the  environmentalists  and  the 
business  community,  which  deeply  depend  on  the  region's  attractiveness  to 
tourism.   That  unified  desire  for  change  gives  the  State  and  Federal  Government  a 
unique  ability  to  move  forward,  an  opportunity  that  should  not  be  missed. 

This  same  subcommittee  is  looking  at  a  large  investment  in  implementing  a  forest 
plan  for  the  Pacific  Northwest,  where  concerns  over  the  decline  in  spotted  owl 
populations  have  disrupted  lives,  cost  thousands  of  people  their  jobs  and  created  a 
fierce  adversary  relationship  between  loggers  and  environmentalists.  I  fear  that  the 
situation  in  the  Northwest  bears  some  similarities  to  the  situation  that  is 
developing  in  South  Florida.  I  know  these  are  tight  budget  times,  but  at  the  same 
time,  I  wonder  if  we  will  be  acting  "penny-wise  and  pound-foolish"  in  the  long  term 
if  we  do  not  make  this  investment  now  in  South  Florida  to  ward  off  a  worse 
situation. 

Question:      Do  you  have  any  thoughts  on  this  situation? 

Answer:        In  the  Pacific  Northwest,  there  were  strong  signs  of  real  problems 
for  a  number  of  years.   But  since  there  was  a  real  disagreement  about  whether  to 
change  course  or  not,  the  people  became  somewhat  frozen  in  place,  and  nothing  was 
done  until  a  Federal  judge  ordered  the  government  to  take  action.   The  result  of  that 
delay  is  a  far  more  difficult  solution  to  the  natural  resource  problem,  and  a  far  more 
costly  solution  for  the  U.S.  taxpayers  to  finance. 

In  this  sense,  there  are  indeed  similarities  between  resource  issues  in  the  Northwest 
and  in  South  Florida.    But  in  another  sense,  there  is  a  tremendous  advantage  that 
South  Florida  has:  everyone  wants  to  save  the  Everglades.   Indeed,  when  our  efforts 
in  the  Everglades  have  been  criticized,  the  criticism  has  been  that  we're  not  doing 
enough,  rather  than  criticism  that  we  were  going  too  far.  The  great  threat  in  the 
Everglades  and  the  Florida  Bay  is  not  local  in  nature  -  it's  whether  the  people  of 
Florida  can  educate  the  rest  of  the  nation  about  the  importcmce  of  saving  this 
national  treasure. 

I  have  read  about  the  contribution  to  Everglades  restoration  that  the  sugar  producers 
in  the  north  end  of  the  Everglades  are  going  to  make.  The  State  passed  legislation 
that  codifies  a  settlement  you  were  working  on,  and  guarantees  payments  from  the 
sugar  produces  over  20  years  that  provides  more  than  $200  million  to  clean  up  the 
Everglades. 

Question:      If  private  funds  to  that  extent  are  being  anted  up,  why  do  we  need  to 
make  a  significant  Federal  investment? 

Answer:        There  is  a  real,  extensive  financial  partnership  proposed  to  save  the 
Everglades  and  the  Florida  Bay,  and  the  Federal  Government  is  a  minority  player  in 
that  partnership.    Private  industry  is  contributing  more  than  $200  million,  and  the 
State  is  contributing  far  more,  some  $1.2  billion,  to  get  this  restoration  accomplished. 
But  the  Federal  investment  is  very  important,  and  it  is  being  proposed  so  as  to 
protect  Federal  resources  ~  Loxahatchee  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  Everglades 
National  Park,  and  Florida  Bay  National  Marine  Sanctuary,  among  others.   These 
resources  are  in  dire  need  of  assistance  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  accepted 
them  in  public  trust  to  be  cared  for  and  protected. 

The  problems  that  are  plaguing  the  South  Florida  ecosystem  were  caused  by  many 
factors,  some  of  which  were  Federal  public  works  projects.  We  need  to  make  a 
contribution,  though  state  and  local  governments  and  citizens  must  carry  much  of 
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the  burden.   We  owe  the  Everglades  National  Park  at  least  a  fraction  of  the  dollars 
which  were  spent  redirecting  its  water  supply  into  the  ocean  to  instead  direct  the 
water  supply  back. 

Along  the  same  lines,  I  understand  that  the  State  of  norida  also  contributes  a  great 
deal  of  funding  for  ecosystem  restoration  as  part  of  its  Save  Our  Everglades  program, 
among  others.  For  instance,  in  a  ten-year  period  from  1983-1993,  the  State  spent  a 
total  of  $365  million,  and  is  committed  to  spend  an  addition  $1.18  bUlion  through 
the  year  2000. 

Question:      With  this  level  of  commitment  from  the  State,  is  such  a  large 
Federal  outlay  really  necessary  during  this  time  of  fiscal  constraint? 

Answer:        As  noted  in  your  question,  the  majority  of  the  funding  associated 
with  the  restoration  initiative,  approximately  61  percent,  is  State  or  private  funding 
while  the  remainder,  or  39  percent,  is  Federal  funding.  While  we  are  in  a  time  of 
fiscal  constraint,  the  Federal  funding  is  extremely  important.   Federal  funds  provide 
leverage  for  significant  State  and  private  involvement  and  they  protect  our  current 
investment  in  South  Florida  public  lands  which  are  managed  by  the  Department  for 
the  benefit  of  all  the  American  people.   Federal  funds  provide  for  on-going 
management  and  resource  protection  of  Everglades  National  Park,  Big  Cypress 
National  Preserve,  and  Biscayne  National  Park,  as  well  as  Loxahatchee,  Key  Deer 
and  Florida  Panther  National  Wildlife  Refuges,  among  others.    Federal  funds 
contribute  to  important  research  activities  in  the  region,  especially  those  associated 
with  the  health  of  Florida  Bay.   Furthermore,  the  problems  that  are  plaguing  the 
South  Florida  ecosystem  were  caused  in  part  by  Federal  public  works  projects.  Thus, 
Federal  funding  associated  with  ecosystem  restoration  is  proper  at  this  time  as  we 
attempt  to  correct  the  lack  of  foresight  in  the  area  of  environmental  protection 
associated  with  the  past  development  of  that  area. 

Question:      Without  knowing  what  it  is  all  about,  some  lawmakers  are  probably 
going  to  question  $8  million  for  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey  (USGS)  to  conduct 
hydrologic  research  in  South  Florida.   What  is  the  Survey  planning  to  do?  It  seems 
to  me  that  the  Everglades  have  been  studied  pretty  heavily  already. 

Answer:        It  is  correct  that  in  the  past,  many  investigations  have  been 
conducted  in  South  Florida.   However,  the  South  Florida  Task  force  examined 
available  data  and  research  findings  and  concluded  that  existing  information  is 
either  insufficient  or  lacks  the  precision  needed  to  address  issues  relating  to  the 
impact  of  proposed  restoration  activities.  The  USGS  is  one  of  several  state  and 
Federal  agencies  working  together  to  meet  the  identified  information  needs.   The 
scope  of  the  USGS  initiative  extends  from  north  of  Lake  Okeechobee  to  the  Florida 
Keys  and  coral  reefs,  and  is  focused  on  providing  information  in  four  areas:  water 
quantity,  water  quality,  ecosystem  history  and  information  transfer. 

Water  Quantity  --  Managers  recognize  the  need  for  accurate  models  to  predict 
the  effects  of  modifying  the  south  Florida  water  delivery  system.   Extensive 
reconstruction  of  existing  models  is  needed  to  provide  the  accuracy  and 
geographic  coverage  necessary  for  this  broad  geographic  scale.  Models  are 
needed  for  surface  water  flow,  groundwater  flow  and  interactions  between 
them.   The  keystone  for  improvement  of  the  hydrologic  models  is  more 
complete  measurement  of  quantity,  flow  and  loss  of  fresh  water.   More 
accurate  date  on  topography,  geomorphology,  acquifer  properties, 
groundwater  movement  and  effects  of  vegetation  are  also  necessary  for 
constructing  accurate  predictive  models.    Much  of  this  information  is  not 
available.   Existing  elevation  data  are  not  adequate  for  these  studies  because 
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they  were  collected  for  maps  which  did  not  require  the  level  of  resolution 
needed  for  these  models. 

Surface  and  groundwater  flow  into  Florida  Bay  and  southwest  estuaries  has 
never  been  measured  because  of  the  difficulty  and  expense.  Flows  of  water 
diverted  into  the  Atlantic  Ocean  have  been  only  partially  quantified. 

Water  Quality  ~  Nutrients,  and  possibly  pesticides  and  other  chemicals,  have 
altered  plant  communities  and  other  South  Florida  ecosystem  components. 
The  USGS  is  planning  to  collect  water  quality  data  as  part  of  the  National 
Water  Quality  Assessment  Program  (NAWQA)  study  of  South  Florida. 
Funds  are  needed  to  augment  the  NAWQA  study  in  order  to  (1)  develop  and 
accurate  accounting  of  nutrient  loading  to  Florida  Bay  and  (2)  collect  data  on 
pesticides  and  other  organics  in  sediment  and  biota  areas  that  would  not 
other  otherwise  be  covered  by  the  NAWQA  program.   The  USGS  also 
proposes  to  investigate  chemical  and  physical  characteristics  of  rocks 
underlying  the  groundwater/surfacewater  interface,  and  their  influence  on 
water  quality,  by  using  airborne,  surface,  geophysical  and  other  methods. 

Elevated  mercury  concentrations  have  closed  fisheries  throughout  South 
Florida  and  have  also  been  found  in  endangered  Florida  panthers.   The 
sources  and  pathways  of  mercury  combination  are  poorly  understood,  so 
reliable  prediction  of  the  influence  of  management  strategies  on  mercury 
availability  is  not  possible.   Mercury  research  to  date  has  focused  on  other 
types  of  environments  and  on  documenting  concentrations  in  the  food  chain. 
The  initiative  would  support  investigations  of  key  transport  and 
environmental  processes  in  order  to  better  predict  the  results  of  management 
actions. 

In  Florida  Bay,  reduced  freshwater  inputs,  changes  in  sediment  transport  and 
accumulation,  and  flow  restrictions  between  Florida  Bay  and  the  ocean  have 
contributed  toward  declines  in:  (1)  sport  and  commercial  fish  populations,  (2) 
Federally  protected  coral  reefs  and  (3)  seagrass  beds  that  hold  sediments  in 
place.   The  initiative  supports  mapping,  monitoring  and  process  studies  in 
the  bay  to  determine  how  circulation  is  affected  by  filling  between  the  Keys, 
shoaling  of  mudbanks,  sea  level  rise  and  hurricanes.   The  USGS  also  proposes 
to  collect  data  on  the  quality  of  bay  sediments,  sedimentation  rates,  light 
transmittance,  suspended  sediments  and  seasonal  variations  in  turbidity,  in 
order  to  determine  sources  of  impacts  on  Bay  water  quality. 

Ecosystem  History  -  Ecosystem  changes  that  occurred  prior  to  human 
alterations  were  caused  by  naturally  occurring  factors  such  as  sea-level  rise 
and  climactic  variability,  and  are  recorded  in  sediments  and  biological 
remains.   These  natural  deposits  provide  a  record  of  natural  and  climactic 
variability  against  which  to  compare  the  effects  of  human  modifications.   The 
USGS  proposes  to  use  sediments,  shells,  corals,  paleontological  and  historical 
information  to  identify  the  ecological  history  of  south  Florida  and  times  and 
impacts  of  human  activity. 

Information  Transfer  —  The  products  described  above  will  be  made  available 
to  resource  managers  through  the  development  of  a  spatial  data  library, 
models,  maps  and  reports.   This  effort,  supported  by  the  initiative  will 
provide  a  common  frame  for  all  agencies  involved  in  management  and 
scientific  information  gathering. 
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SUBCOMMITTEE  RECESS 


Chairman  Byrd.  Thank  you  very  much.  The  subcommittee 
stands  in  recess  until  10  a.m.,  Tuesday,  June  7,  when  we  will  re- 
ceive testimony  from  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

[Whereupon,  at  1:10  p.m.,  Wednesday,  May  25,  the  subcommittee 
was  recessed,  to  reconvene  at  10  a.m.,  Tuesday,  June  7.] 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR  AND  RELAT- 
ED AGENCIES  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  FIS- 
CAL YEAR  1995 


TUESDAY,  JUNE  7,  1994 

U.S.  Senate, 
Subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations, 

Washington,  DC. 

The  subcommittee  met  at  10:05  a.m.,  in  room  S-128,  the  Capitol, 
Hon.  Robert  C.  Byrd  (chairman)  presiding. 

Present:  Senators  Byrd,  Johnston,  Reid,  Murray,  Nickles,  Ste- 
vens, Cochran,  and  Burns. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  MOLLIE  H.  BEATTIE,  DIRECTOR 

accompanied  BY: 

RICHARD  N.  SMITH,  DEPUTY  DIRECTOR 

KENNETH  L.  SMITH,  DEPUTY  DIRECTOR,  EXTERNAL  AFFAIRS 

BRUCE  BLANCHARD,  DEPUTY  DIRECTOR,  STAFF 

MICHAEL  J.  SPEAR,  ASSISTANT  DIRECTOR,  ECOLOGICAL  SERV- 
ICES 

WILLIAM  F.  HARTWIG,  ACTING  ASSISTANT  DIRECTOR,  REFUGES 
AND  WILDLIFE 

GARY  B.  EDWARDS,  ASSISTANT  DIRECTOR,  FISHERIES 

JAY  L.  GERST,  ASSISTANT  DIRECTOR,  POLICY,  BUDGET,  AND  AD- 
MINISTRATION 

KATHLEEN  F.  TYNAN,  BUDGET  OFFICER 

MARY  ANN  LAWLER,  DIRECTOR  OF  BUDGET,  DEPARTMENT  OF 
THE  INTERIOR 

MARVIN  L.  PLENERT,  REGIONAL  DIRECTOR,  PORTLAND,  OR 

JOHN  G.  ROGERS,  REGIONAL  DIRECTOR,  ALBUQUERQUE,  NM 

JAMES  W.  PULLIAM,  JR.,  REGIONAL  DIRECTOR,  ATLANTA,  GA 

RONALD  E.  LAMBERTSON,  REGIONAL  DIRECTOR,  HADLEY,  MA 

BUDGET  REQUEST 

Chairman  Byrd.  The  subcommittee  will  come  to  order. 

This  is  the  time  scheduled  for  the  Interior  Subcommittee  to  re- 
view the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  for  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service.  Testifying  today  is  Ms.  Mollie  Beattie,  Director  of  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service. 

We  welcome  you  in  your  first  appearance  before  the  committee. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Thank  you.  Senator. 
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Chairman  Byrd.  You're  the  best-looking  director  of  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  I've  seen  in  my  42  years  on  Capitol  Hill. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Well,  thank  you,  Senator. 

Chairman  Byrd.  The  current  estimate  of  the  fiscal  year  1995 
budget  request  for  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  funding  subject  to  an- 
nual appropriation  is  $709,499,000,  an  increase  of  $27,097,000,  or 
4  percent  above  the  fiscal  year  1994  enacted  level. 

Within  this  total,  the  principal  operating  account  Resource  man- 
agement is  increased  by  $55.4  million,  or  11.4  percent.  Other  than 
construction,  which  is  reduced  by  $38.1  million,  all  of  the  other  ac- 
counts of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  either  grow  or  are  held  level 
with  the  fiscal  year  1994  amount. 

INTRODUCTION  OF  ASSOCIATES 

Director  Beattie,  your  prepared  statement  and  biographical  infor- 
mation will  be  included  in  the  record  in  their  entirety,  and  I  invite 
you  to  introduce  your  associates  and  then  summarize  your  remarks 
so  that  we  can  proceed  with  questions. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Thank  you.  Senator.  To  my  right  is  Deputy  Direc- 
tor of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Mr.  Dick  Smith,  and  several 
of  our  regional  and  assistant  directors.  I'll  let  them  introduce  them- 
selves as  they  are  seated  from  Dick's  right  on  this  side. 

Mr.  Spear.  Mike  Spear,  Assistant  Director  of  Ecological  Services. 

Mr.  Rogers.  John  Rogers,  Regional  Director,  Southwest  Region, 
Albuquerque. 

Mr.  Gerst.  Jay  Gerst,  Assistant  Director,  Policy,  Budget  and  Ad- 
ministration. 

Mr.  PULLIAM.  I'm  Jim  Pulliam,  Regional  Director  of  the  South- 
east region,  Atlanta,  GA. 

Ms.  Beattie.  To  my  left  is  Kathy  Tynan,  our  Budget  Officer. 
And 

Mr.  Hartwig.  Bill  Hartwig,  Acting  Assistant  Director  for  Refuges 
and  Wildlife. 

Mr.  Plenert.  Marvin  Plenert,  the  Regional  Director  for  the  Pa- 
cific Northwest  region. 

Mr.  Lambertson.  Ron  Lambertson,  Regional  Director  for  the 
Northeast  region. 

Chairman  Byrd.  All  right.  Thank  you.  Go  right  ahead  with  your 
statement. 

SUMMARY  statement  OF  HON.  MOLLIE  H.  BEATTIE 

Ms.  Beattie.  Thank  you.  Senator. 

The  things  I'd  like  to  talk  about  today  are  the  changes  coming 
about  in  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  It  is  really  a  time  of 
refocusing  and  moving  into  a  new  era.  That  new  era  is  marked  par- 
ticularly by  a  shift  of  what  we  call  the  ecosystem  approach  to  the 
management  of  natural  resources. 

We  have  over  time,  and  now  are  beginning  to  institutionalize  in 
our  budget,  come  to  a  realization  that  we  cannot  adequately  man- 
age the  fish  and  wildlife  resources  that  the  people  of  the  United 
States  have  entrusted  to  our  care  through  our  two  traditional  tech- 
niques. These  two  traditional  techniques  of  conservation  include, 
land  acquisition  and  the  regulatory  measures. 
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The  reason  for  this  is  that  in  order  to  conserve  wildlife  resources, 
we  need  to  address  entire  ecosystems.  Entire  ecosystems  cannot  be 
addressed  either  through  wholesale  land  acquisition,  although  we 
need  to  continue  to  acquire  critical  habitats,  or  through  the  regula- 
tion of  private  landowners,  although  we  do  need  to  continue  to  en- 
force our  regulatory  statutes.  In  this  way,  we  cannot  go  comprehen- 
sively toward  conservation.  I  think  a  good  example  would  be  if  we 
have  the  management  responsibility  for  fish,  we  cannot  do  a  very 
good  job  managing  fish  if  we  do  not  have  a  cooperative  partnership 
with  the  people  who  own  and  manage  the  riverbanks. 

That  is  a  simplistic  example  of  the  kind  of  approach  we  now 
must  take. 

You  will  see  highlighted  in  our  budget  three  ecosystems  in  par- 
ticular. They  are:  the  Pacific  Northwest,  which  is  the  subject,  of  the 
President's  forest  plan;  south  Florida,  particularly  the  everglades 
system,  which  has  been  the  center  of  a  great  deal  of  controversy, 
planning  and  deliberation  lately;  and  they  are  the  Mexican-United 
States  border  region,  where  there  will  be  a  greatly  intensified  envi- 
ronmental protection  effort  in  order  to  accommodate  increased 
trade  and  traffic  across  that  border. 

These  are  the  three  ecosystems  of  interest. 

It  is  critical,  particularly  in  the  first  two  of  these,  that  we  are 
successful  in  the  ecosystem  approach. 

We  feel  that  we  need  to  demonstrate  for  a  number  of  reasons 
that  the  ecosystem  approach  will  work — that  a  combination  of  reg- 
ulatory, acquisition  and  particularly  cooperative  preplanning  and 
long-term  thinking  will  avoid  what  have  been  very  expensive  and 
contentious  difficulties,  particularly  over  endangered  species  and 
other  conservation  efforts  in  the  past. 

And  we  feel  that,  in  order  to  bring  a  new  era  of  conservation  that 
has  to  do  with  longer  term  thinking  and  less  adversarial  outcomes, 
we  need  to  make  successes  out  of  these  three  ecosystems. 

They  are  critically  important. 

Our  second  emphasis  is  training  to  go  along  with  this  change  to 
ecosystem  management. 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  early  on  in  its  years,  was  com- 
posed mostly  of  biologists.  With  the  change  to  ecosystem  manage- 
ment, we  need  those  biologists  ^nd  all  of  us  to  become  psycholo- 
gists, sociologists,  economists,  and  other  disciplines.  In  training  for 
ecosystem  management,  we  need  to  learn  everything  from  the  eco- 
nomics of  conservation  to  how  to  create  partnerships,  run  public 
meetings,  and  move  forward  in  cooperative  ways  with  our  partners. 
These  are  areas  in  which  we  will  need  training. 

Training  is  an  essential  component  of  our  switch  to  ecosystems. 
An  essential  component  without  which  it  will  not  work,  is  the 
training  effort. 

Our  third  emphasis  is  placed  on  continuing  with  our  endangered 
species  responsibilities.  This  is  absolutely  critical.  Also,  keeping  up 
with,  and  beginning  to,  realign  our  refuge  funding  so  that  we  have 
the  most  efficient  use  of  our  refuge  funding.  We  are  continually 
subject  to  a  shortfall  in  refuge  funding  caused  by  increased  man- 
agement costs  of  the  500-unit  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System. 
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PREPARED  STATEMENT 

And  finally,  an  emphasis  on  our  private  lands  program,  which  is 
another  of  the  most  essential  factors  in  our  ecosystem  approach. 
That  is  our  cooperative  efforts  with  private  landowners  to  do  long- 
term  resource  conservation  to  preclude  actions  to  list  and  protect 
endangered  species. 

Those  are  the  three  areas  of  emphasis  in  this  budget  in  1995. 

[The  statement  follows:] 

Statement  of  Mollie  H.  Beattie 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity 
to  appear  before  you  to  discuss  the  President's  budget  for  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  for  fiscal  year  1995.  Before  I  address  the  specifics  of  the  budget  request, 
however,  I  would  like  to  share  with  you  some  of  my  thoughts  about  the  new  era 
for  fish  and  wildlife  resource  management. 

America  has  long  been  a  world  leader  in  the  effort  to  conserve  natural  resources. 
We  were  the  first  country  to  establish  National  Parks,  National  Wildlife  Refuges, 
and  National  Forests  as  well  as  to  protect  wilderness  areas  and  this  continent's  wild 
and  scenic  rivers.  We  have  led  the  way  with  landmark  legislation  to  protect  our 
threatened  and  endangered  species  and  have  been  able  to  promote  the  conservation 
of  fish  and  wildlife  resources  in  other  countries. 

This  reflects  the  deep  love  and  appreciation  that  Americans  hold  for  the  richness 
and  beauty  of  the  natural  world,  and  an  inherent  understanding  that  the  fate  of 
wildlife  and  humans  alike  are  linked  to  the  well-being  of  the  environment  about  us. 

We  are  at  a  watershed  moment  for  the  Service  and  for  natural  resource  conserva- 
tion in  this  country.  I  believe  it  is  time  for  America  to  take  the  lead  in  moving  into 
a  new  era — an  era  in  which  we  will  take  an  ecosystem  approach  to  fish  and  wildlife 
conservation  Simply  put,  the  ecosystem  approach  is  the  protection  or  restoration  of 
the  function,  structure,  and  species  composition  of  an  ecosystem,  while  providing  for 
its  sustainable  economic  use,  recognizing  that  all  components  are  interrelated. 

The  idea  of  "ecosystem  conservation"  is  hardlv  new.  Indeed,  it  has  been  discussed 
in  the  academic  and  conservation  community  for  years,  and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  and  many  states  have  participated  in  ecosystem  restoration  partnerships. 
These  range  from  the  Chesapeake  Bay  in  the  East  to  the  Sandhills  ecosystem  be- 
tween the  Platte  and  Niobrara  Rivers  in  Nebraska  to  the  Trinity  and  Klamath  Riv- 
ers in  California.  Nevertheless,  the  concept  of  an  ecosystem  approach  is  not  well  un- 
derstood by  the  American  public  and,  in  many  areas,  is  not  being  applied  to  long- 
term  management  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources. 

Our  intention  is  to  change  that.  Briefly  stated,  we  intend  to  move  away  from  man- 
agement practices  of  the  past  that  have  focused  on  single  species  or  small  groups 
of  species  and  paid  limited  attention  to  the  rest  of  the  species  and  habitat  in  the 
ecosystem.  Instead,  we  plan  to  manage  fish  and  wildlife  resources  under  our  juris- 
diction taking  into  account  the  needs  and  well-being  of  the  full  diversity  of  species 
and  the  ecosystems  on  which  they  depend.  At  the  heart  of  this  approach  is  the  belief 
that  careful  and  well-planned  management  of  natural  resources  will  balance  rec- 
reational use,  economic  development,  and  conservation  of  wildlife  so  that  it  is  sus- 
tainable. 

Let  me  digress  for  a  moment  and  say  that  this  approach  does  not  represent  any 
changes  in  the  Service's  intention  to  carry  out  its  traditional  fish  and  wildlife  man- 
agement responsibilities,  but  rather  represents  a  realization  that  we  cannot  fulfill 
them  without  maintaining  ecosystems.  Nor  does  it  suggest  the  Service  is  interested 
in  encroaching  in  any  way  on  the  management  of  resources  that  are  the  proper  re- 
sponsibility of  the  states  or  oth9r  agencies.  Rather,  we  believe  it  will  provide  greater 
opportunities  for  partnerships  among  the  Service,  the  states.  Native  American 
tribes,  and  private  citizens.  Stated  simply,  the  ecosystem  approach  is  a  more  effec- 
tive and  sensible  way  of  meeting  our  traditional  goals,  not  a  replacement  of  them. 

For  example,  one  of  our  goals  is  to  turn  the  corner  on  endangered  species  issues 
by  taking  a  multi-species,  ecosystem-wide  approach  rather  than  dealing  with  each 
new  threatened  and  endangered  species  independently.  In  doing  so,  we  nope  to  pre- 
clude the  need  to  list  many  species  currently  in  decline. 

An  ecosystem  approach  to  fish  and  wildlife  conservation  will  also  help  us  to  ad- 
dress the  very  tough  challenges  that  face  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System.  This 
System,  now  in  its  91st  year,  is  faced  with  expansion  of  the  land  base,  increasing 
demands  for  operations  funding,  a  backlog  of  maintenance  projects,  accelerating  rec- 
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reational  demand  and  growing  threats  to  surrounding  habitat.  To  address  these 
problems,  I  have  directed  managers  to  make  tough,  often  unpopular,  choices  be- 
tween high  and  low  priority  habitat  management  and  public  use  programs.  We  have 
also  made  great  progress  in  the  resolution  of  incompatible  renige  activities.  Ex- 
panded efforts  to  manage  refuges  in  the  context  of  ecosystems  within  which  they 
are  found  will  elevate  tneir  conservation  value  and  will  promote  lasting  solutions 
to  watershed  problems  that  threaten  their  integrity. 

As  I  will  describe  in  more  detail  in  a  moment,  the  President's  budget  would  em- 
ploy this  new  approach  throughout  the  Service's  ongoing  operations  and  in  new  ini- 
tiatives. Funding  is  requested  in  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  to  undertake  initiatives 
in  the  South  Florida  and  the  Pacific  Northwest  ecosystems  in  coordination  with 
multiple  Federal  agencies,  state  agencies  and  other  partners. 

The  Service  will  engage  in  conservation  efforts  in  coordination  with  Mexico  to  en- 
sure development  is  oalanced  with  conservation  in  the  Southwestern  ecosystems 
that  will  be  affected  by  the  North  American  Free  Trade  Agreement  (NAFTA). 

As  we  begin  this  process,  we  recognize  that  success  will  not  be  the  result  of  a 
sweeping  mandate  from  Washington.  Rather,  success  for  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Serv- 
ice will  come  acre  by  acre,  wetland  by  wetland,  streambed  by  streambed  in  commu- 
nities throughout  the  nation.  To  achieve  our  objective,  we  must  reach  out  to  those 
who  live  and  work  on  the  land.  Therefore,  the  Service  will  increasingly  rely  on  vol- 
untary partnerships  with  state  and  local  governments,  Indian  tribes,  conservation 
organizations,  businesses,  and  private  landowners.  Fortunately,  we  have  a  strong 
foundation  of  successful  partnerships  in  existing  conservation  programs  including 
Federal  Aid,  North  American  Wetlands  Conservation  and  North  American  Joint 
Ventures,  Partners  for  Wildlife  and  many  others.  These  partnerships  have  accom- 
plished far  more  than  any  Federal  agency  working  unilaterally.  We  intend  to  build 
on  that  foundation,  using  our  past  successes  as  models  for  partnerships  in  eco- 
system conservation. 

As  a  first  step,  the  Service  has  identified  52  ecosystem  units  for  our  management 
purposes  and  a  working  draft  map  of  watershed-based  units  that  will  be  discussed 
with  all  of  our  partners  and  sister  agencies.  We  are  forming  ecosystem  teams  to 
identify  natural  resource  needs,  set  resource  goals  and  objectives  and  provide  solu- 
tions that  make  the  most  efficient  and  integrated  use  of  our  many  programs  and 
our  many  partners. 

I  am  convinced  that  in  the  future  when  we  look  back  at  this  period  in  the  history 
of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  we  will  recognize  it  as  a  time  when  critical  changes 
were  made  that  enabled  us  to  be  more  effective,  more  anticipatory  and  better  pre- 
pared to  conserve  and  restore  our  fish  and  wildlife  resources.  This  budget  marks  a 
strong  beginning  in  making  these  changes.  Now  I  would  like  to  address  specifics  of 
the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request. 

FISCAL  YEAR  1995  BUDGET  OVERVIEW 

The  Service's  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  of  $1.2  billion  includes  $499.7  mil- 
lion in  permanent  appropriations  and  $710.6  million  in  current  appropriations.  The 
request  for  appropriations  includes  program  increases  of  $34.5  million,  $9.7  million 
in  streamlining  reductions  and  other  uncontrollable  cost  adjustments  that  net  to  an 
increase  of  $5.1  million.  The  budget  reflects  several  major  emphases  for  ecosystem 
management  including  activities  in  support  of  NAFTA  (-t- $10.85  million),  the  Presi- 
dent's Forest  Plan  (  +  $20.25  million)  and^he  South  Florida  initiative  (  +  $2.85  mil- 
lion). 

THE  PRESIDENT'S  FOREST  PLAN 

The  Service  is  an  active  participant  in  implementation  of  the  President's  com- 
prehensive and  innovative  blueprint  for  ecosystem  management,  economic  develop- 
ment, and  agency  coordination  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  and  Northern  California.  In 
1995,  as  part  of  the  Forest  Plan,  the  Service  will:  designate  critical  habitat  for  the 
northern  spotted  owl  (  +  $0.7  million);  conduct  consultations  for  provincial-level  plan- 
ning, watershed  planning/analysis,  and  implement  the  4(d)  rule  (  +  $2.3  million); 
worK  with  landowners  to  identify  alternative  forest  management  scenarios  possibly 
resulting  in  a  Habitat  Conservation  Plan  which  will  promote  ecosystem  conserva- 
tion, and  undertake  additional  analyses  to  evaluate  Option  9's  capabilities  to  meet 
established  recovery  goals  and  objectives  ( +  $4.25  million);  conduct  in  cooperation 
with,  and/or  provicie  funds  to,  California,  Oregon  and  Washington  to  monitor  the 
northern  spotted  owl  population  in  areas  of  extensive  forest  management,  as  re- 
quired by  the  4(d)  rule  (  +  $4.0  million);  and  continue  funding  for  "Jobs  in  the 
Woods"  ecosystem  restoration  projects  designed  to  employ  unemployed  timber  work- 
ers ( +  $9.0  million). 
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NORTH  AMERICAN  FREE  TRADE  AGREEMENT 

As  a  means  of  aiding  implementation  of  the  North  American  Free  Trade  Agree- 
ment (NAFTA),  the  Service  s  fiscal  year  1995  request  includes  $10.85  million  to  de- 
velop adequate  protection  and  conservation  measures  for  fish  and  wildlife  resources 
and  their  nabitat.  Through  cooperative  natural  resource  training  and  management 
programs  with  Mexico  and  focused  management  efforts  in  the  U.S.,  the  Service  pro- 
poses to:  prevent  and  mitigate  potential  impacts  to  endangered,  threatened,  and 
candidate  species,  and  to  assess  changes  in  environmental  quality  and  contaminant 
effects  on  trust  resources  (  +  $11  million);  expand  cooperation  of  neotropical  migrant 
conservation  efforts  and  increase  law  enforcement  in  support  of  the  Convention  on 
International  Trade  in  Endangered  Species  of  Wild  Fauna  and  Flora  (CITES) 
( +  $5.39  million);  and  improve  management  of  border  fishery  and  aquatic  resources 
(  +  $1.35  million).  To  protect  shared  border  resources  and  develop  Mexican  expertise 
on  fish  and  wildlife  conservation,  the  Service  will  use  2.3  miUion  of  the  $10.85  mil- 
lion for  training  and  conservation  projects  in  Mexico. 

SOUTH  FLORIDA 

In  recognition  of  the  importance  of  the  South  Florida  ecosystem,  one  of  the  high- 
est priorities  for  the  Department,  the  Service  is  requesting  an  increase  of  $2.85  mil- 
lion to  fund  restoration  activities.  Activities  will  include:  an  increase  in  consultation 
and  recovery  activities,  establishment  of  an  Everglades  Bay/Estuary  program,  and 
prevention  of  the  introduction  of  waterborne  contaminants  (  +  $1.99  million);  habitat 
restoration  on  refuge  lands  (  +  $0.61  million);  and  determination  of  fishery  stock  sta- 
tus to  prevent  overharvest  (  +  $0.25  million). 

ADMINISTRATIVE  STREAMLINING 

Administrative  initiatives  for  streamlining  and  position  reductions  were  initiated 
with  the  formulation  of  the  fiscal  year  1994  budget,  and  fiscal  year  1995  is  the  sec- 
ond year  implementing  the  streamlining  initiative.  The  1995  budget  includes  a  re- 
duction of  $9.7  million  and  222  FTE.  Reductions  in  operational  programs  will  be  im- 
plemented through  a  combination  of  changes  including  consolidation  and  collocation 
of  field  stations,  wherever  possible;  elimination  of  duplicative  administrative  sup- 
port activities;  streamlining  the  engineering  function,  and  Departmental  consolida- 
tion of  human  resource  functions. 

ENDANGERED  SPECIES 

The  Service  is  requesting  an  increase  of  $9.01  million  for  the  conservation  of  en- 
dangered species,  in  addition  to  the  increases  requested  as  part  of  the  Forest  Plan 
( +  $11.25),  South  Florida  ( +  $0.69),  and  NAFTA  ( +  $2.98)  initiatives.  Within  this  in- 
crease, $2.88  million  will  be  used  to  address  consultation  workload  needs  associated 
with  more  than  900  listed  U.S.  species  by  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1994,  and  settle- 
ment of  a  nationwide  lawsuit  (Fund  for  Animals  vs.  Lujan)  requiring  the  review  of 
an  additional  150  species  for  possible  listing  by  fiscal  year  1996.  Also  included  is 
an  increase  of  $1.0  million  to  respond  to  the  increasing  CITES  permits  workload 
and  to  allow  the  Service  to  meet  the  growing  demand  for  eagle  parts  for  Native 
American  religious  purposes.  Finally,  an  increase  of  $5.13  million  is  requested  to  ac- 
celerate recovery  planning  efforts,  and  to  utilize  a  multi-species  or  ecosystem  ap- 
proach wherever  possible.  The  Service  also  proposes  an  increase  of  $1.57  million  for 
grants  to  states  under  the  Cooperative  Endangered  Species  Conservation  Fund. 

The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  includes  $29  million  to  acquire  over  9,900  acres  in 
support  of  Habitat  Conservation  Plans  for  the  protection  of  threatened  and  endan- 
gered species.  This  effort  in  support  of  local  communities'  conservation  efforts  rein- 
forces our  commitment  to  provide  assistance  to  local  and  private  entities  who  are 
working  towards  the  protection  of  biodiversity  while  allowing  economic  development 
to  continue. 

REFUGE  OPERATIONS  AND  MAINTENANCE 

In  addition  to  requested  increases  for  the  South  Florida  (  +  $0.55  million)  and 
NAFTA  (  +  $3.0  million)  initiatives,  the  Service  is  requesting  increases  totaling  $4.38 
million  for  Refuge  operations  and  maintenance.  Specifically,  an  increase  oF  $3.88 
million  will  be  used  to  initiate  ecosystem-based  plans  at  approxiniately  15  refuges, 
and  to  enhance  resource  programs  at  individual  field  stations  using  an  ecosystem 
based  approach  to  resource  management.  The  Service  will  begin  a  snift  from  local- 
ized, independent  area  or  species  management  to  a  broader  based  ecosystem  ap- 
proach, while  still  fulfilling  mandated  responsibilities.  Comprehensive  planning  will 
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be  coordinated  closely  with  the  planning  efforts  of  other  Federal,  State,  and  private 
land  management  entities  and  will  include  extensive  public  involvement.  Additional 
funding  of  $0.5  million  is  requested  for  refuge  maintenance,  to  provide  some  addi- 
tional support  in  meeting  growing  maintenance  needs. 

FISHERIES 

In  fiscal  year  1995,  the  Service's  Fisheries  program  will  continue  to  increase  its 
emphasis  on  restoration  and  conservation  of  self-sustaining  wild  fish  populations, 
and  preservation  of  biological  diversity.  With  the  requested  increase  of  $0.41  million 
for  Fisheries  Stewardship,  the  Service  will  focus  on  habitat  restoration,  hatchery 
product  evaluation,  genetics  and  resource  management.  The  Interjurisdictional  Riv- 
ers increase  request  of  $0.41  million  will  be  used  for  cooperative  efforts  to  improve 
fishery  resources  of  the  Missouri,  Lower  Mississippi  and  Yukon  Rivers  through  tech- 
nical assistance,  program  coordination  and  logistical  support. 

In  response  to  lower  production  needs  and  the  increased  emphasis  on  restoration 
and  evaluation  activities,  the  Service  will  reduce  operations  of^  facilities  for  produc- 
tion programs  along  the  Atlantic  coast  and  for  Inland/Great  Lakes  programs 
(-$0.31  million).  The  Service  will  continue  the  winter  run  chinook  propagation  pro- 
gram at  Coleman  National  Fish  Hatchery  with  information  that  is  currently  avail- 
able (-$0.25  million),  and  will  continue  only  the  highest  priority  recreational  fish- 
eries projects  ( -$0.11  million). 

WETLANDS 

The  Service's  1995  Budget  request  includes  $168.2  million  for  the  acquisition,  res- 
toration and  conservation  of  wetlands  resources.  This  includes  the  following  in- 
creases: -I- $1.9  million  for  wetlands  conservation  through  the  North  American  Wet- 
lands Conservation  Fund;  +$2.0  million  for  the  Trust  Species  Habitat  program  to 
restore  wetlands  using  partnerships;  -I- $2.1  million  for  technical  assistance  through 
the  Trust  Species  Habitat  program;  and  -I- $1.0  million  for  an  enhanced  Bay/Estuary 
program. 

OTHER  HIGHLIGHTS 

Habitat  Conservation. — The  increase  request  of  $0.45  million  will  allow  the  Serv- 
ice to  increase  technical  assistance  to  developers  planning  new  hydropower  projects 
and  operating  existing  projects;  a  25  percent  increase  in  the  number  of  new  projects 
is  anticipated  for  1995. 

Environmental  Contaminants. — An  increase  request  of  $0.43  million  will  establish 
restoration  capability  and  expertise  in  the  Service  to  support  damage  assessment 
and  restoration  activities  in  the  field. 

Junior  Duck  Stamp. — The  Service  has  proposed  modifications  to  authorizing  lan- 
guage introduced  in  the  House  of  Representatives  on  November  22,  1993,  and  has 
included  appropriations  language  to  allow  the  Service  to  collect  receipts  from  the 
sale  and  license  of  Junior  Duck  Stamps  and  Junior  Duck  Stamp  reproductions.  Re- 
ceipts will  be  used  to  promote  wildlife  conservation  and  education  through  Junior 
Duck  Stamp  scholarships  and  awards.  No  Federal  administrative  expenses  will  be 
deducted  from  this  program,  but  will  be  funded  through  the  Resource  Management 
appropriation. 

Law  Enforcement. — In  support  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act,  funding  is  re- 
quested to  increase  investigations  and  monitoring  of  mining  operations  to  ensure 
that  the  required  exclusionary  devices  are  used  on  leach  ponds  (  +  $0.14  million). 
The  Service  will  reduce  its  Pacific  Rim  law  enforcement  efforts,  for  both  the 
Forensics  Laboratory  (-$0.05  million)  and  the  inspection  program  (-$0,145  mil- 
lion). Inspection  services  at  the  port  of  Philadelphia  will  be  discontinued  (-$0.1  mil- 
lion). An  additional  decrease  of  $0.24  million  will  result  in  curtailment  of  some  law 
enforcement  operations  including  investigations,  travel  and  training. 

Migratory  Bird  Management. — In  addition  to  improving  the  harvest  data  collec- 
tion system,  the  Harvest  Information  Program  will  permit  harvest  estimates  of  non- 
waterfowl  species  of  migratory  game  birds,  such  as  doves  and  woodcock,  for  the  first 
time  (+$0.21  million).  Accurate  harvest  information  is  critical  to  assure  good  con- 
servation decisions,  including  hunting  regulations,  for  this  resource.  Support  will  be 
increased  with  $0.07  million  for  the  International  Tracking  System,  which  tracks 
habitat  conservation  and  technical  assistance  accomplishments  for  the  North  Amer- 
ican Waterfowl  Management  Plan  and  other  programs. 

Natural  Resource  Damage  Assessment  and  Restoration. — Included  in  the  Service's 
fiscal  year  1995  budget  is  an  increase  of  $1.04  million  to  be  used  by  the  Depart- 
ment, including  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  to  enhance  existing  capabilities  es- 
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sential  to  conducting  and  coordinating  damage  assessments  nationwide,  and  to  en- 
hance the  damage  assessment  Utigation  process. 

Land  Acquisition. — The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  includes  $86.2  million  for 
Land  Acquisition  to  acquire  151,400  acres  for  the  protection  offish  and  wildlife  and 
their  habitats.  This  request  includes  an  increase  of  $2.0  million  which  will  allow  the 
Service  to  address  exchanges  of  public  lands  for  private  lands,  which  is  a  useful  and 
cost-effective  acquisition  method. 

Payments  to  Counties. — The  Service  is  requesting  $13.75  million  in  appropriations 
in  1995  for  payments  to  counties  in  lieu  of  taxes  in  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge 
Fund.  This  is  an  increase  of  $1.75  million  over  the  1994  enacted  level.  The  increased 
funding  will  permit  the  Service  to  increase  the  level  of  pa5Tnents  based  on  the  ap- 
praised value  of  Service  lands. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  concludes  my  prepared  statement. 


Biographical  Sketch  of  Mollie  H.  Beattie 

Mollie  H.  Beattie  of  Grafton,  Vermont,  was  nominated  by  President  Bill  Clinton 
to  serve  as  Director  of  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  was  confirmed  by  the 
U.S.  Senate  on  September  10,  1993.  She  came  to  the  Service  from  The  Richard  A. 
Snelling  Center  for  Grovernment  in  Vermont,  an  institute  for  public  policy  and  serv- 
ice, where  she  was  Executive  Director.  Prior  to  that  position,  she  served  as  Deputy 
Secretary  for  Vermont's  Agency  of  Natural  Resources  from  1989-90,  with  respon- 
sibility for  fish  and  wildlife,  forestry,  public  lands,  water  quality,  and  energy  issues. 
As  Commissioner  of  the  Vermont  Department  of  Forests,  Parks  and  Recreation  from 
1985-89,  she  was  responsible  for  the  administration  of  250,000  acres  of  public  land, 
including  management  of  wildlife  habitat  areas,  and  the  operation  of  48  state  parks. 
She  developed  policies  and  legislation  on  forestry,  taxation  of  resource  lands,  recre- 
ation, public  lands,  wetlands,  and  pesticide  use. 

Director  Beattie  also  was  Program  Director  for  the  non-profit  Windham  Founda- 
tion from  1983-85,  and  in  this  capacity  directed  a  series  of  seminars  on  critical  is- 
sues facing  the  State  of  Vermont.  She  also  managed  1,300  acres  of  farm  and  forest 
land  for  the  Foundation  with  a  primary  emphasis  on  wildlife  habitat  improvement. 
She  taught  resource  management  to  private  landowners  for  the  University  of  Ver- 
mont Extension  Service  and  served  as  Project  Director  for  an  experimental  game 
bird  habitat  program.  Director  Beattie  was  Research  Assistant  for  the  Dartmouth 
College  Resources  Policy  Center,  a  Mountaineering  Instructor  for  Colorado  Outward 
Bound,  Director  of  Publicity  and  Public  Relations  for  the  Domestic  Capital  Corpora- 
tion, and  a  news  reporter.  She  has  been  a  Board  Member  of  the  American  Forestry 
Association,  the  Vermont  Land  Trust;  and  the  Vermont  Natural  Resources  Council. 
She  was  Vice-Chair  of  a  Defenders  of  Wildlife  commission  on  the  condition  and  fu- 
ture of  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System,  served  on  several  commissions  on  envi- 
ronmental regulation  in  Vermont,  and  chaired  Vermont's  Nonpoint  Water  Pollution 
Task  Force. 

Director  Beattie  holds  a  B.A.  in  Philosophy  from  Marymount  College  in 
Tarrytown,  New  York,  and  an  M.S.  degree  in  Forestry  from  the  University  of  Ver- 
mont. She  also  earned  an  M.P.A.  from  the  Kennedy  School  of  Government  at  Har- 
vard in  1991.  A  resident  of  Vermont  since  1968,  she  and  her  husband,  Rick 
Schwolsky,  still  maintain  their  solar-powered  home  there. 


Biographical  Sketch  of  Kenneth  L.  Smith 

Ken  Smith  was  born  in  California,  but  grew  up  in  Arkansas.  He  received  a  B.S. 
in  Biology  and  Chemistry  from  Southern  Arkansas  University  in  Magnolia,  and 
Master's  Degree  in  Biology  from  Arkansas  State  University  in  Jonesboro.  He  has 
coauthored  one  book  and  has  written  several  scientific  papers  on  Arkansas  environ- 
mental topics.  Ken's  major  interest  is  in  the  area  of  environmental  policy,  and  he 
is  a  member  of  several  conservation  organizations. 

Ken  currently  serves  as  Deputy  Director  of  the  .S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  He 
formerly  served  as  Special  Assistant  for  Natural  and  Cultural  Resources  and  Envi- 
ronmental Advisor  to  Governors  Jim  Guy  Tucker  and  Bill  Clinton.  He  was  selected 
to  Personalities  of  the  South  in  1980,  and  to  Outstanding  Young  Men  of  America 
in  1985.  From  1986  to  1989  Ken  served  as  a  Board  Member  of  the  Natural  Areas 
Association  and  Co-Chaired  the  Council  of  State  Governments'  (CSG)  National  Envi- 
ronmental Task  Force.  In  1990  he  traveled  to  Japan  to  participate  in  a  CSG  Task 
Force  studying  Japanese  environmental  programs  and  laws;  and  in  1991  Ken  was 
selected  to  participate  in  Bell  South's  Global  Leaders  for  the  South  program. 
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Ken  and  his  wife,  the  former  Mary  Miller,  have  two  sons,  Kyle  and  Jared.  Ken's 
hobbies  include  canoeing  and  stream  fishing,  hiking,  bird  watching,  astronomy,  soc- 
cer and  travel.  However,  his  passion  is  history,  particularly  the  history  of  ancient 
Mediterranean  cultures. 


Biographical  Sketch  of  William  F.  Hartwig 

Bill  Hartwig  was  born  on  July  15,  1946,  in  Riverside,  California,  and  raised  in 
California,  Texas,  Alaska,  Okinawa,  and  West  Virginia.  He  received  a  B.S.  degree 
in  outdoor  recreation  at  West  Virginia  University  in  1968  and  a  M.A.  degree  in  ad- 
ministration from  the  George  Washington  University  in  1976. 

Before  joining  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Bill  was  an  Army  Officer  for  over 
3  years  and  served  as  a  Field  Artillery  Unit  Commander  and  a  Military  Advisor  to 
the  22nd  Infantry  Division  (ARVN)  Rangers  in  South  Viet  Nam  in  1971  and  1972, 
receiving  the  Bronze  Star  and  Army  Commendation  Medals. 

Bill  was  a  district  supervisor  for  the  Montgomery  County,  Maryland,  Department 
of  Recreation  from  1972  to  1977.  In  1977,  he  began  his  service  with  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  as  an  outdoor  recreation  planner  with  the  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recre- 
ation. He  was  the  final  Chief  of  the  Division  of  Federal  Lands  Planning  (prior  to 
the  bureau's  abolishment)  and  Staff  Director  for  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Fish  and 
Wildlife  and  Parks'  Land  Policy  Group.  He  was  responsible  for  administering  the 
Federal  portion  (Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  National  Park  Service,  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  and  Forest  Service)  of  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund.  From 
1981  to  1986,  he  served  as  a  policy  analyst  in  the  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Fish  and  Wildlife  and  Parks. 

In  1986,  Bill  became  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's  Chief  of  Realty.  In  this  posi- 
tion he  also  served  as  Secretary  to  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Commission. 
He  received  the  Department's  Meritorious  Service  Award  in  1988,  completed  the 
Senior  Executive  Service's  Candidate  Development  Program  in  1990,  and  was  se- 
lected as  one  of  the  Service's  unusually  outstanding  PMRS  employees  for  fiscal  year 
1990. 

On  September  23,  1991,  Bill  became  Deputy  Assistant  Director  for  Refuges  and 
Wildlife.  His  area  of  responsibility  covers  activities  of  the  Division  of  Refuges,.  Divi- 
sion of  Realty,  Division  of  Law  Enforcement,  Office  of  Migratory  Bird  Management, 
Duck  Stamp  Office,  and  the  North  American  Wetlands  and  Waterfowl  Office. 

Bill,  his  wife  Donna,  and  their  two  children,  Brett  and  Katharine,  live  in  Monro- 
via, Maryland.  The  Hartwig's  are  active  in  community  activities  and  enjoy  a  variety 
of  outdoor  activities. 

BUDGET  ALLOCATIONS 

Chairman  Byrd.  Thank  you,  Director  Beattie. 

In  making  the  602(b)  allocation  ceilings  to  the  various  appropria- 
tions subcommittees,  I  was  faced,  as  chairman  of  the  full  commit- 
tee, with  a  very  difficult  task.  The  committee  had  about  $3.6  billion 
less  to  allocate  than  the  President  proposed  in  discretionary  spend- 
ing for  fiscal  year  1995. 

In  developing  the  Interior  bill  on  the  Senate  side,  this  sub- 
committee will  have  $215  million  less  in  outlays  for  fiscal  year 
1995  than  the  level  proposed  by  the  President.  A  rough  estimate 
is  that  to  achieve  this  level  of  outlay  savings,  cuts  of  some  $400  to 
$500  million  will  be  necessary  in  budget  authority  below  amounts 
identified  by  the  President  as  administration  priorities. 

The  caps  are  tight.  They're  very  real.  It  is  unlikely  that  any 
agency  in  the  bill  will  get  the  increases  proposed  for  fiscal  year 
1995. 

In  view  of  this,  the  subcommittee  is  reviewing  priorities  within 
each  agency. 

In  light  of  these  types  of  constraints,  which  of  the  proposed  in- 
creases in  your  fiscal  year  1995  budget  would  you  identify  as  your 
top  priority? 
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BUDGET  PRIORITIES 


Ms.  Beattie.  Senator,  I  believe  our  top  priorities  would  be, 
again,  the  three  ecosystem  increases  that  are  shown  in  the  budget 
and  our  budget  for  the  National  Education  and  Training  Center. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Are  there  reallocations  in  the  Service's  operat- 
ing budget  that  you  would  propose  if  the  account  were  held  to  the 
fiscal  year  1994  level?  And  if  so,  please  explain,  and  provide  details 
for  the  record. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Senator,  could  I  provide  that  detail  in  the  record 
and  we'll  get  back  and  think  about  that? 

Chairman  Byrd.  Yes. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Thank  you. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Fiscal  Year  1995  Budget  Reallocations 

In  the  event  that  the  operating  account  (Resource  Management)  is  held  to  the 
1994  level,  reallocations  would  be  needed  in  order  to  fund  the  following: 

In  millions 

Servicewide  consolidated  costs  ^  +  $3.70 

Forest  plan  +  20.25 

Everglades  +2.85 

NAFTA +3.45 

iThe  Service's  fixed  costs  including  space,  FTS  2000,  and  financial  and  personnel  system 
costs. 

The  Service  would  reallocate  funding  from  the  construction  account  by  deferring 
non-health  and  safety  related  projects.  The  balance  of  funding  needed  to  address  the 
priority  operational  programs  listed  above  would  be  reallocated  from  land  acquisi- 
tion projects  and  from  Endangered  Species  grants  to  states. 

ECOSYSTEM  MANAGEMENT 

Chairman  Byrd.  This  administration  has  placed  a  great  empha- 
sis on  the  shift  to  ecosystem  management,  and  you  have  addressed 
this  subject  in  your  remarks.  Funding  increases  are  proposed 
throughout  the  department  to  cover  the  additional  costs  associated 
with  this  change  in  management  approach. 

Why  is  ecosystem  management  so  much  more  expensive  than  the 
current  methods  of  protecting  our  Federal  lands? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Senator,  we  do  believe  there  are  a  couple  of  rea- 
sons. One,  there  may  be  within  the  budget  some  artifacts  of  presen- 
tation that  make  ecosystem  management  look  somewhat  more  ex- 
pensive. That  has  to  do  with  taking  various  initiatives  that  used 
to  be  shown  in  other  areas  of  the  budget  and  putting  them  to- 
gether, so  that  it  looks  like  a  large  expense. 

But  also,  we  do  believe  that,  in  the  long  run,  ecosystem  manage- 
ment will  be  a  less  expensive  approach  to  what  we  have  been  doing 
up  until  now.  We  have  been  largely  waiting  for  ecosystem  protec- 
tion until  we  get  to  an  endangered  species  listing,  which  is  a  ter- 
ribly expensive  way  to  run  our  business. 

We  end  up,  as  you  saw  in  the  Pacific  Northwest,  with  a  conten- 
tious outcome,  with  very  few  solutions  left.  It  always  costs  us  more. 

In  addition  to  some  budget  presentation  artifacts,  which  are  in 
the  budget,  we  also  believe  that  we  are  investing  money  up  front 
in  order  to  save  money  in  the  long  run  and  not  end  up  in  the  kinds 
of  situations  that  you've  seen  over  the  last  decade  or  so. 
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Chairman  Byrd.  How  will  you  propose  to  implement  ecosystem 
management  if  additional  dollars  are  not  forthcoming? 

Ms.  Beattie.  We  can  impose  an  ecosystem  management  template 
on  our  activities.  We  have  proceeded  already  to  come  up  with  a  di- 
vision of  the  United  States  into  ecosystems,  which  we  are  discuss- 
ing with  many  of  our  partners  at  the  State,  tribal,  and  private 
level. 

We  are  creating  teams,  within  our  existing  resources,  in  each  re- 
gion to  address  those  ecosystems  and  to  put  priorities  on  activities 
within  them  for  both  conservation  and  restoration. 

However,  we  do  need  increased  resources,  particularly  in  the 
three  ecosystems  that  we  mentioned,  in  order  to  be  successful  with 
those. 

INTERAGENCY  COORDINATION  IN  THE  FOREST  PLAN 

Chairman  Byrd.  As  part  of  ecosystem  management  and  imple- 
mentation of  the  forest  plan  for  the  Pacific  Northwest,  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  has  identified  significant  funding  needs  in  order  to 
achieve  interagency  coordination. 

Why  should  there  be  increased  costs  associated  with  interagency 
coordination? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Senator,  I  believe  this  question  goes  with  one  of  the 
budget  presentation  artifacts  of  which  I  spoke.  There  is  a  table  in 
circulation  that  shows  a  $17  million  request  under  a  title  of  inter- 
agency coordination. 

First,  let  me  explain  that  this  is  a  table  of  full  funding  wishes 
and  desires  for  the  forest  plan.  The  forest  plan  will  be  adequately 
funded  in  the  request  we  have  made. 

So,  first  of  all,  that  is  a  much  bigger  request  than  we  are  mak- 
ing. 

Second  of  all,  the  $17  million  shows  up  under  interagency  coordi- 
nation in  that  table  because  the  people  putting  that  table  together 
used  Forest  Service  categories.  Our  categories  are  line  items  in  the 
forest  plan  that  have  to  do  with,  for  instance,  a  line  item  for  listing, 
one  for  recovery,  one  for  prelisting. 

The  Forest  Service  obviously  does  not  have  those  categories,  so 
someone  making  the  table  took  all  of  those  pieces  and  put  them 
into  one  interagency  coordination  column. 

It  is  sort  of  an  artifact  of  presentation  in  a  table  that  is  much 
larger  than  our  request. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Are  there  ways  of  restructuring  the  current 
method  of  doing  business  without  an  increase  in  funding? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Yes;  as  I've  described,  we  can  change  the  way  that 
we  do  business.  However,  I  do  not  believe  that  we  can,  in  these 
three  ecosystems  in  particular,  achieve  success  without  an  increase 
in  funding. 

We  can  change  the  way  that  we  do  business  at  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  across  the  Nation.  But  in  terms  of  our  ecosystems 
of  focus,  no.  Senator,  I  do  not  believe  that  we  can  achieve  successes 
without  increases. 

Chairman  Byrd.  If  a  significant  portion  of  interagency  coordina- 
tion involves  the  hiring  of  additional  personnel,  how  will  you  ac- 
complish this,  given  the  staffing  reductions  ordered  by  the  Presi- 
dent and  approved  by  the  Congress  in  the  buyout  legislation? 
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Ms.  Beattie.  Senator,  overall,  our  net  change  in  FTE's  in  1992, 
I  believe  is  at  minus  one.  You  will  see,  however,  program  increase- 
related  additions  in  FTE's. 

For  instance,  in  the  forest  plan,  we  would  propose  to  add  36 
FTE's  to  match  the  increased  funding  of  $20,250,000.  However, 
those  increases  are  made  up  in  compensatory  decreases  throughout 
the  agency. 

We  are  trying  very  hard,  and  I  think  we  will  succeed,  in  achiev- 
ing those  streamlining  efforts  through  the  consolidation  of  adminis- 
trative functions,  such  as  putting  finance  and  budget  functions  to- 
gether and  reducing  the  number  of  budget  analysts  within  offices. 

Those  are  the  kinds  of  efforts — consolidations,  colocations — we 
are  trying  very  hard  to  make  all  those  changes  in  the  administra- 
tive functions  where  we  can  find  duplication,  but  not  at  the  field 
level. 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  would  be  the  effect  on  implementation  of 
the  forest  plan  if  interagency  coordination  had  to  be  conducted 
without  an  increase  in  funding? 

IMPORTANCE  OF  INCREASE  IN  FUNDING  FOR  FOREST  PLAN 

Ms.  Beattie.  The  effect.  Senator,  would  be  that  we  would  jeop- 
ardize one  of  the  keystones  to  success  in  the  forest  plan,  particu- 
larly the  coordination  between  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  and  particularly  the  Forest  Service. 

As  you  know,  a  lot  of  the  problem  and  dislocation  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest  was  caused  by  the  abrupt  halt  to  timber  sales  caused  by 
a  judge's  ruling  that  those  timber  sales  did  threaten  certain  wild- 
life populations. 

As  a  result,  we  want  to  make  sure  that  we  are  now  ahead  of  the 
game,  shoulder  to  shoulder  with  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
and  the  Forest  Service,  in  the  planning  of  timber  sales  so  this  will 
not  happen  again. 

Without  an  increase,  it  will  be  difficult  for  us  to  keep  pace  with 
logging  in  the  Northwest,  and  we'll  begin  to  erode  confidence  in  the 
possibility  of  sustainable  forest  use  in  the  Northwest. 

As  you  know,  the  injunction  on  those  sales  was  lifted  yesterday. 
We  feel  that  we  are  about  to  see  the  light  at  the  end  of  the  tunnel 
in  terms  of  the  disappointment  and  contention  in  the  Northwest 
now. 

We  want  very  much  to  be  able  to  have  that  never  happen  again. 
The  interagency  coordination  to  make  those  timber  sales  happen  is 
essential. 

Chairman  Byrd.  We  have  a  good  representation  of  the  sub- 
committee here  this  morning.  Therefore,  I  will  limit  myself  at  this 
point,  having  used  10  minutes  on  the  questions,  and  proceed  to  oth- 
ers on  the  subcommittee. 

Senator  Reid.  Mr.  Chairman? 

Chairman  Byrd.  Yes. 

Senator  Reid.  I  know  it's  not  my  turn,  but  I'd  like  to  take  1 
minute,  and  I'll  leave. 

Chairman  Byrd.  I'll  yield  you  1  of  my  minutes. 

Senator  Reid.  Thank  you  very  much.  [Laughter.] 

I  wanted  to  have  the  opportunity,  I've  worked  very  closely  with 
Marv  Plenert,  who  is  the  Pacific  region  director.  We've  had  some 
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extremely  difficult  problems  in  Nevada  over  the  years  he  has  been 
leading  the  Pacific  region. 

I  just  wanted  to  spread  across  this  record  that  Marv  Plenert  is 
what  is  good  about  bureaucrats.  He  works  very  hard.  He  has  been 
very  firm  in  what  he  believes  is  right  and  what  is  good  for  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  and  the  Government. 

I  just  wanted  to  tell  Marv  and  his  superiors  here — he's  retiring 
in  less  than  1  month. 

Mr.  Plenert.  In  3  weeks.  [Laughter.] 

Ms.  Beattie.  In  42  hours,  10  minutes.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Plenert.  That's  right. 

Senator  Reid.  And  I  just  wanted  to  have  the  opportunity  to  tell 
Marv  Plenert  how  good  he's  been  for  the  State  of  Nevada. 

We  haven't  always  agreed,  but  you've  always  stood  firm  in  what 
you  thought  was  the  best  thing  to  do,  and  I  have  appreciated  being 
able  to  work  with  you. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Thank  you.  Senator  Reid. 

Senator  Nickles. 

Senator  Nickles.  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  very  much.  Director 
Beattie,  welcome  to  our  subcommittee. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Thank  you,  Senator. 

incompatible  uses  on  refuges 

Senator  Nickles.  I'm  going  to  do  something  kind  of  unusual  and 
ask  a  parochial  question  first  that  has  national  implications. 

There  have  been  some  proposals  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
to  restrict  recreational  use  on  wildlife  refuges.  Can  you  tell  us  the 
status  of  those  recommendations? 

Ms.  Beattie.  I  certainly  can,  at  the  risk  of  giving  you  more  back- 
ground than  you  may  want. 

The  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System  is  facing  a  general  shortfall 
in  funds  caused  by  inflationary  factors,  but  also  caused  by  the  in- 
creased management  pressures  on  the  refuge  system. 

For  instance,  originally,  they  were  remote  areas  out  in  the  mid- 
dle of  nowhere.  Many  of  them  are  now  surrounded  chock-a-block  by 
development,  and  the  management  costs  of  a  refuge  in  the  middle 
of  development  have  gone  sky-high. 

In  addition,  there's  a  great  deal  more  recreational  pressure. 

We  need  to  address  that  shortfall  and  we  need  to  do  it  in  a  sys- 
tematic way.  The  first  step,  to  any  manager,  is  to  ask,  are  we  using 
the  funds  we  have  for  the  purposes  intended? 

We  do  not  want  to  come  before  this  committee,  or  any  other  com- 
mittee, asking  for  more  money  to  run  the  refuge  system  in  the  com- 
ing years  and  face  the  question,  are  we  using  the  money  correctly? 

On  March  7,  we  sent  out,  as  a  very  first  step  in  this  process,  a 
memo  asking  our  refuge  managers  to  send  us  lists  and  costs  of  any 
uses  that  were  not  compatible.  I  can  actually  read  you  the  criteria. 

Eliminate  incompatible  uses.  "Incompatible  uses"  is  a  term  of  art 
in  the  refuge  legislation  that  says  any  use  that  takes  away  from 
the  purposes  for  which  the  refuge  was  set  aside  is,  by  definition, 
an  incompatible  use. 

This  says  eliminate  them.  We  don't  believe  there  are  many  left 
out  there.  We  have  been,  as  you  may  know,  through  a  couple  of 
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lawsuits  over  them.  We've  also  started  our  own  initiative  to  elimi- 
nate them,  just  to  make  sure. 

Eliminate  non-wildlife-oriented  recreational  uses. 

We  believe,  and  our  statute  backs  us  up,  that  the  refuge  system 
should  be  about  wildlife,  at  minimum,  and  that  recreation  on  the 
refuges  should  be  wildlife-oriented  and  wildlife-dependent — hunt- 
ing, fishing,  bird  watching,  those  kinds  of  efforts. 

People  who  come  there  should  know  that  refuges  are  about  wild- 
life. 

Then  we  go  on  about  some  other  uses. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Let  me  ask  you  a  question.  Are  you  in  the 
process  of  issuing  directives  or  regulations  that  will  restrict  rec- 
reational uses  throughout  the  refuges  in  the  country? 

Ms.  Beattie.  We  may  be.  We  are  not  in  a  sense  of  a  policy  judg- 
ment at  this  time,  but  on  specific  refuges  where  there  are  rec- 
reational uses  that  are  either  incompatible  or  poorly  attended  and 
cost  us  a  lot  of  money  to  manage. 

WITCHITA  MOUNTAINS  REFUGE  NONWILDLIFE  RECREATIONAL  USES 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Let  me  urge  you  to  go  slow.  At  the  Wichita 
Mountains  Wildlife  Refuge,  which  has  more  visitors  than  any  other 
refuge  in  the  country,  two  activities  may  now  be  eliminated.  These 
proposals  really  have  me  and  a  number  of  my  constituents  quite 
upset. 

One  is  rock  climbing.  They've  had  rock  climbing  on  that  refuge 
before  it  was  a  refuge.  Now  the  Big  Government  is  going  to  tell 
people  they  can't  have  rock  climbing. 

I  think  that's  outrageous. 

The  other  activity  is  an  "Easter  Passion"  play  that  we've  had  for, 
I  think,  50  years.  Now  they're  talking  about  stopping  that.  Thou- 
sands of  people  come  to  visit  that  every  year. 

Again,  I  think  it's  outrageous  that  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
would  come  up  with  some  non-wildlife-compatible,  regulations 
when  there  has  not  been  a  problem  in  decades.  Now  this  adminis- 
tration is  saying  we  want  to  ban  rock  climbing,  we  want  to  ban  the 
"Passion"  play. 

I  don't  want  that  to  happen. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Senator,  let  me  assure  you  that  I  have  not  yet  seen 
the  list  that  our  refuge  managers  sent  in,  so  no  judgment  has  been 
made.  I  believe  there  will  be  an  environmental  assessment  of  the 
rock  climbing  in  the  refuge  and,  again,  no  decision  has  been  made. 
This  does  not  answer  your  parochial  question,  but  I  can  assure  you 
that  at  this  time,  there  is  no  blanket  policy  saying  no  rock  climbing 
in  any  refuge. 

We  are  trying  to  look  for  wildlife-related  impacts  and,  whether 
or  not  the  management  of  non-wildlife-related  activities  is  costing 
us  money  that  we  should  be  spending  on  wildlife. 

I  do  not  have  those  figures.  We've  asked  people  for  which  uses 
there  are  and  what  they're  costing  us. 

But  this  step  does  seem  essential  in  reallocating  our  funds  to 
where  we  can  manage  wildlife  better. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Well,  I  have  a  concern  for  wildlife,  but  I  also 
have  concern  for  individuals.  I  think  the  two  can  be  compatible. 
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Again,  I'm  urging  you  to  go  slow.  If  the  administration  makes 
moves  to  restrict  a  lot  of  activities  that  have  very  strong  support 
in  my  State,  I'll  work  to  change  that. 

Ms.  Beattie.  I  appreciate  that.  Senator. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  I'm  sure  that  other  Senators  will  do  likewise, 
if  they're  listening  to  their  constituents. 

So  I  hope  that  you'll  listen  to  some  of  the  people  as  well.  I  men- 
tioned this  issue  to  Secretary  Babbitt  and  have  invited  him  to  visit 
this  refuge.  Hopefully,  he  will  be  able  to  take  me  up  on  that  and 
see  for  himself  that  rock  climbing  this  is  not  incompatible  with 
wildlife  management,  nor  is  it  expensive  to  allow  people  to  climb 
rocks. 

I  feel  very  strongly  about  that. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Thank  you.  Senator.  I  believe  we  are  doing — an 
EIS  or  an  EA? 

Mr.  Rogers.  EA. 

Ms.  Beattie.  An  environmental  assessment.  So  that  is  equiva- 
lent to  going  slow. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  I'm  not  asking  for  bureaucracy  and  I'm  not 
asking  to  spend  money.  If  you  want  to  save  resources,  I  see  a  big 
bureaucracy  in  your  organization.  Whether  you're  talking  about 
ecosystem  management  or  whatever  other  terminology  you're 
using,  I'm  not  asking  for  an  environmental  study.  I'm  just  telling 
you  that  if  you  have  some  activities  that  are  quite  popular  that 
really  aren't  incompatible  with  wildlife  management,  that  have 
been  going  along  quite  well  for  years,  why  disturb  them  and  get 
people  upset,  which  you're  doing  right  now. 

You  need  to  know  that.  I  don't  think  it's  wise. 

No  one  has  been  a  bigger  backer  of  that  wildlife  refuge  than  I 
have,  and  this  subcommittee  has  been  supportive.  We  have  over  1 
million  visitors  a  year.  I  really  don't  want  to  upset  that.  If  this  is 
happening  throughout  the  country,  I  think  you  need  to  be  aware 
that  you  are  going  to  be  causing  some  problems. 

Let  me  ask  you  another  question.  This  is  a  case  that  I  read  some- 
thing about. 

Are  you  familiar  with  the  case  of  Mr.  Ming  Lin  and  the  Tipton 
kangaroo  rat? 

TIPTON  KANGAROO  RAT  LAW  ENFORCEMENT  CASE 

Ms.  Beattie.  I  am  familiar  with  the  case  Senator,  but  we  are 
still  investigating  it  and  I  do  not  have  a  full  report. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Well,  correct  me  if  I'm  wrong.  From  the  news 
reports  that  I've  seen,  Mr.  Lin  is  an  immigrant  from  Taiwan  who 
bought  some  land,  about  700  acres,  around  Bakersfield,  CA.  That 
land  has  been  in  agricultural  use  and  it's  zoned  for  agricultural 
use. 

He  began  discing  the  land  and  according  to  news  reports,  on  Feb- 
ruary 20,  more  than  two  dozen  State  and  Federal  agents,  accom- 
panied by  helicopters,  descended  on  the  farm.  They  swaimed  the 
fields,  taking  pictures  and  looking  for  animals  or  animal  parts. 

They  reportedly  ordered  a  county  fire  department  employee  to 
haul  away  the  tractor  and  the  disc. 

On  March  23,  the  U.S.  attorney's  office  filed  charges  against  Mr. 
Lin,  charging  him  with  "unlawful  taking  of  endangered  species,  the 
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Tipton  kangaroo  rat,  and  aiding  and  abetting  in  the  taking  of  en- 
dangered species." 

Later,  the  Government  threw  in  the  counts  of  harming  the  San 
Joaquin  kit  foxes  and  the  blunt-nosed  leopard  lizards. 

Further,  the  Government  has  filed  suit  in  California  Federal  dis- 
trict court  to  seize  the  tractor  and  the  disc,  much  to  the  chagrin 
of  the  local  machinery  dealer  who  is  still  owed  money  on  those. 

Finally,  after  the  seizure  of  the  tractor  and  the  suit  and  the 
threat  of  a  $300,000  fine,  Mr.  Lin  suffered  a  mild  stroke. 

Those  were  things  that  were  reported  in  the  press.  Are  they  cor- 
rect? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Senator,  I'm  going  to  refer  this  question  to  Marv 
Plenert,  our  Regional  Director.  I  have  not  yet  had  a  full  briefing 
on  this.  We're  still  looking  into  it.  But  Marv  can  tell  you  what  he 
knows. 

Mr.  Plenert.  I'll  try  to  answer  in  some  order. 

I  don't  believe  the  newspaper  account  is  entirely  accurate.  What 
happened  was  the  land  is  not  zoned  for  agriculture.  It's  in  the 
desert.  There's  no  water.  It  does  have  three  listed  species  on  it. 

What  happened  was  the  owner  was  starting  to  disc  the  property. 
A  State  fish  and  game  officer  noticed  it,  stopped  by  and  told  him 
that  he  was  in  violation  of  State  and  Federal  law,  that  they  would 
like  to  come  and  talk  to  him. 

The  State  officer  reported  it  to  us.  We  at  that  point  went  and 
talked  to  Mr.  Lin.  We  did  not  swoop  in  with  helicopters  or  anything 
like  that.  We  went  over  and  talked  to  the  gentleman  and  told  him 
that  he  was  in  violation  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  by  discing 
this  property  and  that  we  would  like  to  work  with  him. 

At  that  point,  the  tractor  kept  rolling  and  did  not  stop.  So  we  did 
go  on  the  property  and  we  did  find  remains,  dead  bodies,  which  we 
took  to  the  U.S.  attorney. 

The  case  is  there  now. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Dead  bodies? 

Mr.  Plenert.  Of  rats  and  lizards. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  I  was  just  wondering.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Plenert.  Yes;  you  see,  it's  pretty  hard  to  take  a  case  to  the 
U.S.  attorney  when  you  think  somebody  is  taking,  harming,  har- 
assing, an  endangered  species. 

So  when  you  actually  find  an  animal  that's  been  uprooted  or  run 
over  by  a  disc,  it's  pretty  easy  to  say,  yes,  we  do  have  some  evi- 
dence. 

This  was  taken  to  the  U.S.  attorney.  I  don't  believe  there's  been 
a  trial.  I  also  read — in  fact,  the  hearing  has  not  come  up  yet — I  also 
read  in  the  paper  that  the  man  suffered  a  heart  attack. 

We  don't  know  that.  I  read  the  same  account  that  you  have  listed 
there. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Were  20  agents  involved? 

Mr.  Plenert.  No;  not  from  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  or  from 
the  state.  I  don't  believe  there  were  20,  we  have  3  agents  working 
in  that  area,  we  didn't  swoop  in. 

Senator  Nickles.  I  meant  20  altogether. 

Mr.  Plenert.  No;  I  don't  think  so. 

Senator  Nickles.  You  said  helicopters  were  not  involved? 
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Mr.  Plenert.  Not  that  I  know  of.  We  did  go  on  the  property.  But 
there  was  no  need  to  go  in  with  a  heHcopter. 

Senator  Burns.  Did  you  have  a  warrant? 

Mr.  Plenert.  I  don't  know  if  helicopters — I  don't  believe  there 
were.  I  can't  say  that  100  percent,  but  I  don't  believe  there  were. 

If  there  were,  then  I'm  wrong.  I  don't  think  so. 

HELICOPTERS  INVOLVED  IN  CASE 

Senator  Nickles.  I  would  like  to  know  if  there  was  a  helicopter. 
Mr.  Plenert.  We  can  provide  that  for  the  record,  yes. 

Use  of  Helicopter 

In  the  case  involving  Ming  Tank  Lin,  no  helicopters  were  utilized  by  the  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  in  the  search  for  endangerea  species. 

Senator  Burns.  Did  you  have  a  warrant  to  go  on  that  property? 

Mr.  Plenert.  No;  we  did.  You  do  not  need  a  warrant,  however, 
if  there's  probable  cause.  And  there  was. 

Senator  Nickles.  Do  you  have  any  proof  that  any  endangered 
species  were  killed? 

Mr.  Plenert.  Yes;  like  I  said,  we  have  carcases.  No  San  Joaquin 
kit  fox,  but  a  blunt-nosed  leopard  lizard  and  a  Tipton  kangaroo  rat. 

We  did  find  bodies,  yes. 

Senator  Nickles.  Now,  a  Tipton  kangaroo  rat,  is  that  different 
than  another  type  of  rat? 

Mr.  Plenert.  Yes;  there's  a  Stevens  kangaroo  rat,  and  that's  list- 
ed as  well.  They  kind  of  overlap  or  they're  in  adjacent  habitats. 

Ms.  Beattie.  You  mean  than  a  domestic  rat? 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Yes. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Oh,  yes. 

Senator  Nickles.  Is  a  person  driving  a  tractor  able  to  tell  one 
rat  from  another  rat? 

Mr.  Plenert.  I  don't  think  every  tractor  driver  would,  but  a  lot 
of  the  landowners  that  live  in  that  part  of  the  world  know  a  kan- 
garoo rat.  They  jump  like  a  kangaroo.  They  have  those  big  hind 
feet. 

Senator  Nickles.  Had  this  land  ever  been  farmed  before? 

Mr.  Plenert.  No;  it  has  not. 

Senator  Nickles.  Did  Mr.  Lin  contact  the  State  department  of 
agriculture? 

Mr.  Plenert.  I  can't  answer  that.  I  don't  know  what  Mr.  Lin  did. 
All  I  know  is  that  we  did  talk  to  the  landowner.  The  State  fish  and 
game  did  as  well  ahead  of  time  when  he  did  start  discing. 

I  believe  that  the  discing,  when  it  resumed,  went  day  and  night. 
It  didn't  stop,  just  continued.  That's  not  our  call.  That  was  Mr. 
Lin's  call.  And  then  we  did  cite  him. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Is  he  in  jail  now? 

Mr.  Plenert.  The  tractor  was  seized.  Yes? 

Senator  Nickles.  Is  he  in  jail? 

Mr.  Plenert.  No. 

Senator  Nickles.  You  arrested  him? 

Mr.  Plenert.  We  cited  him.  I'm  sorry. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Has  he  been  fined? 

Mr.  Plenert.  No;  we  turned  the  case  over  to  the  U.S.  attorney, 
which  we  do,  and  it's  kind  of  up  to  them  to  proceed  from  there. 
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Senator  NiCKLES.  The  Endangered  Species  Act,  and  you  men- 
tioned this,  Director  Beattie,  in  your  comments,  can  be  very  expen- 
sive. You're  hoping  to  avoid  that,  believe  through  your  ecosystems 
management  in  various  areas. 

How  many  endangered  species  do  you  have  now? 

ENDANGERED  AND  CANDIDATE  SPECIES  NUMBERS 

Ms.  Beattie.  About  900  U.S.  threatened  or  endangered  species. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  About  900.  How  many  are  candidates  for  en- 
dangered species? 

Ms.  Beattie.  None  of  that  900.  What  are  we  up  to  in  candidates? 

Mr.  Spear.  An  additional 

Senator  NiCKLES.  4,000? 

Mr.  Spear.  3,000. 

Senator  Nickles.  I've  heard  4,000.  Is  it  3,000  or  4,000? 

Mr.  Spear.  It's  less  than  4,000.  It's  3,000,  3,500,  something  of 
that  nature. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Something  like  that. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  And  what's  the  breakdown  between  plants  and 
animals? 

Ms.  Beattie.  On  the  candidate  list? 

Senator  Nickles.  On  the  candidate  list. 

Mr.  Spear.  On  the  candidate  list,  I  think  they're  mostly  plants. 
The  majority  I  believe  would  be  plants. 

Senator  Nickles.  How  many  species  of  snails  are  on  that  list?  Do 
you  know? 

Mr.  Spear.  I  don't  know  right  off.  We  can  provide  for  the  record. 

Number  of  Snail  Species 

As  of  June  1,  1994,  there  are  283  snail  species  on  the  Ust  of  category  1  candidate 
species.  There  are  38  snail  species  listed  as  either  threatened  or  endangered. 

CANDIDATE  SPECIES 

Senator  Nickles.  Somebody  told  me  there  are  30  different  spe- 
cies. 

Mr.  Spear.  There  would  probably  easily  be  30  snails. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Senator,  I've  got  real  numbers  here.  There  are 
3,600  candidate  species.  Of  those,  350  are  category  1,  which  is  the 
most  likely  to  be  listed.  Then  3,250  are  category  2,  which  is  in  need 
of  research  and  investigation. 

Of  the  3,600,  53  percent  are  plants  and  47  percent  are  animals. 

recovery  PLAN  COSTS 

Senator  NiCKLES.  I  noticed  a  Wall  Street  Journal  editorial  Friday 
talked  about  the  recovery  plans  for  these  endangered  species.  It 
mentions  the  Atlantic  green  turtle  recovery  plan  cost  $88  million; 
loggerhead  turtle,  $85  million;  blunt-nosed  leopard  lizard — I  guess 
this  is  one  that  Mr.  Lin  has  been  charged  with — $70  million,  and 
so  on. 

The  source  of  this  information  is  the  National  Wilderness  Insti- 
tute. It's  not  Fish  and  Wildlife.  Do  you  have  estimates  of  what  the 
costs  are  to  get  these  species  off  the  endangered  species  list?  Do 
you  have  estimates  of  the  recovery  plans? 


1233 

Ms.  Beattie.  Yes;  we  do.  Mike,  do  you  want  to  talk  about  the 
reporting  system  on  costs? 

Mr.  Spear.  There  was  a  report  done  a  couple  of  years  ago  which 
added  up  the  potential  costs  if  every  recovery  plan  were  to  be  im- 
plemented exactly  as  it  had  been  portrayed.  And  it  added  up  to 
over  $4  billion. 

In  the  recovery  planning  process,  at  the  back-end  of  every  recov- 
ery plan  is  a  proposed  set  of  actions.  Not  every  one  of  those  actions 
is  eventually  done.  They're  ranked  in  priority  order. 

But  if  one  does  go  through  and  adds  up  all  the  items  in  those 
plans,  frequently,  they  involve  potential  land  acquisition.  Some- 
times that's  necessary.  Sometimes  it  turns  out  not  to  be  necessary. 

But  when  there's  land  acquisition  involved,  it  can  get  quite  ex- 
pensive. 

LAND  ACQUISITION  PRIORITY  LIST 

Senator  Nickles.  You  have  habitat  land  acquisition  in  your  land 
acquisition  priority  list.  You  prioritize  the  first  15  projects,  and 
then  after  that,  there  are  no  priorities,  but  you  include  seven  more 
projects  in  your  budget.  Several  of  those  are  habitat  conservation 
acquisitions.  Some  of  those  are  enormously  expensive,  particularly 
if  you  look  at  a  per-acre  basis. 

Why  weren't  the  rankings  passed  on  for  those  additional  acquisi- 
tions? 

HABITAT  conservation  PLANS 

Ms.  Beattie.  I'm  not  sure  I  know  why  the  rankings  weren't  con- 
sidered. Senator,  but  I  can  explain  why  they  were  selected  al- 
though they  had  lower  rankings  than  the  first  15.  Our  land  acqui- 
sition rating  system,  through  which  we  decide  all  proposed  acquisi- 
tions, has  a  number  of  criteria  which  are  applied  to  the  projects 
and  then  the  land  is  ranked. 

Unfortunately,  those  criteria  do  not  yet  reflect  our  emphasis  on 
the  ecosystem  approach,  and  particularly  on  what  are  called  habi- 
tat conservation  plans.  These  are  landscape  efforts  to  develop  long- 
term  plans  for  the  conservation  of  an  ecosystem  and  move  every- 
thing within  that  landscape  out  from  under  the  more  rigid  con- 
straints of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  relative  to  the  prohibitions 
on  the  take  of  an  individual  species. 

Habitat  conservation  plans  allow  us,  with  partners  in  a  relatively 
cooperative  way,  to  sit  down  and  say,  how  can  we  all  save  this 
habitat  so  we  don't  have  to  worry  about  individual  species  and  let 
people  have  a  lot  more  flexibility? 

We  have  a  new  emphasis  on  habitat  conservation  planning.  It  is 
turning  out  to  work  well  in  many  of  these  situations.  Land  within 
these  areas  is  almost  always  very  expensive  because  these  are 
places  where  development  has  proceeded  space.  That  is  why  we  are 
facing  endangered  species  and,  therefore,  they're  usually  expensive 
areas. 

As  I  was  saying,  our  land  acquisition  priority  system  does  not  yet 
reflect  the  role  a  piece  of  land  might  play  in  a  habitat  conservation 
plan.  This  ought  to  be  one  of  our  priorities  and  we  need  to  revise 
our  land  acquisition  priority  system  to  show  that. 
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In  the  meantime,  we  do  need  to  participate  in  these  habitat  con- 
servation plans. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  I've  taken  too  much  time  and  I  apologize  to  my 
colleagues. 

You  have  an  additional  7  projects  that  were  not  in  the  priority 
top  15,  and  I  understand  your  interest  in  elevating  those. 

Could  you  give  us  the  total  projected  cost?  How  much  land  do 
you  propose  buying  over  the  next  10  years  for  habitat  conservation 
in  addition  to  what  you  have  in  your  1995  budget? 

My  point  is,  Director,  I  don't  want  to  get  started  and  fmd  out, 
well,  this  is  your  first  year  of  a  10-year  program  to  buy  x  number 
of  acres. 

I'd  like  to  know  the  entire,  total,  long-range  cost  of  your  land  ac- 
quisition for  habitat  conservation. 

Ms.  Beattie.  ok.  For  habitat  conservation  plans  generally  or  for 
these  habitat  conservation  plans? 

[The  information  follows:] 

HCP-Type  Land  Acquisition  Projects 

The  Service's  fiscal  year  1995  budget  includes  funding  for  land  acquisition  projects 
that  support  the  protection  of  endangered  species  including  the  five  projects  listed 
below  that  would  match  Federal  land  acquisition  with  the  efforts  of  other  entities 
involved  in  habitat  preservation  programs.  These  lands  would  be  added  to  the  Na- 
tional Wildlife  Refuge  System. 

As  the  schedule  for  acquisition  of  these  properties  over  the  next  ten  years  is  dif- 
ficult to  predict  and  is  largely  dependent  on  the  availability  of  appropriations,  the 
costs  to  complete  each  of  the  projects  is  provided.  The  Service  is  anticipating  that 
the  completion  of  these  projects  (as  shown  below)  would  be  funded  by  Federal  acqui- 
sition and  matching  acquisition  by  State,  local  government  and  private  entities.  The 
inclusion  of  these  partners  will  reduce  the  Federal  share  of  acquisition  costs  for 
these  areas  to  the  maximum  extent  possible. 

These  cost  figures  assume  approval  of  the  proposals  presented  in  the  1995  budget 
request. 

[In  thousands  of  dollars] 

„„.   .  Fiscal  year  1995      Funding  to  com- 

'^'"J*"  request  plete 

Archie  Carr,  Florida  $7,000  $96,156 

Lake  Wales  Ridge,  Florida 3,000  44,684 

National  Key  Deer,  Florida 2,000  10,753 

Balcones  Canyonlands,  Texas  '9,062  32,622 

Vernal  pools,  California 5,000  10,800 

St.  George  desert  tortoise  project,  Utah  4,000  (2) 

'  Includes  total  request  in  fiscal  year  1995  President's  budget  for  Balcones  Canyonlands  project. 

^An  additional  61.385  acres  is  included  in  the  projects  composed  of  BLM  lands.  State  lands  and  privately  owned  lands. 

LAND  ACQUISITION  PROGRAM 

Senator  NiCKLES.  For  the  ones  that  you  have  in  your  1995  budg- 
et. 

Ms.  Beattie.  All  right. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  I  want  to  be  careful  before  we  begin  the  land 
acquisition  program  process. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Before  you  commit,  right? 

Senator  Nickles.  I  don't  want  to  buy  one-tenth  if  that's  not 
going  to  do  it.  And  I  don't  want  to  get  us  committed  at  an  astro- 
nomically high  price,  and  some  of  these  are  very  expensive,  without 
us  knowing  what  the  total  cost  would  be. 
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If  we're  going  to  protect  the  desert  tortoise,  how  much  land,  how 
much  money  are  we  going  to  be  expending  to  protect  the  desert  tor- 
toise. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Over  time,  yes. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  That's  what  I'm  searching  for.  Thank  you,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Director,  I  have  lots  of  other  questions,  but  I  don't  want  to  take 
up  more  time  of  the  subcommittee  and  so  I'll  submit  those  ques- 
tions for  the  record. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Thank  you.  Senator. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Thank  you.  Senator  Nickles. 

Senator  Murray. 

Senator  Murray.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  First,  let  me  thank 
Marv  Plenert  as  well  and  wish  you  the  best  in  your  retirement.  We 
appreciate  all  the  work  you've  done. 

We  look  forward  to  wishing  you  well  in  your  retirement. 

Mr.  Chairman,  before  I  start,  let  me  just  comment  that  Judge 
Dwyer  did  lift  the  injunctions  against  logging  in  the  national  for- 
ests yesterday.  This  is  a  very  positive  step  in  the  Pacific  Northwest 
in  a  very  decisive  debate  over  a  long  long.  And  the  opportunity  is 
there  now  for  all  of  the  agencies  to  get  out  there  and  move  forward 
and  show  that  this  plan  is  going  to  work. 

So  I  just  encourage  you  to  get  out  there  and  make  it  happen 
quickly.  But  it  is  a  very  positive  step  for  all  of  us. 

ADMINISTERING  THE  4(d)  RULE 

Director  Beattie,  the  forest  plan  does  rely  heavily  on  national  for- 
ests for  our  ecosystem  conservation.  That  means  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest  that  our  economy  is  going  to  really  shift  toward  private 
land  use  for  wood  products.  And  I  think  it  also  means  that  we  have 
to  shift  our  focus  to  the  4(d)  rule. 

And  if  you  could  just  for  me,  comment  on  what  you  see  as  how 
we  can  move  forward  on  that  and  what  your  plans  are. 

Ms.  Beattie.  We  are,  to  the  best  of  my  knowledge,  continuing  to 
move  forward  on  the  4(d)  rule.  There  are  three  States  involved — 
Oregon,  Washington,  and  California — as  you  know.  We  will  have 
slightly  different  approaches  in  each  of  those  States. 

For  instance,  in  California,  we  will  be  relying  very  heavily  on  the 
State  Practices  Act. 

In  Washington,  we  are  working  on  what  you  would  really  call  the 
4(d)  rule  for  the  management  of  habitat  on  private  lands. 

In  Oregon,  we  are  somewhat  slower  in  getting  a  new  regime  on 
private  lands  in  response  to  a  request  from  Senator  Hatfield  to  do 
more  public  outreach  on  what  the  4(d)  rule. 

So  we're  proceeding. 

Senator  MURRAY.  How  do  you  see  watershed  restoration  working 
with  that  4(d)  rule? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Watershed  restoration  will  be  a  component  in  tier 
1  watersheds  on  the  4(d)  rule.  Only  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
and  the  Forest  Service  have  authority  to  work  on  private  lands  wa- 
tershed restoration.  But  in  tier  1  watersheds,  we  will  be  there. 

Senator  Murray.  OK.  Second,  I  just  wanted  to  mention  woodlot 
owners.  We  have  31,000  of  them  in  the  State  of  Washington  and 
they  totally  own  4  million  acres. 
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I  really  want  to  make  sure  that  this  land  continues  to  be  used 
to  grow  trees.  I  don't  want  to  see  it  converted  to  strip  malls,  which 
is  occurring. 

What  kind  of  incentives  do  you  envision  to  let  small  landowners 
like  these  know  that  they  can  depend  on  their  land  for  investment 
in  the  future? 

Ms.  Beattie.  I  think  Mike  Spear  or  Marv  Plenert  can  address 
that.  Mike  has  worked  on  the  plan  and  of  course,  Marv  is  up  to 
his  knees  in  it. 

So  Marv,  do  you  want  to  try? 

Mr.  Plenert.  Sure.  We've  met  with  the  Association  of  Small 
Landowners  and  had,  obviously,  numerous  meetings  with  them. 

There's  obviously  a  fear  that  if  an  owl  moves  into  their  property, 
that  they'll  be  subject  to  take  and  all  that.  So  we're  looking  at  what 
might  constitute  a  small  landowner  exemption,  what  size  of  prop- 
erty, and  that. 

We're  not  doing  it  by  ourselves.  We're  doing  it  in  concert  with  the 
woodlot  owners.  We  haven't  gotten  there  yet.  We're  still  working  on 
that. 

But  that's  our  goal,  to  look  at  how  small  is  small,  how  big,  and 
when  do  you  stop  being  a  small  landowner.  And  there's  lots.  As  you 
said,  30,000  in  Washington.  We're  trying  to  see  what  kind  of  an  ex- 
emption we  can  have  or  maybe  tier  them  on  with  the  larger  of  their 
neighbors. 

So  we're  still  in  the  process  of  doing  that. 

Senator  Murray.  Who's  going  to  be  doing  that  upon  your  retire- 
ment? 

Mr.  Plenert.  Mike  Spear,  who's  sitting  right  over  there  on  the 
other  side,  is  going  to  be  taking  my  place,  and  I  wish  him  well. 

Senator  Murray.  OK.  [Laughter.] 

We  do,  too.  [Laughter.] 

COORDINATION  WITH  TRIBES  IN  ECOSYSTEM  MANAGEMENT 

One  last  comment,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  that  has  to  do  with  the 
tribes. 

They  are  a  key  player  in  our  resource  debates  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest  and  they  have  a  long-standing  interest  in  fisheries.  A  lot 
of  them  are  becoming  more  involved  in  some  of  the  habitat  issues. 

We  can't  provide  solutions  to  any  of  these  critical  problems  we 
face  if  we  don't  work  with  them.  Their  presence  in  our  region  is  a 
fact,  not  a  question,  and  certainly,  the  courts  have  always  inter- 
preted their  rights  very  clearly  for  us. 

Maybe  you  can  just  comment  quickly  on  how  your  agency  is 
going  to  work  with  them  as  we  move  forward  in  ecosystem  manage- 
ment. 

Ms.  Beattie.  I  can  speak  generally  and  let  Marv  speak  specifi- 
cally to  the  tribes  in  your  region. 

Generally,  we  have  made,  along  with  the  rest  of  the  administra- 
tion, a  real  effort  to  reach  out  to  the  tribes.  We  recognize  not  only 
that  they  manage  55  million  acres  of  land  in  this  country,  but  that 
much  of  it  has  been  very  well  taken  care  of  That  means  that  much 
of  it  is  very  good  wildlife  habitat. 
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Also,  many  of  the  tribes  have  a  land  ethic  and  an  ecosystem 
management  approach  that  we  would  like  to  learn  from.  So  there's 
a  double  reason  to  do  it. 

We  are  about  to  sign  a  native  American  policy  on  how  we  will 
deal  with  the  tribes,  a  kind  of  general  policy  which  we've  worked 
with  the  tribes  on  for  many  years  now.  I  outdid  myself  in  terms 
of  my  travel  schedule  and  new  out  and  met  them  for  breakfast  in 
Spokane  one  morning  to  talk  to  them  about  it.  I  think  we'll  sign 
our  policy  in  the  next  couple  of  weeks,  depending  on  what  kind  of 
ceremony  we  can  put  together. 

From  that,  we  will  make  a  series  of  policies  on  specific  issues, 
how  we  will  work  together  on  endangered  species,  wetlands,  and  so 
on. 

We're  really  making  an  effort.  It's  a  tough  relationship.  There 
have  been  a  lot  of  disappointments  in  the  past,  so  it's  very  hard 
to  build  trust,  but  we're  putting  forth  as  much  effort  as  we  can. 

We  also,  without  adding  FTE's,  are  moving  to  create  a  native 
American  desk  in  every  regional  office,  including  Washington,  so 
there  will  be  one  person  who  has  an  overview  of  all  tribal  issues 
and  can  coordinate  them  better. 

We've  had  a  desk  in  Washington.  It's  been  in  our  fisheries  agen- 
cy. But  our  issues  are  much  broader  than  that  now. 

So  those  are  two  of  the  initiatives  that  we  are  taking  and  really 
trying  hard  to  work  with  them. 

Maybe  Marv  would  like  to  add  something. 

TRIBES  AND  FISHERIES  ISSUES 

Mr.  Plenert.  I'd  like  to  add  just  one  thing.  By  law,  the  tribes 
are  comanagers  of  the  fisheries  resource.  We  recognize  that  and  are 
working  with  them  very  carefully.  And  we  work  with  them  as  well 
on  the  forest  issue  as  several  tribes  own  large  forested  areas.  And 
we're  working  with  them  on  timber  harvests  and  their  economic 
programs. 

But  we've  got  an  issue  that  could  be  contentious  and  that's  the 
gillnet  fisheries  in  the  Puget  Sound.  And  gillnets  are  very  tough  on 
birds,  particularly  diving  birds.  Seabirds,  including  the  marble 
murrelet,  a  listed  species — last  year  it  came  to  light  that  there  was 
a  number  of  birds  being  taken  in  these  nets.  So,  we,  in  order  to 
work  with  the  tribes  and  the  non treaty  fishermen,  recommended 
collecting  data  and  information.  So  we  may  need  to  alter  the  nets, 
where  they're  placed,  put  them  deeper  in  the  water  to  try  to  avoid 
the  problem  rather  than  for  them  to  have  to  stop  fishing.  The  prob- 
lem that  you  have  is  when  resources  become  scarce,  the  tribes  are 
worried  that  they're  going  to  have  to  stop  their  livelihood  and  that 
sort  of  thing. 

That's  something  that  we're  working  on  with  them.  We're  in- 
volved in  almost  every  aspect  of  the  fisheries  with  them,  trying  to 
work  together. 

Sure,  we  don't  always  agree.  One  of  the  things  that  tends  to  hap- 
pen, when  you  disagree,  is  that  we  are  accused  of  violating  our 
trust  responsibilities. 

To  me,  it's  a  professionalism  issue  because  they  have  quality 
fisheries  biologists  as  well  and  we're  keeping  it  on  that  level. 

Senator  Murray.  Well,  thank  you.  I  appreciate  that. 
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One  last  comment,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  often  hear  in  this  committee 
a  lot  of  concern  about  the  Endangered  Species  Act  and  the  costs 
and  how  we  do  this  and  move  forward. 

I  have  to  tell  you  that,  in  the  Pacific  Northwest,  we  really  are 
beginning  to  put  in  place  a  package  that  starts  to  manage  our  very 
important  natural  resources  along  with  the  jobs. 

I  know  there's  horror  stories  everywhere  in  endangered  species, 
but  I  think  we  have  made  a  lot  of  progress  and  it  is  worth  it. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Did  you  have  anjrthing  else? 

Senator  Murray.  No,  Mr.  Chairman.  That's  it. 

Chairman  Byrd.  I  believe  Mr.  Burns  is  here  ahead  of  Mr.  Coch- 
ran. 

Senator  Burns.  Are  you  under  any  kind  of  time  constraint? 

Senator  Cochran.  No  greater  than  anyone  else.  [Laughter.] 

Senator  Burns.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I've  just  got  a  couple 
of  questions. 

POISONING  golden  EAGLES  IN  MONTANA 

I  want  to  follow  up  a  little  bit  on  the  questioning  that  got  started 
with  Senator  Nickles.  We've  got  a  situation  in  Montana — if  I  men- 
tion the  name  Paul  Burger,  everybody  along  this  table  is  going  to 
know  who  that  is. 

I  just  wanted  to  bring  to  the  attention  of  this  committee  that 
that  was  a  man  who  was  under  suspicion  of  poisoning  golden  ea- 
gles, and  not  one  eagle  was  found.  And  yet,  when  you  raided  that 
man's  ranch,  and  this  man  is  75  years  old  and  his  wife  is  in  her 
seventies,  you  took  CNN  News  with  you. 

Would  you  want  to  comment  on  that?  Is  this  going  to  be  the  way 
that  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  is  going  to  operate?  Is  this  a  chosen  way 
that  we're  going  to  operate,  on  private  land?  Private  land. 

Is  this  the  way  that  we're  going  to  do  that? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Senator,  fortunately,  I  am  still  in  a  place  to  be  able 
to  say  that  that  happened  before  my  time. 

Senator  Burns.  Yes;  I  know.  But  I'm  wondering 

Ms.  Beattie.  I  don't  know  the  issue.  But  I'll  tell  you  that  that 
is  not  our  goal.  We  need  to  enforce  the  law,  and  we  will  continue 
to  do  that. 

On  the  other  hand,  we  have  in  your  State  one  of  the  finest  exam- 
ples of  the  kind  of  ecosystem  approach  that  I'm  talking  about.  I 
was  there  2  weeks  ago.  In  the  Blackfoot  Valley,  the  Fish  and  Wild- 
life Service  and  a  number  of  ranchers,  farmers,  hippies,  business 
people,  in-State  owners,  out-of-State  owners — people  with  nothing 
else  in  common,  have,  in  a  very  cooperative,  quiet  way,  gotten  to- 
gether and  really  built  a  community  around  conserving  land  in  the 
Blackfoot  Valley. 

We  often  think  of  ranchers  and  farmers  as  our  adversaries.  The 
reason  it's  worked  there  is  because  you've  got  ranchers  and  farm- 
ers. 

You've  got  big  pieces  of  land  and  once  the  ranchers  and  farmers 
turn  around,  so  does  conservation. 

So  that  is  our  preferred  way  of  doing  business. 
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FEDERAL  LAW  ENFORCEMENT  AUTHORITY  ON  PRIVATE  LANDS 

Senator  Burns.  I  would  agree  with  that.  Madam  Director.  But, 
now,  that  has  not  been  the  case  on  the  Beaverhead,  but  that's  an- 
other case  entirely  and  that's  not  in  your  jurisdiction,  either. 

I  am  very  concerned  that  you  can  go  on  private  property  without 
a  warrant.  Is  that  in  the  law?  I'm  asking  that.  Can  you  go  on  a 
man's  private  property  under  suspicion  of  violation  of  the  law  with- 
out a  warrant? 

I'm  asking. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Mike,  can  you  address  the  legal  issues  here? 

Senator  Burns.  You  do  not  have  to  have  the  cooperation  of  the 
local  law  authorities? 

Mr.  Plenert.  No. 

Senator  Burns.  Pardon? 

Mr.  Plenert.  Do  you  want  me  to  answer  that? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Yes,  sure. 

Mr.  Plenert.  I'd  be  happy  to.  Under  the  Fish  and  Wildlife,  laws 
that  we're  responsible  for,  the  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act,  Eagle 
Protection  Act,  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  if  we  can  show  that 
there's  probable  cause,  then  we  have  the  right  to  go  on  private 
property  as  part  of  the  laws  that  we  administer  and  are  responsible 
for.  Yes. 

Senator  Burns.  Do  you  find  that  that  is  sort  of  in  contrast  or  not 
in  holding  with  the  American  philosophy  of  our  justice  system? 

Mr.  Plenert.  I  guess  I  could  put  it  another  way.  If  we're  respon- 
sible for  upholding  and  administering  the  wildlife  laws  and  we  sus- 
pect that  somebody — let's  just  take  bird-hunting  or  something,  or 
goose-hunting.  If  somebody  is  shooting  over  their  limit  every  day 
in  a  given  hunting  club,  if  we  had  to  wait  for  a  warrant,  we  would 
never  get  to  the  bottom  of  that  sort  of  a  case. 

So  there's  provisions  built  into  the  law  that  if  we  can  show  prob- 
able cause,  we  can  go  on  the  land  and  check  whether  or  not  this 
is  happening. 

If  that  was  taken  away,  it's  no  different  than  any  other  laws, 
that  it  would  take  away  your  ability  to  enforce  the  laws. 

Senator  Burns.  If  I  was  under  suspicion  to  have  drugs  in  my 
house,  I  think  the  law  for  it,  the  legal  authorities  have  to  go  some- 
where and  get  a  warrant  so  they  can  enter  my  house. 

Mr.  Lambertson.  Senator,  can  I  further  comment  on  that? 

Senator  Burns.  Yes. 

Mr.  Lambertson.  Having  practiced  law  for  10  years,  I  hate  to 
jump  in  here,  but  I'm  going  to. 

Senator  Burns.  Well,  now,  I'm  not  a  lawyer.  And  I  want  to  make 
this  very  clear  for  the  record. 

Mr.  Lambertson.  Let  me  just  explain  that  our  wildlife  laws  are 
no  different  than  any  other  Federal  laws.  The  U.S.  attorney  deter- 
mines when  we  need  a  warrant. 

The  general  rule  is,  just  like  the  Drug  Enforcement  Agency  and 
any  other  agency,  if  there's  probable  cause  that  violation  has  oc- 
curred, then  a  search  and  a  seizure  can  take  place  based  on  that 
probable  cause. 

The  U.S.  attorney  makes  those  calls  for  us.  We  don't  make  those 
calls  on  our  own. 
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Senator  Burns.  That's  what  I'm  getting  to.  Can  you  just  go  out 
there  and  just  indiscriminately  do  this? 

Mr.  Lambertson.  No;  absolutely  not.  Our  agents  are  trained  just 
like  the  FBI  agents  as  to  what  is  probable  cause,  when  do  they 
have  to  go  to  the  U.S.  attorney,  at  what  point  do  they  need  a  war- 
rant. 

But  our  laws  are  the  same  as  any  other  Federal  law  in  the  Unit- 
ed States. 

Senator  Burns.  By  the  law,  the  Burger  case  was  finally  settled. 
He  was  fined  $1,000  for  misuse  and  no  golden  eagles  were  found. 

I  don't  know  what  that  operation  cost  and  I  don't  know  what  the 
trial  cost.  But  I  know  the  American  taxpayer  paid  for  all  of  that. 

This  is  why  your  credibility  is  at  stake  in  some  areas  of  this 
country.  It  is  because  of  that  action.  And  I  just  want  to  make  that 
very,  very  clear. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  know,  would  anybody  know  what  the  recov- 
ery plan  is  costing  for  the  reintroduction  of  wolves  into  Yellowstone 
Park,  and  what  your  cost  of  that  has  been  so  far. 

WOLF  recovery  IN  YELLOWSTONE 

Ms.  Beattie.  The  cost  so  far — do  you  know,  Mike?  I  knew  and 
I  forgot. 

Mr.  Spear.  We've  been  spending  approximately  one-half  million 
dollars  over  the  last  2  or  3  years  to  develop  the  environmental  im- 
pact study  [EIS]  in  the  recovery  plan  that's  been  designated  for 
that. 

Senator  Burns.  What  has  the  EIS  cost? 

Mr.  Spear.  The  total  cost? 

Senator  Burns.  Yes. 

Mr.  Spear.  I  don't  know  how  many  years  it's  been  going  on,  but 
approximately  one-half  million  dollars  per  year.  The  total  cost  is 
probably 

Ms.  Beattie.  Kathy  has  just  told  me — $346,000  a  year  for  the 
past  2  years. 

Senator  Burns.  OK.  Now,  projected,  what  do  you  think  that  cost 
is  going  to  be? 

Ms.  Beattie.  I  think  the  total  Federal  cost  is  projected  at  $6  mil- 
lion for  the  entire  project  over  several  years. 

Senator  Burns.  If  we  have  75,000  wolves  on  the  North  American 
continent  and  we  have  a  natural  migration  from  Canada,  which 
they  are  not  listed,  is  this  a  wise  investment? 

wolves  as  part  of  the  ecosystem 

Ms.  Beattie.  Senator,  I  can  address  the  migration  issue.  The 
probability  of  those  wolves  reaching  in  the  introduction  areas  is 
very  low.  If  they  did  reach  it,  it  would  be  in  30  years'  time,  if  they 
reached  it  at  all. 

As  to  the  question  of  whether  it's  a  wise  investment  or  not — if 
one  believes  in  the  restoration  of  ecosystems  and  in  the  opinion  of 
a  large  percentage  of  the  American  public  that  wants  wolves  re- 
stored, and  I  believe  it's  up  around  90  percent  in  the  polls — then 
we  would  say,  yes,  it  is  a  wise  investment. 
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One  of  our  problems,  of  course,  is  that  we  deal  with  unpriced  val- 
ues. We  can  tell  you  what  the  costs  are.  We  can  barely  price  the 
benefits. 

There  have  been  attempts  in  the  EIS  to  price  those  benefits  and 
the  costs  in  terms  of  livestock  depredation.  In  terms  of  cost,  there 
are  also  tourist  dollars  and  those  kinds  of  costs. 

They  are  estimated  to  be  much  higher  than  the  losses  and  the 
costs. 

So,  in  terms  of  the  best  analysis  one  can  do  with  unpriced  values, 
it  is  a  wise  investment. 

Senator  Burns.  We  would  wonder.  If  you  were  in  the  livestock 
business,  you  would  probably  not  place  too  much  fact  if  it  was  your 
livestock  that  you  were  losing.  That's  what  I'm  saying.  There  has 
to  be  a  human  element  here  somewhere  in  our  thinking  that  some 
men  do  not  tend  their  livestock  to  be  destroyed  by  an  animal  that 
is  a  very  wideranging  and  predatory  animal. 

Ms.  Beattie.  That  s  true.  Senator.  I  believe  there  is  a  human  ele- 
ment here  in  the  sense  that  it  is  an  experimental  population  of 
wolves,  which  means  that  they  do  not  have  the  full  protection  of 
the  Endangered  Species  Act.  As  the  wolves  establish  themselves, 
the  level  of  protection  goes  down. 

Senator  Burns.  Why  cannot  the  wolves  that  are  already  there, 
why  can't  they  be  designated  as  experimental  population? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Because  experimental  has  to  do  with  reintroduc- 
tion,  intentional  reintroduction. 

Senator  Burns.  Well,  they  reintroduce  themselves.  They  walked 
up  and  said,  hello. 

Ms.  Beattie.  That's  true. 

Senator  Burns.  Why  can't  they  be  the  ones  that  are  there,  rather 
than  going  to  Canada  or  Alaska  or  some  place  else?  Why  can't 
those  there  be  designated  and  then  just  start  the  study? 

I'm  just  asking  this. 

Ms.  Beattie.  I  think  the  goal  here.  Senator,  is  to  reintroduce 
wolves  to  Yellowstone. 

Senator  Burns.  They're  there. 

Ms.  Beattie.  We  haven't  found  any  biologists  who  say  there's  a 
breeding  population  or  any  more  than  an  occasional  stray. 

Senator  Burns.  They  are  there.  They've  been  sighted  and  their 
pups  have  been  sighted. 

Now,  on  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  we  have  a  situation  that 
I  find  is  appalling  and  it's  a  national  disgrace. 

I  flew  over  Hungry  Horse  Dam  the  other  day  and  it  is  a  mud- 
hole,  with  the  release  of  the  water  for  the  sake  of  the  salmon  in 
the  Columbia  River.  We  are  in  the  upper  reaches  of  the  Columbia 
watershed. 

We're  about  to  see  two  species — now  one  species  will  be — I  think 
the  decision  will  be  made  this  week  on  the  bull  trout. 

Is  that  correct? 

BULL  TROUT  STATUS 

Ms.  Beattie.  I'm  not  sure.  It  sounds  like  it's  moving  very  quick- 
ly, yes. 

Senator  Burns.  Now,  we're  going  to  have  two  species  in  direct 
conflict  for  that  water. 
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Ms.  Beattie.  Why  don't  you  answer  that? 

Mr.  Richard  Smith.  I  signed  the  document  yesterday  on  the  bull 
trout  and  sent  it  forward  to  the  Assistant  Secretary's  office.  It's 
signed  as  not  warranted  in  North  America,  meaning  it's  not  listed, 
and  warranted  in  the  lower  48  but  precluded,  which  means  we  are 
not  going  to  list  it  now. 

Senator  Burns.  In  other  words,  that's  going  to  be  the  decision? 

Mr.  Richard  Smith.  Unless  somebody  above  me  changes  it,  it 
will  be  the  decision. 

Senator  Burns.  OK.  That's  what  I'm  saying.  When  we  get  into 
these 

Mr.  Richard  Smith.  So,  having  said  that,  there's  no  conflict  at 
the  moment. 

Senator  Burns.  Well,  the  potential  is  there.  They  have  drained 
Hungry  Horse.  They  have  taken  our  water,  Montana's  water,  for 
that.  And  I  don't  know  how  much  money  the  electric  users  in  the 
Northwest  has  paid  for  the  reintroduction  or  the  recovery  of  the 
salmon  in  the  Columbia  River. 

I  would  like  to  see  them  recovered.  I  think  it's  a  wonderful  re- 
source. But  I  also  wonder  how  you  answer,  if  they're  on  the  endan- 
gered species  list,  that  you  can  buy  them  in  any  can  in  any  grocery 
store  in  the  world. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Those  are  different  species  and  certainly  different 
runs  of  salmon.  Senator. 

I  also  wanted  to  say  that  we  are  not  the  lead  agency  on  the  salm- 
on. The  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  is. 

But  on  the  point  of  a  lot  of  reintroductions — what  you  buy  in  a 
can,  I  believe,  is  largely  farmed  salmon.  The  point  of  the  Endan- 
gered Species  Act  in  many  cases  is  to  restore  ecosystems  and  all 
of  their  components.  Those  salmon  and  many  endangered  species 
are  perhaps  an  indicator  of  what  we  might  call  unsustainable  de- 
velopment. 

Senator  Burns.  Well — excuse  me. 

Ms.  Beattie.  So  it's  a  question  of  ecosystem  integrity.  It's  this 
case.  It's  also  a  question  of  a  fisheries  industry  that  depends  on  the 
species  as  well,  which  is  a  large  part  of  the  human  element. 

But  a  lot  of  the  reintroductions  have  to  do  with  using  those  spe- 
cies as  indicators  of  the  soundness  of  our  development. 

cooperation  between  federal  and  private  interests 

Senator  Burns.  Now  in  areas  I've  been  critical,  but  I  also  want 
to  throw  a  bouquet,  OK? 

I  think  the  work  that  we've  done — Fleece  and  Wall  Creek — the 
cooperation  between  the  agencies  of  winter  range  and  the  ability  to 
rotate  pastures  and  to  go  into  a  grazing  situation  in  the  Madison 
Valley,  and  of  course,  just  south  of  Butte,  is  marvelous. 

I  wasn't  in  on  the  initial  planning  of  that  because  I  wasn't  in  pol- 
itics at  that  time.  But  when  you  study  those  things — and  we're 
going  to  be  very,  very  active  in  other  areas  where  we  can  take  wild- 
life, ranching  interests,  and  the  interests  of  Montana  fish  and  wild- 
life, parks,  and  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife,  BLM,  and  Forest  Serv- 
ice, all  of  these  agencies  working  together  and  to  establish  those 
kinds  of  activities. 

I  really  believe  in  those  activities. 
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Now  that  was  undermined  a  little  bit  with  the  United  States — 
not  the  United  States,  but  the  Wildlife  Federation  in  their  suits 
filed  on  the  Beaver  Dam.  I  think  that's  not  a  good-faith  thing.  And 
we  should  work  that  out  as  far  as  we  can,  as  far  as  repairing 
things  down  in  that  part  of  the  country. 

But  if  we  could  have  just  your  commitment  that  we  will  work 
very  hard  with  those  landowners  and  ranching  interests  for  more 
activities. 

I  don't  know  whether  you're  familiar  with  the  Fleece  or  the  Wall 
Creek  projects  or  not.  But  I  would  urge  you  to  take  a  look  at  those 
and  they've  been  very,  very  successful  for  everybody  involved. 

I  like  that  kind  of  cooperation.  I  want  to  foster  that  kind  of  co- 
operation. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Thank  you.  Senator. 

Senator  Burns.  And  I  think  you've  done  a  wonderful  job. 

Ms.  Beattie.  There's  an  increase  in  the  budget  for  it. 

Senator  Burns.  Well,  we'll  talk  about  that  later  on.  [Laughter.] 

The  problem  we  get  into  in  increases  in  budgets,  I  will  tell  you 
that  the  reason  people  are  very,  very  discouraged  about  govern- 
ment is  that  every  time  they  turn  around,  especially  in  States  that 
have  a  lot  of  public  lands,  you're  looking  at  a  government  regula- 
tion. 

And  then  when  these  things  like  Burger  and  about  that  rat  busi- 
ness, there  has  to  be  a  better  way  to  handle  that. 

Ms.  Beattie.  By  the  increase.  Senator,  I  meant  for  those  kinds 
of  partnerships  projects. 

Senator  Burns.  I  know.  But  9  times  out  of  10,  though,  that 
money  sort  of  vanishes,  and  it  gets  shifted  around  there. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Not  in  that  program.  It's  one  of  our  favorites. 

Senator  Burns.  Well,  I'm  not  going  to  argue  with  you  on  that. 
I  know  how  that  works,  too. 

We  was  born  at  night,  but  it  wasn't  last  night.  [Laughter.] 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Thank  you.  Senator. 

Senator  Burns.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Senator  Johnston? 

endangered  species  preservation  center  and  the  AUDUBON 

institute 

Senator  Johnston.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we've  heard  some  complaints  about  the  Endan- 
gered Species  Act.  But  I  want  to  talk  about  a  program  on  endan- 
gered species  that's  really  working. 

We  had  the  pleasure  of  having  Ms.  Beattie  down  to  New  Orleans 
over  the  recess  to  look  at  our  Audubon  Center  for  Research  on  En- 
dangered Species,  which  is  an  example,  I  think,  first  of  all,  of  great 
science  working  in  a  most  cost-effective  way  to  save  endangered 
species.  Second,  of  a  cooperative  effort  between  the  Fish  and  Wild- 
life Service  and,  in  this  instance,  the  Audubon  Institute,  to  achieve 
a  great  result. 

What  we've  done  down  there  is  to  put  up  $15  million  in  private 
funds,  matched  by  Federal  funds,  to  create  on  a  1,200-acre  pre- 
serve, I  guess  you'd  call  it  sort  of  a  rainforest.  I  guess  that's  fair. 
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But  it  does  have  wonderful  land  for  the  preservation  of  these  spe- 
cies. 

They're  doing  projects  like  the  sandhill  crane,  the  last  few  of  the 
species  are  preserved  at  Patuxent,  MD.  They  prevailed  upon  the 
Audubon  Institute  to  take  on  this  project. 

The  Audubon  Institute,  put  up  $75,000  this  year  and  pledged 
$100,000  each  year  for  5  years  on  that  program  alone.  We've  also 
got  programs  on  species  from  Central  America,  South  America,  In- 
donesia, the  lower  48,  the  Sumatran  tiger — there  are  some  really 
exciting  things  going  on. 

We  were  pleased  to  have  Ms.  Beattie  there  to  see  it  first-hand. 

Now,  we  have  not  got  the  whole  project  done.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
we  are  desperate  for  additional  research  facilities,  laboratory  space 
on  plants  and  insects. 

One  of  the  most  difficult  things  on  insects  is  the  Formosan  ter- 
mite. Most  people  haven't  heard  much  about  that,  but  you  will.  It's 
sort  of  like  the  African  killer  bees.  They  came  over  on  a  boat,  and 
all  of  a  sudden,  they  are  proliferating  and  they're  becoming  a  very, 
very  serious  problem. 

Just  on  park  facilities,  we  had  to  spend,  just  last  year,  I  think 
$700,000,  on  Jean  Lafitte  Park  because  of  damage  caused  by  the 
Formosan  termites.  I  think  next  year  we'll  spend  $3.1  million. 

The  Formosan  termite  is,  unlike  regular  termites  that  come  up 
from  the  ground  and  you  can  detect  them  and  you  can  treat  the 
ground.  These  are  often  in  a  nest,  and  suddenly,  they  swarm,  fre- 
quently in  the  middle  of  the  night,  and  go  up  the  walls  and  into 
the  roof. 

The  first  time  you  find  them,  your  roof  is  eaten  out.  They  are  a 
menace — particularly  for  historic  buildings. 

We  have  a  request  in,  Mr.  Chairman,  one  of  my  high  priorities, 
of  $4  million  for  additional  laboratory  space.  Again,  we  have 
matching  funds  because  we're  matching  ever3rthing  down  there. 

I  hope  now  that  Ms.  Beattie  has  had  a  chance  to  see  the  facility 
and  meet  the  people  down  there,  I  hope  that  she  will  look  favorably 
upon  that  and  endorse  it  because  I  know  that  this  committee  al- 
ways pays  very,  very  serious  attention  to  what  the  Director  says. 

So  I'm  wondering,  now  that  the  Director  has  seen  that,  Ms. 
Beattie,  if  you  have  a  view  about  that  additional  laboratory  space. 

FWS  AND  NBS  RESEARCH  ROLES 

Ms.  Beattie.  Well,  Senator,  it  is  a  very  impressive  facility.  Truly 
remarkable.  And  I  hope  you'll  take  more  of  us  down  there  to  see 
it. 

My  only  dampening  response  is  that  we  may  not  be  the  right 
agency  any  more.  We,  as  you  know,  are  sort  of  out  of  the  research 
business,  the  primary  research  business.  And  our  new  sister  agen- 
cy, the  National  Biological  Survey,  is  in  the  research  business. 

So  I  give  you  my  unqualified  support  for  the  facility,  but  this  one 
may  not  be  up  our  alley. 

Senator  JOHNSTON.  But  I  think  you  still  retain  responsibility  for 
endangered  species. 

Ms.  Beattie.  That's  true. 

Senator  Johnston.  And  this  is  part  of  endangered  species  pres- 
ervation center. 
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Ms.  Beattie.  That  is  true.  We  are  trying  to  give  as  much  of  our 
research  on  endangered  species  to  the  NBS  for  a  couple  of  reasons. 

First,  that's  now  their  job. 

Second  of  all,  the  more  objectivity  and  separation  that  we  can  get 
on  research,  the  more  credibility  our  research  has. 

For  instance,  we  have  asked  the  NBS  to  look  at  the  list  of  can- 
didate species  for  the  Endangered  Species  Act  because  we  would 
like  somebody  else  to  take  a  look  and  see  whether  these  really  are 
in  need  of  listing  or  not. 

That  is  the  kind  of  work  that  we're  trying  to  hand  over  to  NBS 
on  endangered  species — all  the  research  data  gathering. 

It  gives  us  more  credibility. 

Senator  JOHNSTON.  I  think  another  problem  here  is  that  you 
have  authority  to  make  grants,  whereas  the  NBS  does  not,  as  I  un- 
derstand it. 

Ms.  Beattie.  I  don't  know  NBS's  authority  on  that.  Do  you  want 
to 

Mr.  Richard  Smith.  You're  right.  I  don't  know  about  NBS,  but 
I  was  the  one  that  got  involved  with  this  3  years  ago  and  saw  to 
it  that  the  center  got  started. 

And  I  don't  know  whether  the  NBS  does  have  the  authority  on 
grants.  We'd  have  to  ask.  We  do. 

Ms.  Beattie.  I'm  told  they  have  construction  grant  authority. 

Ms.  Tynan.  Senator,  I  think  they  would  probably  institute  it  the 
same  way  we  did,  through  the  construction  account,  given  that  you 
write  sufficient  appropriation  language  to  allow  for  it. 

Senator  JOHNSTON.  If  you  all  would — I  know  you  were  enthusias- 
tic about  it  because  it  was  obvious.  Anyone  who  has  seen  it  would 
be,  because  it's  an  example  of  working  together  and  multiplying 
dollars  with  local  effort. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Lots  of  partners. 

Senator  Johnston.  And  the  locals  putting  up  the  money  to  run 
it.  They've  just  done  a  wonderful  job  at  the  Audubon  Institute. 

But  I  hope  you  will  look  at  it  and  if  it  is  the  biological  survey, 
if  you  will  work  with  us  because  Mr.  Pulliam  hasn't  seen  this  facil- 
ity. I  don't  know  if  he'll  get  a  chance  to  see  it  between  now  and 
the  time 

Ms.  Beattie.  I  will  certainly  talk  to  him  about  it  and  maybe  the 
two  of  us  could  come  and  see  it.     „ 

Would  that  be  useful? 

Senator  Johnston.  That  would  be  great. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Thank  you.  Senator  Johnston. 

Senator  Cochran. 

Senator  CoCHRAN.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Welcome  to  the  committee.  Madam  Director. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Thank  you,  Senator. 

BUDGET  INCREASE  REQUEST  FOR  NORTH  AMERICAN  WATERFOWL  PLAN 

Senator  Cochran.  I  noticed  in  the  budget  there  is  a  modest  in- 
crease proposed  for  an  international  tracking  system  which  would 
support  the  North  American  waterfowl  management  plan. 

My  question  is  whether  or  not  in  this  budget,  in  your  view,  there 
are  sufficient  funds  to  continue  to  support  the  North  American  wa- 
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terfowl  management  plan?  And  also,  assistance  to  private  land- 
owners who  are  encouraged  by  these  programs  to  manage  their 
lands  in  a  way  that  would  be  more  compatible  with  protecting  wild- 
life and  wildlife  habitats. 

Ms.  Beattie.  On  the  second  point,  Senator,  yes,  there  is  an  in- 
crease for  the  kinds  of  programs  you're  talking  about.  There  is  a 
$2  million  requested  increase  on  what  we  call  our  private  lands 
program  and  it  shows  up  in  the  budget  as — what  do  we  call  it? 

Ms.  Tynan.  Trust  species. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Trust  species.  It's  a  longer  title  than  that.  But  we 
call  it  our  private  lands  program  for  short,  and  there's  a  $2  million 
requested  increase  there.  There's  a  $2.1  million  requested  increase 
for  that  kind  of  cooperation  that  specifically  comes  under  the  farm 
bill  for  things  like  the  wetlands  reserve  programs,  cooperation  that 
happens  to  be  with  farmers. 

We  are  firm  believers  in  these  efforts  and  have  had  great  success 
with  them  and  would  like  to  continue  them. 

The  North  American  plan  is  increased.  The  joint  venture  request 
is  increased. 

I  should  have,  in  my  opening  statement,  mentioned  the  North 
American  plan  as  perhaps  our  oldest  and  most  successful  eco- 
system approach,  where  we  have  a  multitude  of  partners,  where 
we're  putting  land  aside  ahead  of  time  to  avoid  problems  later. 

It's  been  truly  a  textbook  example  of  how  this  can  work. 

LAND  ACQUISITION  REQUESTS 

Senator  CoCHRAN.  I  noticed  also  that  there  is  a  request  for  in- 
creased funding  for  land  acquisitions  in  the  1995  budget.  It  in- 
cludes, according  to  your  statement,  $86.2  million  for  land  acquisi- 
tion to  acquire  151,400  acres,  for  the  protection  offish  and  wildlife 
and  their  habitats. 

Are  you  able  to  tell  the  committee  what  lands  you  intend  to  ac- 
quire with  those  funds? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Yes,  we  are.  Senator.  Do  you  have  that  list  with 
you  or  can  we  provide  it?  Does  anybody  have  one  handy? 

Senator  CoCHRAN.  Rather  than  just  reading  it  for  the  committee, 
or  taking  up  the  time,  could  we  simply  have  that  put  in  the  record? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Certainly. 

[The  information  follows:! 

Fiscal  Year  1995  Land  Acquisition  Request 

The  following  comprises  the  Land  Acquisition  portion  of  the  Service's  fiscal  year 
1995  budget  request. 

FISCAL  YEAR  1995  LAND  ACQUISITION 

c.  .      A        ^  A        .  «.,»,  fiscal  year  1995 

State  and  project  description  Acres  request 

Alabama:  Key  Cave'  

Alaska.  Kodiak 

Arizona:  Buenos  Aires 

Arkansas:  Cache  River 

California: 

Grasslands 

San  Francisco  Bay 


1,046 

$1,800,000 

7,400 

2,000,000 

1,414 

2,000,000 

8,306 

5,000,000 

3,500 

2,000,000 

1,140 

7,000,000 
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FISCAL  YEAR  1995  LAND  ACQUISITION— Continued 


state  and  project  description  Acres  '^'^"r'eauest'^^^ 

Vernal  Pools '  250  5,000,000 

Subtotal,  California 4,890  14,000,000 

Florida: 

Archie  Carr  20  7,000,000 

Lake  Wales  Ridge 600  3,000,000 

Lower  Suwannee 1,333  1,000,000 

National  Key  Deer 35  2,000,000 

Subtotal,  Florida  1,988  13,000,000 

Minnesota:  Crane  Meadows  4,132  1,000,000 

Nevada:  Stillwater  1,778  4,000,000 

Ohio:  Ottawa 518  1,000,000 

Texas: 

Balcones  canyonlands 8,162  9,062,000 

Lower  Rio  Grande  2,500  3,000,000 

Trinity  River  1,100  1,100.000 

Subtotal,  Texas  ....;.......■ 11,762  13,162,000 

Utah:  St.  George'  ;...' (2)  4,000,000 

Virginia:  Rappahannock  i  1,656  3,000,000 

Washington:  Julia  Butler  Hansen 1,531  1,500,000 

West  Virginia:  Canaan  Valley 1,800  2,000,000 

Servicewide: 

Acquisition  management NA  11,700,000 

Inholdings 1,000  1,000,000 

Emergencies  .„ ..:. ™„..........„;..;.... 1,000  1,000,000 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation  NA  5,000,000 

Subtotal,  servicewide 2,000  18,700,000 

Total,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 50,221  86,162,000 


'  New  refuges/first  time  acquisitions. 
'Unknown. 


LAND  ACQUISITION 

Senator  Cochran.  Do  you  have  a  copy  of  it?  Are  these  lands  that 
have  been  identified  by  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Commis- 
sion staff,  or  in  what  way  are  these  lands  identified  and  how  does 
this  complement  the  work  done  in  the  purchase  of  wildlife  habitat 
with  duck  stamp  fees  and  similar  fees? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Maybe  Bill  Hartwig,  who  heads  our  realty  division, 
can  tell  you  about  the  land  acquisition. 

Mr.  Hartwig.  Senator,  it's  good  to  see  you  again.  We  recognize 
you  for  all  your  efforts  on  the  Migratory  Bird  Commission. 

The  funds  we  refer  to  in  the  budget  for  acquisition  are  the  land 
and  water  conservation  fund  moneys.  The  funds  that  you  oversee 
through  the  Migratory  Bird  Commission  are  a  separate  source  of 
funds  of  about  $41  million. 

Currently,  we  have  a  lot  of  needs  to  be  met  through  that  fund 
and  we're  doing  a  little  bit  each  year,  as  you  know. 

The  migratory  bird  conservation  fund  has  a  backlog  of  about 
$825  million  worth  of  needs  which  we're  chipping  away  at  a  little 
bit  at  a  time  as  we  get  receipts  in  that  migratory  bird  fund. 

The  other  funds  that  are  included  within  the  budget  and  appro- 
priated for  acquisition  deal  with  the  $2.4  billion  backlog  of  acquisi- 
tions handled  through  the  land  and  water  conservation  fund. 


1248 

LAND  AND  WATER  CONSERVATION  FUND 

Senator  CoCHRAN.  And  these  requests  that  are  being  made  for 
this  year  are  increases  in  the  budget  as  compared  to  last  year? 

Mr.  Hartwig.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Cochran.  How  much  of  an  increase  is  being  requested, 
as  compared  to  1994? 

Ms.  Beattie.  It's  gone  down  from  95  to  86. 

Senator  Cochran.  So  there's  a  decrease. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Yes,  sorry.  There's  a  decrease.  Senator. 

May  I  add  something  to  Bill's  comment? 

Senator  Cochran.  Certainly. 

Ms.  Beattie.  In  the  LWCF  acquisitions,  there  are  criteria  in  the 
rating  system  that  have  to  do  with  wetland  values. 

So  in  addition  to  the  other  land  acquisition  funds,  the  land  and 
water  conservation  fund  goes  a  long  way  to  protecting  waterfowl 
habitat. 

Senator  CoCHRAN.  We  are  very  interested  in  that  in  my  State 
and  the  whole  country,  of  course,  is  interested  in  it.  But  we  have 
a  growing  interest  in  our  part  of  the  country  in  wetlands  protection 
and  helping  to  enhance  wildlife  habitat  protection,  to  the  extent 
that  we're  seeing  more  and  more  private  landowners  cooperating 
with  resource  conservation  groups  and  forming  their  own  associa- 
tions for  the  purpose  of  educating  each  other  and  trying  to  do  a  bet- 
ter job  of  conserving  their  own  lands  if  they  have  that  private  own- 
ership. 

I  would  suggest,  just  as  a  matter  of  emphasis,  while  you're  hav- 
ing a  new  look  at  whether  or  not  it's  appropriate  for  the  Federal 
Government  to  try  to  buy  as  much  land  as  you  need  to  protect 
wildlife  habitat,  you  realize  that  there's  no  way,  there's  no  way  pos- 
sible— we  don't  have  enough  money  in  the  budget  to  buy  all  the 
property  that  we  need  to  use  as  wildlife  habitat. 

I  think  we  may  be  turning  a  comer  on  this  and  realizing  that 
we  need  to  do  a  better  job  of  encouraging  and  providing  incentives 
to  private  landowners. 

We've  done  that  in  the  farm  bill,  as  you  point  out,  with  a  strong 
conservation  title  in  the  last  two  agriculture  bills.  I  hope  we  also 
get  away  from  the  mindset  that  there's  something  inherently  in- 
compatible with  private  ownership  and  wildlife  habitat  conserva- 
tion or  good  stewardship  of  natural  resources  or  the  like. 

It  worries  me  that  we're  moving  toward  a  period  where  there's 
more  suspicion  and  it  comes  out  in  the  questions  and  answers  this 
morning,  I  think,  at  this  hearing.  More  suspicions,  more  distrust 
between  private  owners  of  land  and  Federal  Government  agencies. 

I  hope  we  will  try  to  recognize  that  we  are  going  to  create  some 
very  serious  problems  heie  in  our  country  of  lack  of  confidence  in 
our  government's  ability  to  make  commonsense  decisions  about 
these  matters. 

We  need  to  do  a  better  job  of  trying  to  work  together,  in  my  view. 

In  my  own  State,  for  example,  all  hell  has  broken  loose  because 
of  a  proposal  from  the  Yazoo  Wildlife  Refuge  complex  to  eliminate 
waterfowl  hunting  in  five  wildlife  refuges  in  that  complex,  and  to 
curtail  or  put  new  restrictions  and  limitations  on  archery  hunting 
of  deer  and  other  new  restrictions. 
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I  was  on  a  call-in  program  last  night  on  a  radio  network  that 
goes  all  over  the  State  of  Mississippi  trying  to  answer  the  questions 
being  raised  by  hunters,  by  landowners,  by  those  who  purchase 
duck  stamps. 

Over  58  percent  of  the  residents  of  my  State  who  are  16  years 
of  age  and  older  actively  engage  in  hunting  and  fishing.  We  have 
a  very  strong  recreational  aspect  to  wildlife  and  wildlife  habitat 
protection,  resource  conservation  in  our  State. 

Some  25  percent  of  the  people  who  engage  in  hunting  and  fishing 
in  our  State  come  from  outside  of  our  State  to  enjoy  the  oppor- 
tunity. We  have  the  largest  deer  population  per  acre  of  any  State 
in  the  Union.  And  our  State  is  very  proud  of  the  fact  that  they  take 
care  of  the  wildlife  and  they  try  to  help  protect  it  and  the  resources 
that  sustain  it. 

To  have  a  proposal  eminate  from  the  largest  wildlife  refuge  in 
our  State  to  comply  with  what  they  understand  are  the  priorities 
of  the  National  Grovemment,  the  new  administration's  priorities  for 
management  of  the  wildlife  refuges,  leads  them  to  be  very  sus- 
picious about  the  judgment  on  this  issue. 

I  want  to  associate  myself  with  the  remarks  that  Senator  Nickles 
made  about  the  suggestion  to  carefully  consider  these  proposals 
and  these  priorities  and  the  impact  that  they  might  have  on  the 
consensus  in  our  country  for  continuing  to  support  with  dollars, 
claim  fees,  licenses,  duck  stamp  purchases,  and  the  rest;  an  acqui- 
sition and  a  management  program  for  a  National  Wildlife  Refuge 
System. 

It's  going  to  all  be  jeopardized  if  we  erode  that  public  support 
that  has  existed  and  continues  to  exist  with  the  National  Wildlife 
Refuge  Program. 

I  didn't  really  ask  a  question  on  that,  did  I?  [Laughter.] 

FUNDING  FOR  NATIONAL  WILDLIFE  REFUGES 

I  guess  my  question  is,  we  have  in  the  budget,  I  notice,  an  in- 
crease requested  for  funding  for  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  Pro- 
gram. And  then  I  look  down  the  list  just  in  our  State's  budget  re- 
quest as  to  how  the  funds  would  be  allocated  among  the  different 
activities. 

All  of  them  are  basically  cuts. 

In  Mississippi's  wildlife  refuge  budgets,  the  FTE's  are  minimal  or 
reduced  in  every  instance  or  the  funds  are  cuts,  except  in  one  in- 
stance— the  Sandhill  Crane  Refuge. 

The  big  increases  in  the  budget  in  our  State's  accounts  are  the 
endangered  species,  Jackson  species,  $134,000  increase,  and  the  ec- 
ological services,  which  is  a  $149,000  increase. 

Those  take  up  all  the  increases,  except  for  a  fish  hatchery  in- 
crease in  Meridian. 

Where  are  the  increases  going?  All  the  numbers  in  my  State 
have  minuses  out  the  side? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Senator,  if  I  can  start  back  through  some  of  your 
comments. 

The  minuses  which  I  think  all  of  the  Senators  here  will  see  next 
to  the  refuges  in  their  State  is  another  one  of  those  budget  presen- 
tation artifacts.  It  has  to  do  with  maintenance  money  and  the  fact 
that  it  isn't  distributed  until  after  the  budget  is  done,  so  it  will 
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show  up  as  minuses  here.  But,  basically,  everything  in  the  refuges 
is  level-funded  or  an  increase. 

Maybe  Kathy  can  explain.  It's  one  of  those  budget  intricacies 
that  sort  of  makes  my  head  hurt. 

But  can  you  explain  it? 

MAINTENANCE  MONEY  ALLOCATIONS 

Ms.  Tynan.  Senator,  generally  in  the  budget  year,  we  withhold 
about  one-third  of  the  maintenance  money  for  national  or  other  sig- 
nificant cyclical  maintenance  items  that  we  look  at  after  we  close 
the  current  year. 

So  we  wait  until  accomplishments  are  completed  for  1994,  take 
another  look  at  our  maintenance  program,  look  at  where  the  back- 
log is  in  maintenance,  and  allocate  that  one-third  of  the  mainte- 
nance program  out  to  refuges. 

For  refuges,  you  will  see  in  1995,  some  decreases  where  we  have 
not  allocated  the  maintenance  moneys. 

Operational  money  on  refuges  is  stable.  But  there's  no  decrease 
in  refuge  operations. 

Ms.  Beattie.  We've  increased  refuge  funding. 

Mr.  Richard  Smith.  Increased. 

Ms.  Beattie.  We've  increased  by  about  $3.8  million  funding  for 
operations  of  the  whole  refuge  system  for  the  year.  But,  generally, 
maintenance  funding  is  stable  and  that  money  is  withheld  from  al- 
location until  later. 

YAZOO  wildlife  REFUGE  PROPOSED  CHANGES 

Senator  CoCHRAN.  Yesterday,  I  wrote  you  a  letter  protesting  the 
changes  that  are  being  proposed  in  the  limitations  on  hunting  in 
the  Yazoo  Wildlife  Refuge  complex.  You'll  get  the  letter  in  due 
course. 

I  strongly  suggest  that  you  take  a  hard  look  at  that  and  the  prac- 
tical political  implications  that  are  going  to  flow  from  it  if  you  fol- 
low through  by  putting  the  pressures  on  those  refuges  to  cut  down 
the  amount  of  hunting  and  fishing. 

The  budgetary  impact  is  minimal,  I'm  told,  after  I  looked  into 
this. 

Ms.  Beattie.  We  actually  have  the  number  on  that.  Senator.  But 
I  want  to  assure  you  that,  just  as  is  true  of  Senator  Nickles'  ques- 
tions, I  have  not  yet  seen  these  proposals.  They  have  not  come  to 
my  desk. 

Senator  Cochran.  Well,  that's  why  I  wrote  you,  to  bring  it  to 
your  personal  attention  because  you  need  to  know  how  strong  the 
feelings  are  out  there  in  the  countryside  among  the  people  who 
have  traditionally  supported  with  their  dollars  these  programs. 
And  if  you  lose  their  support,  you're  going  to  endanger  the  entire 
wildlife  refuge  system. 

I  can't,  for  example,  come  to  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation 
Commission,  as  I  have  done  since  1980,  I  guess  I've  been  a  mem- 
ber, and  ask  for  designation  of  lands  to  be  acquired  and  put  into 
the  national  trust  and  administered  by  the  Federal  Government,  if 
the  administration  of  these  refuges  is  going  to  be  conducted  in  the 
way  that  is  being  proposed. 
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Just  last  week,  I  had  a  great  opportunity  to  visit  the  newest 
wildlife  refuge  in  our  State,  St.  Catherine's  Creek  Wildlife  Refuge 
below  Nanchez  in  Adams  County.  It  is  a  beautiful  area  down  there 
and  contains  the  largest  rookery  that  I  have  ever  seen  personally. 

I'm  not  a  full-time  bird  watcher  or  anything  like  that,  but  it's  ab- 
solutely fascinating  to  be  able  to  go  to  this  area  and  observe  the 
great  blue  herons  and  different  kinds  of  egrets  that  are  nesting  in 
the  cypress  trees  and  other  trees  that  are  located  in  this  lake  out 
there. 

From  what  I  learned,  from  those  who  took  me  out  there,  the  U.S. 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  the  superintendent  of  that  refuge,  and 
others,  those  birds  will  continue  to  use  this,  and  it  is  a  wonderful 
educational  opportunity  for  school  children  or  others  who  might 
have  an  opportunity  to  see  this.  And  I'm  told  that  that  will  be  done 
without  disturbing  the  nesting  habits  of  the  birds  there. 

I'm  not  an  expert  in  all  of  that,  but  it  seems  to  me  if  you're  em- 
barking upon  a  new  mindset  that  the  wildlife  refuges  cannot  in- 
clude opportunities  for  people  to  visit  or  some  limited  recreation 
that's  not  incompatible  with  the  purpose  of  the  wildlife  refuge,  then 
we're  moving  away  from  a  very  important  ingredient  in  this  wild- 
life refuge  system. 

We're  got  to  continue  to  have  the  political  support  for  it  and  I 
worry  that  we  might  be  losing  it  as  we  follow  through  with  some 
of  the  proposals  and  some  of  the  priorities  that  have  been  devel- 
oped by  your  office. 

CLARIFYING  COMPATIBLE  USES 

Ms.  Beattie.  Senator,  may  I,  just  for  clarity,  emphasize  that  we 
are  only  making  one  policy  judgment  here  and  that  is  that  we  are 
trying  to  manage  our  money,  the  money  you  give  us,  in  such  a  way 
as  to  benefit  the  most  people,  since  we  have  a  shortfall. 

There  is  no  policy  judgment  nationally  about  reducing  hunting 
and  fishing.  There  is  no  policy  judgment  nationally  about  reducing 
recreation.  There  is  a  policy  judgment  about  reducing  things  found 
incompatible. 

We  are  simply  looking  refuge  by  refuge  for  items,  for  instance, 
that  cost  a  lot  and  benefit  only  a  few  people.  And  that  is  what 
we're  doing.  It's  refuge  by  refuge. 

We  would  not  make  any  policy  statement  that  we  are  cutting 
back  hunting  in  general.  The  direction  to  the  field  does  not  apply 
to  hunting  or  fishing.  It  simply  says  consider  eliminating  any  pro- 
gram that  costs  a  lot  and  serves  only  a  few  people. 

They  are,  as  I  understand  it,  although  I've  not  seen  their  pro- 
posal yet,  proposing  selectively  a  few  hunts  on  the  Yazoo  that  they 
say  are  high-cost  and  low-participation. 

But  deer  hunts  would  continue,  as  well  as  raccoon  and  squirrel 
hunting. 

So  it  is  very  selective.  They're  doing  what  I  asked  them  to  do, 
which  is  send  back  any  program — bird-watching,  anj^hing — that 
costs  a  lot  and  only  serves  a  few  people. 

We  will  look  at  that  proposal  very  hard  when  it  comes  in,  see 
what  the  savings  are.  According  to  what  I'm  handed  here,  which 
is  not  what  the  refuge  manager  has  provided,  but  it's  based  on 
what  the  manager  has  sent  in.  It's  about  $15,000  multiplied  by  500 
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refuges.  We  want  to  make  sure  that  we  have  our  money  in  the 
right  place  and  are  serving  the  largest  number  of  people  possible. 

Senator  Cochran.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  your  patience.  I 
have  additional  questions  and  I  will  wait  for  another  opportunity 
to  ask  them  at  the  hearing  this  morning. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Thank  you. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Thank  you,  Senator. 

Senator  Stevens? 

Senator  Stevens.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  did  have  a  long  meeting  with  the  Director  recently,  so  I  don't 
have  a  lot  of  questions  this  morning. 

I  do  have  a  couple,  though. 

Walt  Stieglitz  is  retiring.  Have  we  got  a  new  State  director? 

Ms.  Beattie.  We  do  not.  We  have,  as  you  know.  Senator,  many 
retirements  and  we  are  just  beginning  the  process  of  advertising 
and  considering  nominees  for  those  jobs. 

COLLARING  BROWN  BEARS  ON  YUKON  DELTA  REFUGE 

Senator  Stevens.  I  understand  from  my  assistant  that  we  made 
a  decision  not  to  increase  the  number  of  brown  bears  to  be  collared 
in  the  Yukon  Delta  Refuge  Area. 

I  want  to  thank  you  for  that. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Thank  you,  Senator. 

Senator  Stevens.  I've  been  out  there  again  just  recently  and  the 
native  people  there  are  very  disturbed  about  the  number  of  bears 
that  have  been  collared.  They  have  a  religious  objection  to  it,  I 
guess. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Yes;  I  am  going  to  see  them  this  summer  and  talk 
to  them  about  it. 

YUKON  delta  refuge 

Senator  Stevens.  That  was  really  the  reason  for  coming.  I  want 
to  urge  you  to  schedule  your  trip  and  I  know  you're  coming  and 
we're  going  to  welcome  you  to  come.  I'm  going  if  I'm  there,  to  join 
you  somewhere. 

But  the  real  area  that  has  the  greatest  problem  is  the  Yukon 
Delta  refuge.  The  small  villages  there  are  completely  surrounded 
by  refuges.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I'm  going  up  into  the  Northwest 
area  this  summer  and  spend  some  time  traveling  through  up  there 
and  going  to  several  villages  that  have  complained  to  me  that  they 
obtained  title,  Mr.  Chairman,  under  the  Native  Land  Claims  Set- 
tlement Act  to  lands,  but  they're  surrounded  completely  by  refuges. 

Refuge  policy — and  I  voted  against  this  and  spoke  against  it,  but 
it  still  became  the  law — the  refuge  policy  was  applied  to  their  pri- 
vately owned  lands.  They're  owned  by  the  native  people  and  they're 
complaining  that  there's  just  no  way  for  them  to  pull  out  of  the 
cycle  of  poverty  thej^re  in  unless  they  can  have  some  way  to  use 
their  lands. 

One  village,  for  instance,  on  the  Kuskokwim  River  has  a  coal 
vein  that  they  could  mine.  It's  their  land.  But  you're  people  have 
said,  no. 

There  are  several  others  that  have  a  chance  to  expand  their 
lands  in  terms  of  what  I  would  call  tourist-type  facilities,  and  your 
people  have  said  no. 
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I  don't  quite  understand  the  refuge  policy. 

In  terms  of  other  States  where  you  have  inholdings  that  are  pri- 
vately owned,  we  do  not  say  that  the  rules  and  regulations  of  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  apply  to  their  lands.  But  they  are  Native 
lands  and  they're  really  held  now  into  a  cycle  of  poverty. 

In  this  committee,  we  face  increasing  demands  from  them  for  as- 
sistance because  they  have  no  economy.  That's  our  problem  this 
year.  We  just  can't  meet  some  of  those  demands  financially. 

So  I've  come  really  not  to  ask  questions,  but  to  urge  you  to  come 
and  to  bring  along  people  that  can  see  for  themselves  what  the  im- 
pact of  their  policies  are  in  terms — these  villages  are  worse  now 
than  they  were  10  years  ago.  I've  not  seen  such  abject  poverty  in 
all  of  the  United  States  as  exists  along  the  rivers  within  some  of 
the  Alaska  interior  refuges  that  the  Department  controls 

The  policies  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  are  encouraging  the 
young  people  to  leave.  They're  migrating  to  the  cities.  It's  becoming 
very  much  a  difficult  problem  in  major  cities  because  they  just 
have  no  family  and  no  background  and  no  support. 

I  think  your  visit  this  year  will  be  very  important.  I  would  hope 
that  you  would  look  at  the  policy  regarding  the  inholdings  in  these 
refuges.  There  are  millions  of  acres  there  that  you  have.  These  peo- 
ple have  a  few  thousand  acres  out  of  millions  and  they're  not  being 
able  to  utilize  them. 

One  area — I  was  told  about  just  last  week,  Mr.  Chairman — has 
known  oil  and  gas  potential.  Not  substantial,  but  they've  gone  with 
stripper  wells  in  the  Southwest  and  they  could  produce  enough  oil 
or  gas  for  their  own  consumption,  probably. 

Your  people  have  said,  no,  to  even  exploration. 

I  would  like  to  find  out  why  that's  the  policy.  These  are  new  poli- 
cies. New  policies,  I  don't  understand  it.  But  your  refuge  manager, 
have  you  changed  the  policies  with  regard  to  refuges  in  my  State? 

Mr.  Haktwig.  No,  sir;  we  have  not. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Senator,  I  will  call  your  staff  and  ask  for  specifics 
on  each  of  these  incidents  and  make  sure  to  look  into  them  while 
I'm  in  Alaska. 

Senator  Stevens.  I  would  like  to  have  you  visit  the  villages  and 
see  what's  happening  because  I  know  the  villages  are  not  your  re- 
sponsibility, but  they're  increasing  the  demand  into  the  BIA  and 
the  Indian  Health  Service  area  because  they  lack  their  own  ability 
to  maintain  their  communities. 

I  think  they  should  have  access  to  those  lands  that  Congress  pro- 
vided them  for  economic  development. 

Thank  you. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Thank  you.  Senator. 

NATIONAL  education  AND  TRAINING  CENTER 

Chairman  Byrd.  Thank  you.  Senator  Stevens. 

Progress  is  well  underway  toward  the  establishment  of  a  com- 
prehensive education  and  training  center  for  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service.  The  budget  includes  $26  million  in  recommended  funding 
in  fiscal  year  1995  to  keep  the  project  on  schedule  for  a  1996  com- 
pletion. 

The  contract  has  been  awarded  to  begin  construction,  I  believe. 
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Ms.  Beattie.  Yes;  it  has. 

Chairman  Byrd.  That  was  only  last  week. 

Ms.  Beattie.  That  was  last  week,  Senator,  we're  proud  to  an- 
nounce. 

Chairman  Byrd.  So  construction  should  soon  be  underway  at  the 
site. 

Ms.  Beattie.  I  think  by  the  end  of  the  month. 

Chairman  Byrd.  By  the  end  of  this  month. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Right. 

Chairman  Byrd.  This  month  being  June.  In  order  to  award  a 
contract  that  stays  within  the  total  cost  cap  for  the  project,  were 
there  components  that  had  to  be  omitted? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Yes,  Senator.  We  had  to  drop  one  50-person  dorm 
and  we  also  reduced  by  $3  million  what  we  call  the  outfitting  budg- 
et, which  is  the  internal  furnishings  of  the  center,  to  get  back  down 
under  the  $125  million  cap. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Will  the  funding  in  the  budget  be  sufficient  to 
keep  this  project  on  schedule  for  an  anticipated  completion  in 
1996? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Yes,  it  will,  Senator.  We  will  need  an  additional  ap- 
propriation in  the  1996  budget.  But  with  this  year's  appropriation 
and  that  one  forthcoming,  we  will  be  right  on  schedule. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Is  the  amount  in  the  budget  the  minimum 
needed  to  keep  things  on  schedule? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Yes,  Senator. 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  will  happen  to  the  schedule  if  the  funding 
provided  in  fiscal  year  1995  is  less  than  what  is  included  in  the 
budget? 

Ms.  Beattie.  The  schedule  would  slip  somewhat.  We  have  al- 
ready signed  the  contract,  so  we  would  probably  be  liable  for  some 
kind  of  claim.  So  the  cost  would  go  up  and  the  schedule  would  slip. 

Chairman  Byrd.  If  the  amount  in  the  budget  is  provided  in  fiscal 
year  1995,  what  will  be  the  remaining  requirements  in  fiscal  year 
1996,  if  the  facility  is  to  be  built  as  designed? 

Ms.  Beattie.  That  would  be  about  $28  million,  and  that  would 
be  our  last  construction  request.  Senator. 

Chairman  Byrd.  How  many  rooms  are  we  talking  about? 

Ms.  Beattie.  If  we  add  the  dorm  back  next  year,  150.  In  the 
1996  budget,  if  we  put  that  dropped  dorm  back  in,  it  would  be  150. 
Withoul:  it,  it  is  100. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Will  there  be  additional  amounts  required  in 
fiscal  year  1997? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Not  for  construction.  Senator.  We  would  be  propos- 
ing the  upscaling  of  the  operations  budget. 

Chairman  Byrd.  So  the  needs  in  1997  would  be  operational? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Yes. 

training  center  opening — 1996 

Chairman  Byrd.  That  would  be  the  first  year  of  operation  for  the 
training  center? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Yes;  we  would  like  to  open  in  1996.  The  first  full 
year  of  operation  would  be  fiscal  year  1997. 
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Chairman  Byrd.  Last  year,  the  Service  testified  that  funds  were 
requested  for  course  development  and  that  you  would  be  requesting 
additional  funds  in  1995-96  to  continue  that  work. 

The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  proposed  an  increase  of  $500,000  to 
set  up  a  field  office  and  to  begin  development  of  audiovisual  capac- 
ity to  make  the  training  center  accessible  Servicewide. 

Will  any  of  the  increased  funds  proposed  in  the  budget  be  used 
for  the  course  development? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Senator,  not,  as  you  know,  as  proposed.  None  of  the 
$500,000  increase  is  proposed  to  be  used  for  course  development. 

We  could,  however,  look  at  the  figure  again  and  see  if  we  could 
free  up  any  of  that  requested  increase  for  that  purpose. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Well,  are  you  suggesting  that  some  of  what  is 
proposed  could  be  redirected  toward  course  development? 

Ms.  Beattie.  I'm  saying  that  I'm  certainly  willing  to  look  at  that, 
Senator. 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  would  be  the  effect  of  such  a  redirection 
on  the  activities  identified  in  the  budget? 

Ms.  Beattie.  I'm  afraid,  since  I  haven't  done  that  analysis,  I 
couldn't  tell  you  specifically,  but  I  can  certainly  get  back  to  you 
very  quickly  with  that  response. 

Chairman  Byrd.  All  right.  Why  did  the  Service  testify  that  addi- 
tional course  development  would  be  needed  in  fiscal  year  1995,  and 
then  not  request  the  funds  in  the  budget? 

Ms.  Beattie.  The  gentleman  to  my  right  is  saying  he's  at  fault 
and  will  testify  to  that.  But  I  won't  force  him  to  squirm  and  I'll  just 
say  that.  Senator,  we  did  not  anticipate  the  constraints  of  the 
budget  that  we  face  this  year. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Well,  it  seems  strange  that  $55  million  in  in- 
creases could  be  accommodated,  but  the  additional  funds  needed 
for  the  training  center  could  not  be  provided. 

Ms.  Beattie.  That  is  not  an  ideal  situation,  I  agree. 

As  I  said  in  my  opening  statement,  we  have  had  to  put  an  enor- 
mous amount  of  emphasis  particularly  on  the  three  ecosystems 
that  we've  listed  as  priorities.  And  again,  we  feel  that  we  need  suc- 
cess there,  that  those  are  really,  in  many  ways,  crisis  situations. 
Without  success  there,  we  can't  even  scope  our  training  needs.  The 
real  pressure  on  our  training  needs  is  going  to  be  with  this  eco- 
system approach  and  we  won't  have  one  if  we  can't  prove  ourselves 
on  these  three  ecosystems. 

OPERATIONS  FUNDING  AND  STAFFING — NEIC 

Chairman  Byrd.  You  won't  have  this  center  operating  if  you 
don't  have  the  personnel,  will  you? 

Ms.  Beattie.  That's  true,  Senator,  and  we  will  begin  at  the  first 
available  opportunity  in  1996,  of  really  working  hard  on  the  operat- 
ing budget  and  increasing  the  FTE's.  We  will  work  within  the  De- 
partment this  year  to  try  and  increase  the  FTE's. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Don't  you  need  to  start  before  1996? 

Ms.  Beattie.  In  1995,  we  will  have  at  least  15  FTE's,  which  will 
give  us  the  ability  to  operate,  and  certainly  to  open  the  center  in 
1996,  and  we  will  do  the  best  we  can. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Well,  to  do  the  best  you  can,  you'd  better  get 
a  little  better  start  and  move  faster. 
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Ms.  Beattie.  Yes,  Senator. 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  funding  and  staffing  needs  has  the  Serv- 
ice identified  for  the  training  center  in  fiscal  year  1994-95,  in  an- 
ticipation of  the  faciUty  completion? 

Ms.  Beattie.  For  1994,  the  needs  are  $4  million.  Our  ideal  staff- 
ing would  be  30  FTE's.  We  have  around  15.  In  1995,  we  identified 
a  need  of  $5.8  million.  We  are  asking  for  $3.7  million,  and  we  will 
have  15  FTE's.  We  anticipate  15  FTE's  at  this  time  in  1995. 

In  1996,  we  anticipate  a  need  of  $8.8  million  for  operation  and 
we're  really  unable  to  make  any  projection  from  here  on  FTE's,  but 
we're  guessing  around  82. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Now,  did  I  understand  you  to  say  that  you  were 
looking  at  15  FTE's  in  fiscal  year  1995? 

Ms.  Beattie.  That's  right,  Senator.  If  we  had  our  ideal,  we  would 

have  54. 

Chairman  Byrd.  So  how  much  additional  money  would  it  require 

to  have  your  ideal? 

Ms.  Beattie.  $50,000  per  FTE  times  39. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Say  a  little  louder,  please. 

Ms.  Beattie.  About  $2  million. 

Ms.  Tynan.  About  $2  million. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Without  the  funding  identified  by  the  Service  in 
the  operational  plan  for  the  training  center,  are  you  going  to  have 
the  training  courses  that  you  need  in  place  to  open  the  facility 
when  the  construction  is  completed? 

Ms.  Beattie.  We  are  confident  we  will,  Senator.  We  will  contract 
out  as  much  as  we  can  and  we  will  use  existing  resources  to  do  the 
rest  of  the  development. 

Chairman  Byrd.  I'm  going  to  turn  to  you  again  shortly.  Senator. 

Senator  CoCHRAN.  Don't  hurry,  Mr.  Chairman. 

NEIC  FIELD  OFFICE 

Chairman  Byrd.  The  budget  proposes  that  some  of  the  $500,000 
increase  requested  will  be  used  to  establish  a  field  office  near  the 
site.  No  staffing  resources,  however,  are  identified  in  the  budget  for 
this  purpose. 

How  will  the  necessary  work  be  completed  without  additional 

staffing  resources? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Senator,  we  will  be  bringing  two  FTE's  in  from  our 
Office  of  Training  and  Education  to  run  that  field  station.  We're 
committed  to  having  it  going  in  the  first  quarter  of  the  year. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Can  you  do  that  any  sooner?  Construction  is 
going  to  start  and  you're  going  to  need  somebody  up  there  when 
construction  ends. 

Ms.  Beattie.  We  do  have  a  presence  out  there  right  now.  As  you 
know,  we  seem  to  have  a  very  good  relationship  with  the  commu- 
nity, which  has  been  built  by  a  fairly  constant  presence. 

It's  our  feeling  that  to  do  all  the  administrative  work  just  to  get 
people  transferred  and  the  field  office  up  and  running,  it  will  prob- 
ably take  us  to  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year.  But  we  will  main- 
tain as  much  of  a  presence  there  as  we  can. 

Dick,  do  you  have  something  to  say? 
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Mr.  Richard  Smith.  Well,  when  we  start  construction,  there  will 
be  someone  from  our  engineering  center  there  to  supervise  the  con- 
struction. That's  not  the  same  as  establishing  a  field  station. 

Ms.  Beattie.  There  are  13  people  present  onsite.  We  particularly 
value  maintaining  the  community  relations  we  have  and  that  takes 
a  presence. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Last  year,  the  committee  directed  the  Service  to 
allocate  the  necessary  staffing  resources  to  allow  for  the  develop- 
ment of  training  courses. 

What  is  the  current  staffing  level  assigned  for  training  center  ac- 
tivities in  West  Virginia  in  fiscal  year  1994? 

Ms.  Beattie.  The  assignment  of  FTE's  is  right  now  15  FTE's  al- 
located to  the  training,  development  activities  at  Leetown. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Is  the  FTE  target  for  NETC  in  fiscal  year  1994 
sufficient  to  cover  the  persons  hired  and  onboard  at  the  end  of  fis- 
cal year  1993? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Yes,  Senator.  It  will  not  allow  for  any  increase,  but 
it  is  adequate  to  cover  the  people  on  board. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Does  the  FTE  target  for  the  training  center  in 
fiscal  year  1994,  allow  for  the  hiring  of  the  additional  persons  for 
which  the  $1.4  million  was  requested  and  appropriated  last  year? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Yes,  Senator. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Does  it  offer  any  growth? 

Ms.  Beattie.  No,  Senator. 

Chairman  Byrd.  How  will  the  work  be  completed  when  the  Serv- 
ice's own  estimates  indicate  28  FTE's  were  necessary  in  fiscal  year 
1994,  and  53  FTE's  would  be  needed  in  fiscal  year  1995? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Senator,  again,  we  will  try  to  rely  on  contracts  and 
do  the  best  we  can.  And  we  will  work  with  the  Department  on  see- 
ing if  there's  any  flexibility  on  those  FTE  assignments. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Why  haven't  additional  staffing  resources  been 
provided  for  the  National  Education  Training  Center,  which  re- 
ceived additional  funding  in  fiscal  year  1994,  when  other  programs, 
which  also  received  additional  funding  in  fiscal  year  1994,  have 
seen  their  FTE's  increase? 

Ms.  Beattie.  We  did  have  an  increase  of  five  with  the  1994  fund- 
ing. Senator,  and  it  was  done  on  a  strictly  pro  rata  basis.  We  took 
the  percentage  increase  in  the  budget  overall,  applied  that  percent- 
age to  the  number  of  FTE  increases,  and  1.4  came  out  to  5  FTE 
increases. 

It  was  done  that  straighforwardly. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Staffing  for  the  endangered  species  program  in 
fiscal  year  1994  grows  by  67  FTE's. 

Is  that  right? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Yes;  I  think  that's  the  right  number. 

Chairman  Byrd.  And  the  budget  proposes  to  allocate  an  addi- 
tional 86  FTE's  for  endangered  species  activities  in  fiscal  year 
1995. 

Is  that  correct? 

Ms.  Beattie.  That  is  correct.  Senator. 

Chairman  Byrd.  This  would  be  a  total  increase  for  endangered 
species  of  153  FTE's  over  2  years.  And  yet,  you  can't  find  15  FTE's 
for  the  National  Education  and  Training  Center  in  fiscal  year  1994. 
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Ms.  Beattie.  Senator,  again,  two  responses.  One  is,  those  FTE's 
are  necessary  to  keep  those  initiatives  going.  One  particularly  is 
the  forest  plan,  where,  in  order  to  make  it  work,  we  have  to  be  out 
on  the  field  following  the  workload  of  the  Forest  Service  and  the 
BLM. 

There's  a  big  demand  there. 

Second  of  all,  we  are  over  our  FTE  target  in  usage  in  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service,  and  we  do  have  to  compensate  for  those  in- 
creases. Overall,  we  have  a  net  FTE  effect  in  1995  of  minus  one. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Did  you  have  something  else? 

Ms.  Beattie.  No. 

Chairman  Byrd.  At  my  request,  the  Service  has  been  providing 
a  monthly  status  report  on  progress  toward  completion  of  the  Na- 
tional Education  and  Training  Center.  I  wish  you  to  continue  this 
monthly  report  and  to  include  in  it  the  activities  associated  with 
the  operational  needs  of  the  center,  particularly  with  attention  to 
the  staffing  resources  and  progress  made  in  hiring  the  personnel 
necessary  for  this  project  to  be  a  success. 

Ms.  Beattie.  I  understand. 

Chairman  Byrd.  We're  going  to  be  looking  at  this  and  we're 
going  to  be  following  it.  So  I  would  appreciate  it  if  you  would  sup- 
ply the  subcommittee 

Ms.  Beattie.  We'll  provide  you  with  that  information,  gladly. 

Chairman  Byrd.  With  the  monthly  information,  so  we  can  mon- 
itor your  progress. 

Senator  Cochran. 

Senator  Cochran.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  have  a  few  more  ques- 
tions. I  appreciate  your  recognizing  me  again. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Go  right  ahead. 

resource  mitigation 

Senator  Cochran.  Ms.  Beattie,  in  an  effort  to  regain  needed  sup- 
port of  the  Wildlife  Refuge  Program,  I  plan  to  introduce  a  bill  to 
earmark  license  or  hunting  permit  fees  for  operation  and  mainte- 
nance of  the  wildlife  refuges.  I  hope  you'll  be  able  to  support  that 
legislation. 

I  also  urge  you  to  consider  approving  quail  habitat  as  eligible  for 
mitigation  of  Corps  of  Engineer  project  land  loss. 

Bottom  land  hardwoods  have  been  the  preferred  mitigation  re- 
source in  our  State.  There's  a  limit  as  to  how  much  is  there  for  the 
purpose  of  mitigation.  And  it  seems  to  me  that  a  reading  of  the  ex- 
isting resource  conservation  laws  permit  other  kinds  of  land  to  be 
set  aside  as  mitigation  for  such  losses. 

Do  you  have  an  opinion  as  to  whether  or  not  setting  aside  what 
may  be  considered  quail  habitat  or  other  wildlife  habitat  land  as 
mitigation  lands  would  be  permitted  under  current  law? 

sunflower  river  mitigation 

Ms.  Beattie.  I  don't  know  about  current  law,  Senator.  It,  in 
some  circumstances,  I  believe,  would  be  allowed  under  our  current 
policy,  which  is  a  formally  adopted  regulation.  As  I  understand  it, 
our  policy  on  mitigation,  which  I'm  afraid  you're  too  familiar  with 
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it  because  of  the  Sunflower  River,  categorizes  lost  resources  as  cat- 
egory 1,  2,  or  3,  depending  on  their  importance  and  irreplaceability. 

I'm  not  familiar  with  category  3,  but  maybe  somebody  here  can 
help  me.  It  will  allow  mitigation  of  one  kind  of  habitat  for  another. 

Mr.  Spear.  Senator,  regarding  the  particular  projects  down 
there,  while  we  could  allow  for  quail  habitat  in  some  cir- 
cumstances, what  we  tried  to  do  in  mitigation  is  mitigate  for  the 
type  of  habitat  that  was  lost.  Almost  all  of  the  habitat  that  was  lost 
on  this  project  was  bottom  land  hardwoods  and  the  policy  requires 
our  staff  in  the  field  to  put  great  emphasis  on  trying  to  get  the 
same  kind  of  habitat  back. 

So  there's  a  balance  when  we're  all  done. 

Sometimes  when  we  purchase  habitat,  you  have  to  buy  a  parcel 
that  may  have  primarily  a  bottom  land  hardwoods,  but  it  may  have 
a  little  bit  of  uplands  with  it. 

And  I  think  quail  habitat,  that  could  be  permissible.  But  our  em- 
phasis should  be,  and  is,  on  replacing  the  loss. 

Senator  Cochran.  I  would  urge  you  to  consider  that  as  a  possi- 
bility. I'll  continue  to  explore  that  with  you  and  with  some  specific 
suggestions  that  are  eminating  from  the  State  on  this  subject. 

I  just  recently  had  an  opportunity  to  talk  with  one  of  our  leading 
citizens  who  is  active  in  these  areas.  I  promised  him  I'd  try  to  ex- 
plore this  and  work  with  him  and  others  who  might  be  similarly 
interested  in  it  to  see  whether  or  not  it's  permissible  and  if  it's  not 
permissible,  to  consider  modifying  the  law  or  making  whatever 
other  changes  might  be  feasible  to  make  to  permit  that  as  an  alter- 
native in  these  mitigation  situations. 

The  specific  area  that  we  are  interested  in  discussing  with  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  others  here  in  the  administration  is 
northeast  Mississippi  and  the  possibility  of  mitigating  Tennessee 
Tom  Bigby  project  land  losses  with  some  nontraditional  kinds  of 
lands. 

We'll  continue  to  work  with  you  and  explore  that  and  I  appre- 
ciate your  response  to  my  question. 

Ms.  Beattie  and  others  of  your  staff  had  an  opportunity  to  hear 
some  concerns  I  had  recently  about  a  Corps  of  Engineer  plan  to 
protect  lands  and  property  in  the  Mississippi  Delta,  the  Yazoo 
Basin,  specifically,  from  flooding  of  the  Big  Sunflower  River  in  Mis- 
sissippi. 

There's  a  conflict  that  has  developed  between  those  plans  and  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  interest  in  the  preservation  of  mussels 
that  have  been  found  in  the  streambeds  of  that  river. 

I've  had  a  chance  now,  and  my  staff  has  had  an  opportunity  to 
further  look  into  these  issues  and  the  concerns  and  I  have  a  draft 
of  resource  category  designation  that  was  prepared  by  the  Mis- 
sissippi Ecological  Services  Offices  for  region  4,  Atlanta's  office. 

We've  also  had  meetings  with  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  persons 
in  our  State,  some  as  late  as  last  Friday,  to  further  discuss  these 
issues. 

At  this  point,  I  can  say,  just  to  follow  up  our  earlier  conversa- 
tions, that  we  continue  to  have  some  very  serious  concerns  with  the 
methodology  used  and  the  so-called  factual  basis  for  conclusions 
that  are  reached  in  this  resource  category  designation  effort  by 
those  who  are  preparing  this  report. 
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In  the  executive  summary  of  this  document,  it  provides,  for  ex- 
ample, by  way  of  a  conclusion,  I  suppose,  that  the  Big  Sunflower 
River,  that  part  of  it  between  mile  33.5  to  62.2,  is  designated  or 
should  be  designated  as  a  resource  category  1,  and  that  that  por- 
tion of  the  river  below  the  33.5  mark  may  also  support  a  mussel 
population  deserving  of  resource  category  1  designation,  but  sam- 
pling has  been  inadequate  to  determine  this.  And  then  the  conclu- 
sion that  that  portion  of  the  river,  in  addition  to  that  portion  from 
mile  62.2  to  150,  is  designated  as  resource  category  2. 

My  question  is  what  are  the  practical  consequences  for  the  flood 
control  plans  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  of  the  conclusion  reached 
that  these  portions  of  the  river  be  designated  as  described  in  the 
executive  summary? 

RESOURCE  CATEGORIES  ON  SUNFLOWER  RIVER 

Ms.  Beattie.  Senator,  I'll  start  and  then  ask  my  Regional  Direc- 
tor from  Atlanta,  from  region  4,  your  region,  to  follow  up. 

The  resource  categories  to  which  you  refer  are  the  same  resource 
categories  to  which  I  was  referring  in  our  mitigation  policy. 

Resource  category  1  means  this  is  an  irreplaceable  resource  and 
we  cannot  mitigate  for  it.  And  again,  they  go  down  in  levels  of  im- 
portance and  our  willingness  to  mitigate  within  the  policy. 

The  practical  implications  for  this  project  in  particular,  as  I  un- 
derstand them  at  the  moment,  and  you  may  be  more  up-to-date 
than  I,  are  that  we  have  been  able  to  work  out  an  agreement.  It 
looks  like  we're  about  to  work  out  an  agreement  with  the  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  whereby  they  will  avoid  the  resource  category 
1  areas  and  that  we  can  mitigate  where  they  work  in  the  resource 
category  2  areas. 

It  sounds  to  me  like  we  are  coming  to  agreement  on  this  and  that 
the  practical  implications  of  the  resource  category  1  will  be  to  pro- 
tect that  mussel  bed  and  the  commercial  use  that  depends  on  it, 
and  also  to  mitigate  for  other  areas  in  which  the  dredging  is  done. 
I  hope  that  is  the  conclusion  we  get  to. 

It's  the  kind  of  solution  that  we  would  like  to  see  on  this  one. 

Jim,  is  there  anjrthing  else  to  add? 

Mr.  PULLIAM.  Well,  that's  a  pretty  comprehensive  answer. 

What  you  have  is  the  draft  that  has  been  circulated  for  technical 
review  right  now.  We  have  not  seen  it  in  the  Atlanta  office,  so  I 
really  can't  comment  on  the  document,  per  se. 

We  have  very  few  designations  similar  to  that,  but  we  do  gen- 
erally tend  to  try  to  designate  unique  habitats  that  are  very  dif- 
ficult to  replace. 

So,  for  our  own  staff,  when  developments  occur  in  those  areas, 
we  should  try  to  see  that  the  mitigation  for  those  areas  are  in-kind 
mitigations. 

But  as  far  as  any  type  of  responsibility — it  does  make  our  guys 
negotiate  a  little  tougher  because  these  resources  are  unique  and 
much  more  difficult  to  replace. 

I  know  there  was  a  meeting  with  the  Corps  on  May  27  to  discuss 
more  clearing  land  snagging  as  opposed  to  dredging  in  some  seg- 
ments, and  some  negotiations  relative  to 

Chairman  Byrd.  Can  you  hear? 

The  Court  Reporter.  A  little  louder  please. 
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Chairman  Byrd.  Speak  a  little  louder,  please. 

Mr.  PULLIAM.  So  I  think  they're  coming  close  to  resolution.  I 
won't  say  we're  there  yet.  But  I  think  we're  closer  than  we  were. 

Senator  Cochran.  Well,  I  would  urge  you  to  continue  the  efforts 
to  work  something  out  that's  agreeable  between  the  two  agencies 
and  also  serves  the  interests  of  the  general  public,  and  specifically, 
those  who  have  a  lot  at  stake  in  that  area. 

As  I  pointed  out  in  my  comments  earlier  about  wildlife  habitat 
protection,  people  that  own  all  the  land  are  individuals.  If  we  don't 
get  the  support  and  cooperation  from  individual  landowners,  we're 
not  going  to  do  a  very  good  job  protecting  the  natural  resources  in 
our  country. 

And  that  same  thing  goes  for  flood  control  and  agriculture  activi- 
ties in  my  State  particularly.  The  consequences  of  flooding  are  very 
serious,  indeed,  for  our  State.  I  don't  need  to  go  back  and  recite  a 
history  of  all  the  horrible  things  that  have  happened  when  we've 
had  serious  floods.  But  they  are  devastating,  economically  and  to 
life  and  in  many  ways,  it  brings  a  great  deal  of  hardship  on  people 
when  they  do  occur. 

So  I  hope  that  there  can  be  some  way  to  achieve  some  better  de- 
gree of  flood  control  protection,  and  at  the  same  time  recognizing 
our  legitimate  interest  in  endangered  species  and  others  that  are 
unique  and  have  fragile  habitat,  as  it  is. 

Interestingly  enough,  the  area  of  this  river  that  has  the  most 
dense  population  of  mussels  that  you're  seeking  to  protect  is  an 
area  where  the  Corps  of  Engineers  dredged  some  many  years  ago 
and  erected  some  flood  control  structures. 

For  whatever  reason,  I'm  not  saying  that  that's  the  consequence 
of  that  action,  but  it's  certainly  a  fact  that  that's  where  the  most 
dense  population  of  these  mussels  are  now. 

I  hope  you  will  permit  us  to  continue  to  kibbitz  and  to  work  with 
you  to  try  to  help  ensure  that  all  of  the  concerns  are  taken  into  ac- 
count and  that  suggestions  that  come  from  landowners  and  others 
whose  lives  and  whose  property  and  whose  fortunes  are  at  stake 
in  all  of  this,  are  taken  into  account  as  well  as  the  mussels. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Thank  you,  Senator. 

Senator  CoCHRAN.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

CONSTRUCTION  OF  THE  TRAINING  CENTER 

Chairman  Byrd.  I  commend  you  for  including  the  necessary  con- 
struction funds  for  the  training  center  in  the  Service's  fiscal  year 
1995  budget.  I  know  it  wasn't  easy.  But  this  was  an  important  step 
in  meeting  existing  commitments  for  an  ongoing  project,  commit- 
ments that  were  made  before  you  came  aboard. 

As  construction  progresses,  it  is  critical  that  the  Service  dedicate 
the  necessary  resources,  both  dollars  and  staffing,  for  the  oper- 
ational aspects  of  the  training  center.  We  can't  afford  to  fall  behind 
on  these  components  if  the  training  center  is  to  be  ready  and  fully 
operational  when  construction  is  completed  in  1996. 

While  you  can  continue  to  seek  help  from  the  Department  on  the 
FTE  issue,  it  is  important  that  steps  be  taken  within  the  alloca- 
tions you  have  received  to  make  certain  that  the  tasks  associated 
with  making  this  facility  a  success  can  be  completed. 

I  congratulate  you  and  I  thank  you  for  your  work  in  this  regard. 
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CANAAN  VALLEY  REFUGE  ACQUISITION  STATUS 

On  the  Canaan  Valley  Refuge,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is 
requesting  $2  million  for  additional  land  acquisition  funding  for  the 
Canaan  Valley  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  WV. 

What  is  the  current  status  of  your  efforts  to  establish  a  refuge 
in  Canaan  Valley?  Have  you  acquired  any  land  yet? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Senator,  we  came  very  close  to  acquiring  some 
land,  but  unfortunately,  have  been  held  up  by  a  restraining  order 
from  a  local  judge  from  a  request  brought  by  a  consortium  of  local 
realtors. 

I'll  let  our  regional  director  follow  through  after  me.  But  we  hope 
that  this  is  just  a  little  delay  because  we're  very  much  looking  for- 
ward to  dedicating  this  as  the  500th  refuge. 

Ron. 

Mr.  Lambertson.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  you  know,  we  finished  the 
station  master  plan  with  a  lot  of  local  involvement.  Just  as  we 
were  ready  to  acquire  the  first  piece  of  property.  Judge  Maxwell 
did  issue  a  TRO — temporary  restraining  order — on  May  9. 

At  the  time  of  the  hearing  on  the  temporary  restraining  order, 
the  parties  agreed  to  an  expedited  briefing  schedule  to  have  the 
briefs  filed  by  early  June,  so  that  the  judge  could  hear  it  by  early 
July  and  dispose  of  the  matter. 

That's  currently  on  schedule.  The  briefs  are  being  filed  and  the 
hearing  has  been  scheduled  now  for  August  4. 

Chairman  Byrd.  So  the  next  step  is  the  filing  of  the  briefs. 

Mr.  Lambertson.  The  briefs,  I  guess,  are  being  filed  now  and  the 
hearing  has  been  scheduled  for  August  4.  And  we  hope  that  that 
will  dispose  of  the  matter. 

Ms.  Beattie.  And  we  continue  to  enjoy  much  local  support  for 
this.  We  seem  to  have  gotten  a  pocket  of  resistance.  But,  generally 
local  support  remains  very  high. 

CANAAN  VALLEY  REFUGE  OPPOSITION 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  are  the  claims  alleged  by  the  opponents 
to  the  refuge,  and  how  does  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  respond 
to  these  allegations? 

Mr.  Lambertson.  Mr.  Chairman,  there  were  several  claims,  one 
that  we  really  couldn't  understand.  The  Justice  Department  is  try- 
ing to  analyze  that. 

The  primary  claim  is  based  on  the  National  Environmental  Pol- 
icy Act,  claiming  that  we  did  not  adequately  comply  with  that  piece 
of  legislation. 

For  that  piece  of  legislation,  we  have  prepared  a  full  environ- 
mental impact  statement  that  was  prepared  a  number  of  years  ago 
and  the  question  is  whether  or  not  we  were  required  to  prepare  ad- 
ditional documentation  since  that  full  EIS  was  prepared.  And  that's 
the  major  issue. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Was  the  proposed  acquisition  to  be  from  a  will- 
ing seller? 

Mr.  Lambertson.  Yes,  sir;  all  of  our  discussions  have  been  from 
willing  sellers.  We  have  a  number  of  willing  sellers  who  have  ex- 
pressed an  interest  in  selling  their  properties. 
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The  TRO  is  currently  holding  up  a  number  of  willing  sellers  who 
are  ready  to  dispose  of  their  property  at  the  current  time. 

CANAAN  VALLEY  REFUGE  ESTIMATED  COSTS 

Chairman  Byrd.  Some  of  those  opposed  to  the  refuge  have  cir- 
culated cost  estimates  of  $300  million.  What  would  be  the  basis  for 
such  estimates? 

Can  you  tell  us? 

Mr.  Lambertson.  I'm  not  sure  where  they  would  have  come  up 
with  those  figures.  We  have  not  yet  done  the  kind  of  appraisals 
that  would  be  necessary  to  make  a  conclusive  determination. 

I  believe  I  provided  a  number  for  the  record  last  year  in  the  $50 
to  $60  million  range,  as  I  recall.  But  those  are  still  preliminary  es- 
timates that  we  have  not  yet  documented. 

Chairman  Byrd.  So  that  you'd  still  hold  to  that  estimate. 

Mr.  L.\MBERTSON.  We  would  still  hold  to  those  values,  yes,  sir. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Has  the  Service  prepared  an  acquisition  plan 
for  Canaan  Valley? 

Mr.  Lambertson.  Yes,  Senator.  We're  releasing  that  to  the  pub- 
lic now.  It  identifies  the  various  categories  of  property  and  their 
status  as  far  as  their  acquisition.  We  have  three  categories — those 
that  we  would  like  to  identify  and  acquire  immediately,  the  highest 
values;  those  having  less  value;  and  then  the  third  category,  when 
we  can  get  to  them. 

So  we're  using  that  land  protection  plan  to  identify  the  priorities 
for  our  acquisitions.  That  is  being  developed  and  provided  to  the 
community  so  they  will  know  exactly  what  our  priorities  are. 

CANAAN  VALLEY  ACQUISITION  PRIORITIES 

Chairman  Byrd.  Can  you  state  the  Service's  priorities  for  acqui- 
sition in  Canaan  Valley? 

Mr.  Lambertson.  Yes,  sir;  the  priorities  continue  to  be  the  large 
properties  on  the  north  end  of  the  valley,  the  totally  undeveloped, 
untrampled  properties  there,  followed  closely  by  the  endangered 
species  and  wetland  properties  on  the  south  of  the  valley. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Senator,  I'd  just  like  to  emphasize  that  we  always 
operate  on  a  willing  seller  basis  as  a  matter  of  policy  and  pride. 

OHIO  river  islands  refuge  acquisition  status 

Chairman  Byrd.  Yes;  now,  I  continue  to  support  the  establish- 
ment of  the  Canaan  Valley  National  Wildlife  Refuge.  I'm  glad  that 
the  acquisitions  will  be  on  a  willing  seller  basis.  That  has  been 
your  policy. 

The  Service  must  continue  to  work  closely  with  the  community 
in  addressing  the  concerns  about  the  refuge.  I  urge  all  parties  to 
respond  as  thoroughly  as  possible  to  the  issues  being  raised  so  that 
acquisition  may  proceed. 

Now  if  I  might  turn  to  the  Ohio  River  Islands. 

The  Ohio  River  Islands  National  Wildlife  Refuge  was  dedicated 
as  the  first  National  Wildlife  Refuge  in  West  Virginia  in  1992. 

What  is  the  current  status  of  the  acquisition  program  for  the  is- 
lands? Have  all  funds  previously  appropriated  been  obligated? 
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Mr.  Lambertson.  Mr.  Chairman,  so  far  we  have  12  islands  on 
which  full  title  has  been  conveyed;  4  islands  are  under  option  and 
subject  to  conveyance  as  soon  as  we  finish  the  contaminant  review. 
Six  additional  islands  are  under  option.  And  three  islands  for 
which  acquisition  actions  have  been  completed,  with  only  the  title 
clearance  to  be  completed. 

So  we  are  very  close  to  acquiring  a  number  of  those  islands. 
Funds  have  been  fully  expended.  We  only  have  $69,000  left  in  the 
acquisition  account  for  that  project. 

Chairman  Byrd.  And  how  many  islands  in  total  will  comprise 
the  refuge? 

Mr.  Lambertson.  The  total  number,  I  believe,  is  30  islands. 

Chairman  Byrd.  And  you  do  have  options,  do  you,  on  additional 
islands,  I  think  you  said? 

Mr.  Lambertson.  At  least  7  currently  ready  to  be  conveyed. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Are  sufficient  funds  available  within  the  unobli- 
gated balances  remaining  to  execute  all  of  the  options? 

Mr.  Lambertson.  No,  sir;  they  are  not. 

Chairman  Byrd.  How  many  of  the — did  you  say  seven? 

Mr.  Lambertson.  Six. 

Chairman  Byrd.  How  many  do  you  think  you'd  be  able  to  acquire 
with  funds  remaining? 

Mr.  Lambertson.  With  the  funds  that  are  currently  remaining, 
almost  none.  We  only  have  $69,000  left,  so  I  don't  think  we  could 
get  any  others  for  that. 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  is  the  additional  cost  estimate  associated 
with  acquiring  the  remaining  islands  for  which  options  have  been 
secured? 

Mr.  Lambertson.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  don't  have  that  breakdown. 
I'll  have  to  supply  that  for  the  record. 

Ms.  Beattie,  Senator,  we  have  it  here.  The  remaining  island 
acreage  to  acquire  in  the  future  is  1,200  acres,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $4  million. 

Mr.  Lambertson.  But  you  wanted  the  number  for  just  the  six, 
as  I  understand  it. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Oh,  you  want  just  the  six. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Yes. 

Ms.  Beattie.  We  don't  have  that. 

Mr.  Lambertson.  Just  the  six,  I  don't  have. 

ESTIMATED  COSTS  OF  THE  SIX  ISLANDS 

Ms.  Beattie.  We  can  get  that  for  you. 

Chairman  Byrd.  All  right.  Do  you  anticipate  that  other  islands 
for  which  the  Service  does  not  yet  have  options  might  become  avail- 
able for  acquisition  in  fiscal  year  1995? 

Mr.  Lambertson.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman.  We  found  that  with  our 
willing  seller  policy  down  there,  that  we've  had  no  problem  identi- 
fying willing  sellers  and  getting  the  proper  conveyances. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Do  you  have  an  estimate  of  the  cost? 

Mr.  Lambertson.  Total  cost. 

Chairman  Byrd.  The  cost  of  other  islands  for  which  the  Service 
does  not  yet  have  options. 
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Mr.  Lambertson.  Yes,  Senator,  I  do.  I  have  island-by-island  an- 
ticipated costs.  Again,  my  numbers  are  more  total  costs  and  they're 
broken  down  island  by  island  and  by  category. 

So  maybe  it  would  be  best  to  provide  this  total  chart  for  the 
record. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Yes;  if  you  will. 

Mr.  Lambertson.  There  are  at  least  five  categories. 

Chairman  Byrd.  All  right.  If  you  will  provide  that  for  the  record. 

How  will  the  traditional  recreational  uses  of  the  Ohio  River  Is- 
lands be  affected  by  the  Service's  compatibility  review? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Cost  of  Six  Available  Islands  in  Ohio  River  Land  Acquisition 

Six  islands  located  in  West  Virginia  are  available  for  acquisition  from  willing  sell- 
ers and  are  currently  under  option.  Five  are  owned  in  total;  one  (Muskingham)  has 
two  ownerships. 

Middle  Island  (260  acres) $931,000 

Grandview  (15  acres),  Letart  (25  acres),  Mill  Creek  (26  acres),  one-third 
Muskingham  (40  acres), ^  Wells  (51  acres)  (being  acquired  from  The 
Nature  Conservancy  as  a  single  acquisition) 190,050 

Total  optioned  1,121,050 

1  The  lower  two-thirds  of  Muskingham  will  be  acquired  by  donation  during  fiscal  year  1994. 
The  remaining  islands  (not  optioned):  Total  24. 

West  Virginia:  Acres 

Upper  Griffin  7 

Lower  Griffin  4 

Lower  Sisters  13 

Upper  Sisters  2 

Captina  18 

Eureka  18 

Marietta 160 

Neal  133 

Vienna  37 

Newberry  5 

Mustapha  22 

Eight  Mile  20 

Gallipolis  5 

Fish  Creek 65 

Wheeling  20 

Babbs  40 

Baker  5 

Cluster  12 

Halfway  .". 36 

Blennerhassett 502 

Lesage 20 

Kentucky: 

Brush  Creek  26 

Manchester  No.  2  15 

Ohio:  Boggs  15 


Total  acres  1,200 


Total  estimated  cost  required  $4,000,000 

RECREATIONAL  BOATING  ACTIVITIES 

Mr.  Lambertson.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  one  area  where  we're  find- 
ing some  potential  incompatible  uses  are  with  certain  recreational 
boating  activities  where  there's  been  a  tendency  to  go  to  the  is- 
lands, to  pull  up  the  boats,  build  fires,  construct  small  structures, 
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and  other  things  that  to  some  extent  could  be  incompatible  with 
wildlife  values. 

So  we're  working  with  all  the  publics  down  there  to  try  to  iden- 
tify what  those  problems  are  to  be  sure  that  they  understand  what 
the  restrictions  are  and  that  this  is  a  National  Wildlife  Refuge  and 
that  their  actions  there  wouldn't  be  incompatible  with  the  refuge. 

MC  DOWELL  FISH  HATCHERY  STATUS 

Chairman  Byrd.  With  respect  to  the  proposed  McDowell  County 
Fish  Hatchery,  in  the  fiscal  year  1993  Interior  appropriations  bill, 
a  total  of  $900,000  was  provided  for  a  feasibility  study  and  plan- 
ning for  a  Federal  fish  hatchery  in  McDowell  County,  WV. 

A  total  of  $2y2  million  was  authorized  for  this  project  in  Public 
Law  101-593. 

When  is  the  feasibility  study  scheduled  to  be  completed?  And 
what  recommendations  do  you  expect  the  study  to  put  forth? 

Mr.  Lambertson.  Mr.  Chairman,  at  the  current  time,  the  fea- 
sibility study  is  projected  to  be  completed  in  early  September. 

At  the  current  time,  the  engineering  firm  has  identified  two  po- 
tential sites  that  might  be  viable  candidate  sites.  But  they  do  have 
a  question  on  whether  or  not  there  is  adequate  river  flowage  at 
those  sites. 

And  so  they're  waiting  through  the  late  summer  to  see  what  kind 
of  water  flows  we  have.  And  for  that  reason,  the  feasibility  study 
will  be  completed  in  September,  after  those  low  flows  occur. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Has  the  state  cooperated  in  the  study  effort? 

Mr.  Lambertson.  Very  much  so. 

Chairman  Byrd.  To  what  extent  is  the  Service's  ongoing  reas- 
sessment of  its  hatchery  programs  nationwide  being  considered  as 
the  recommendations  of  this  feasibility  study  are  being  prepared? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Go  ahead. 

Mr.  Lambertson.  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  way  I  see  this  devel- 
oping is  that  we  have  a  team  of  experts,  including  Dr.  Putz  from 
West  Virginia,  analyzing  our  current  hatcheries.  They  will  be  mak- 
ing recommendations  as  to  how  those  hatcheries  best  meet  future 
needs. 

As  we  design  this  hatchery,  I  think  it's  imperative  that  we  work 
with  that  team  to  be  sure  that  this  hatchery  is  designed  in  such 
a  way  to  address  the  needs  that  they  identify  for  future  hatcheries 
operations. 

So  I  see  them  evolving  together.  I  see  the  hatchery  analysis  and 
this  hatchery  being  developed  hand-in-hand,  so  that  those  future 
needs  can  hopefully  be  addressed  by  this  facility. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Based  on  the  information  you've  gathered  thus 
far,  does  the  Service  have  a  preliminary  cost  estimate  for  this 
hatchery? 

Mr.  Lambertson.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  very  rough  cost  estimate  for 
construction  at  $5  million.  The  current  $650,000  for  design  looks 
adequate.  And  a  very  rough  estimate  of  $5  million  is  what  we're 
currently  working  with. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Do  you  have  any  estimate  of  the  operational 
costs  and  staffing  requirements? 
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Mr.  Lambertson.  I  don't  have  that  yet,  Mr.  Chairman,  but  I 
could  provide  that  for  the  record.  We  operate  enough  hatcheries  so 
that  we  know  what  they  cost  to  operate. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Operational  Funding  Needs  for  McDowell  Fish  Hatchery 

Based  on  a  review  of  existing  hatcheries  and  costs  to  operate  them,  a  preliminary 
estimate  on  costs  for  operation  of  McDowell  Hatchery  is  $275,000  and  5  personnel. 
It  is  premature,  however,  to  consider  operational  costs  since  it  may  not  be  feasible 
to  build  a  hatchery  at  McDowell.  We  are  waiting  for  the  outcome  of  the  feasibility 
study  to  be  completed  in  September. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Senator  Bumpers  has  asked  me  to  extend  his 
regrets  that  he  could  not  be  here  for  today's  hearing.  He  is  in  Nor- 
mandy and  will  not  be  returning  to  Washington  until  late  this 
afternoon. 

He  has  a  number  of  questions  that  he  would  like  the  Agency  to 
respond  to,  particularly  with  regard  to  the  Fish  Hatchery  Program. 
He  is  very  concerned  that  appropriated  funds  for  hatchery  oper- 
ations are  being  diverted  for  other  initiatives  and  he  would  appre- 
ciate a  response  to  his  questions  by  June  30,  1994,  Director 
Beattie. 

They'll  be  included  in  the  record  and  they'll  be  supplied  to  you. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Thank  you. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Director  Beattie,  is  there  anything  further  you 
would  like  to  say  before  we  close  the  hearing  for  now? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Just  to  confess  perhaps  a  small  inadvertent  lie.  My 
coaches  tell  me  that  we  may  not  break  ground  in  June,  but  it 
would  be  early  July  at  the  latest. 

So  I  just  wanted  you  to  know  that. 

I  also  have  for  you  a  hot-off-the-press  copy  of  the  consulting  serv- 
ices reports  on  the  operational  cost  study  for  the  center. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Thank  you  very,  very  much. 

Ms.  Beattie.  And  otherwise,  I  have  nothing  else  to  say  and  don't 
know  if  any  of  my  colleagues  do,  except  to  thank  you  for  your  time 
today. 

Dick,  do  you  have  anything? 

Mr.  Richard  Smith.  Just  quit  when  you're  ahead.  [Laughter.] 

Ms.  Beattie.  All  right.  Thank  you  very  much,  Senator,  for  your 
time  and  attention  to  our  needs.    - 

Chairman  Byrd.  Well,  thank  you  very  much.  I  wish  you  much 
success.  I  want  to  be  as  helpful  as  I  can  to  you  in  this  effort. 

Thank  you  for  your  testimony  here  today  and  thank  all  of  you 
for  your  testimony. 

ADDITIONAL  COMMITTEE  QUESTIONS 

The  committee  will  have  additional  questions  for  the  record,  as 
may  other  Senators  and  myself.  We  would  appreciate  your  prompt 
attention  to  them  so  that  the  subcommittee  may  proceed  with  its 
review  of  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  in  preparation  for  markup, 
which  we  hope  will  not  be  too  far  away. 

[The  following  questions  were  not  asked  at  the  hearing,  but  were 
submitted  to  the  Department  for  response  subsequent  to  the  hear- 
ing.] 
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ADDITIONAL  COMMITTEE  QUESTIONS 
COMPATIBLE  USES  ON  REFUGES 

In  an  attempt  to  address  the  operational  needs  within  the  national  wildlife 
refuge  system,  the  Service  has  undertaken  an  examination  of  all  uses  on  refuges.  A 
key  component  of  this  effort  is  a  review  of  whether  uses  are  "compatible"  with  the 
purposes  for  which  the  refuge  was  established. 

Agency  managers  have  been  undertaking  an  assessment  as  to  funds  that  could 
be  moved  from  low  to  high  priority  objectives. 

Question:  What  is  the  status  of  this  review? 

Answer  It  needs  to  be  clarified  that  there  are  two  separate  reviews  currently 
ongoing  on  refuges.  The  first  is  in  response  to  a  lawsuit  settlement.  The  Service  agreed 
to  conduct  a  formal  written  compaiibility  determination  for  all  refuge  uses  to  document 
compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System 
Administration  Act,  and  to  document  whether  funds  are  available  to  administer 
recreational  uses,  as  required  in  the  Refuge  Recreation  Act.  Under  the  lawsuit 
settlement  agreement  and  existing  law,  uses  found  to  be  incompatible  must  be 
eliminated,  or  modified  to  make  them  compatible.  Under  the  agreement  and  existing 
law,  recreational  uses  for  which  funds  are  not  available  must  be  eliminated,  or  modified 
so  that  they  can  be  administered  with  available  funding. 

As  a  separate  initiative,  the  Service  is  also  evaluating  the  necessity  of  shifting  FY  1995 
funds  and  staff  from  lower  priority  to  higher  priority  refuge  programs  and  activities. 
This  is  being  prompted  by  the  need  to  address  a  chronic  shortfall  in  refuge  operational 
and  maintenance  funding.  While  this  initiative  will  not  provide  any  "savings,"  it  will 
ensure  that  our  limited  resources  are  focused  on  the  most  critical  work.  To  accomplish 
this  systematically,  all  managers  are  using  the  same  criteria  and  process.  Lower  priority 
programs  include  non-wildlife  oriented  recreation,  and  economic  uses  that  do  not 
contribute  to  refuge  purposes.  The  Service  has  not  completed  its  review. 

Question:  Have  you  identified,  by  refuge,  what  the  consequences  of  any  such 
proposed  reallocation  would  be? 

Answer  In  December,  1993,  the  Directorate  was  asked  to  identify  potential 
opportunities  to  redirect  FY  1995  funds  and  staff  time  to  ensure  that  limited  resources 
were  focused  on  the  highest  priority  resource  objectives  of  the  Refuge  System.  After 
reviewing  preliminary  submissions  from  the  regions,  I  provided  additional  guidance  to 
address  this  challenge  systematically.  At  this  point,  the  proposed  adjustments  in 
individual  refuge  programs  and  activities  require  further  review  and  evaluation.  A 
decision  has  been  made  to  leave  30  new  refuges  unstaffed  and  to  leave  some  positions 
at  other  locations  vacant  until  further  notice.  Further  adjustments  will  not  be  made 
until  after  the  compatibility  and  Recreation  Act  funding  determinations  are  completed 
under  the  lawsuit  settlement  agreement. 

Question:  What  role  does  the  public  have  in  this  review  process? 

Answer:  In  any  instance  where  we  propose  to  eliminate  current  public  uses  as  a 
result  of  the  funding  review,  we  will  consult  with  affected  parties,  including  state 
wildlife  agencies  and  the  local  public.  Any  substantive  changes  in  refuge  public  uses 
that  may  be  proposed  based  on  this  review  will  either  be  treated  as  a  reprogramming 
and  submitted  to  the  Appropriations  Committees  or  incorporated  into  our  1996  budget 
request. 

Question:  What  are  some  of  the  high  priority,  new  and  expanded  initiatives 
that  the  Service  would  pursue  if  some  traditional  uses  are  no  longer  to  be  allowed? 
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Answer  This  initiative  is  proposed  to  more  adequately  fund  the  highest  priority 
conservation  and  education  objectives  of  the  Refuge  System,  not  to  initiate  new 
activities.  Among  the  highest  priority  objectives  are  the  management  of  naturally 
diverse  populations,  endangered  species  recovery,  and  habitat  management  for 
migratory  birds. 

Question:  To  what  extent  does  this  examination  of  the  refuge  system  include  a 
hard  look  at  whether  there  are  refuge  lands  that  can  be  exchanged,  or  even  refuges 
that  could  be  closed,  because  they  are  no  longer  fulfilling  the  purpose  for  which  they 
were  established? 

Answer  Exchanges  or  closures  are  not  a  specific  element  of  this  particular 
assessment. 

As  part  of  its  response  to  legal  actions  related  to  compatible  uses  on  refuges, 
the  Service  is  also  having  to  identify  the  funding  and  personnel  requirements 
associated  with  allowing  uses  to  continue. 

Question:  Are  any  constraints  being  placed  on  managers  as  they  seek  to 
identify  the  funding  and  personnel  requirements  associated  with  the  management  of 
various  uses? 

Answer  The  Refuge  Recreation  Act  requires  that  before  recreational  uses  not 
directly  related  to  the  primary  purposes  and  functions  of  a  refuge  are  allowed  to  occur, 
a  determination  must  be  made  that  funds  are  available  for  their  development, 
operation,  and  maintenance  of  the  uses.  An  April  25, 1994  Memorandum  addressed  to 
the  Regional  Directors  provided  guidance  for  field  station  managers  to  enable  them  to 
appropriately  determine  the  availability  of  funds. 

Question:  Are  ranges  of  funding  and  staffing  being  considered  —  for 
example,  "minimal,"  "desirable"  and  "ideal?" 

Answer  Although  ranges  of  funds  are  not  being  considered,  a  variety  of 
actions  will  be  considered.  If  a  refuge  manager  finds  that  a  recreational  use  is 
compatible  but  that  available  funds  are  insufficient  to  manage  the  use  as  currently 
conducted,  the  use  may  be  modified  in  such  a  way  as  to  reduce  the  cost  of  the  activity. 

As  I  understand  it,  one  of  the  driving  forces  behind  this  effort  is  growing 
concern  about  the  inability  of  the  operational  funding  of  the  national  wildlife 
refuge  system  to  keep  pace  with  the  demands  placed  on  the  system.  Among  these 
demands  are  the  costs  associated  with  the  establishment  of  new  refuges.  Yet,  the  FY 
1995  budget  proposes  to  establish  5  new  refiiges,  in  addition  to  the  10  new  refuges 
expected  to  be  established  in  FY  1994. 

Question:  Why,  if  new  refuges  are  imposing  additional  burdens  on  the 
system,  is  the  Department  proposing  to  establish  5  more  in  FY  1995? 

Answer  It  is  important  to  acquire  new  lands  for  the  Refuge  System  because 
land  acquisition  is  sometimes  the  best  way  for  the  Service  to  carry  out  the  mandates  of 
the  Endangered  Species  Act  and  the  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act,  and  to  protect  natural 
diversity.  Public  ownership  of  refuge  lands  confers  protection  in  perpetuity  and  the 
ability  to  manage,  enhance  and,  where  appropriate,  restore  habitat  values.  If  not 
purchased  now,  these  areas  may  not  be  available  for  acquisition  at  a  later  date.  The 
Service  will  continue  to  explore  and,  where  possible,  implement  strategies  to  reduce 
the  operational  and  maintenance  costs  associated  with  new  refuges,  but  land 
acquisition  will  continue  to  be  an  important  part  of  the  conservation  toolbox, 
particularly  in  light  of  the  accelerating  loss  and  deterioration  of  habitat  on  unprotected 
lands. 
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Question:  Are  any  operational  funds  proposed  for  these  refuges  in  your  FY 
1995  budget? 

Answer  Specific  increases  are  not  requested  for  these  refuges  in  the  FY  1995 
budget. 

Question:  Why  would  you  propose  funding  to  establish  a  refuge,  but  then 
not  ask  for  funds  to  manage  it? 

Answer  Many  variables  are  involved  in  the  length  of  time  needed  to  complete 
acquisition  planning,  to  negotiate  and  complete  purchases,  and  in  the  actual  date  of 
assumption  of  management  of  new  lands.  Rather  than  projecting  funding  needs  based 
on  these  uncertainties,  the  Service  has  chosen  to  request  funds  for  existing  refuges  with 
more  clearly  defined  needs. 

Question:  Is  there  any  allowance  for  operational  funding  in  FY  1995  of  the 
refuges  expected  to  be  established  by  the  end  of  FY  1994? 

Answer  The  Service  does  not  anticipate  staffing  these  new  refuges  at  this  time. 
However,  minimum  amounts  of  funding  will  be  allocated  from  lower  priority  activities 
at  existing  field  stations  to  allow  the  refuges  to  meet  the  most  urgent  needs  including 
fencing,  |X)Sting,  and  weed  control. 

Question    What  are  the  estimated  FY  1995  operational  costs  for  the  new 
refuges  to  be  established  in  FY  1994? 

Answer:  Optimal  annual  operation  costs  for  these  proposed  new  refuges  are  as 
follows: 

Emiquon,  IL,  $410,000;  Cokeville  Meadows,  WY,  $275,000 

Stone  Lakes,  CA,  $400,000  Sippewissett  Marsh,  MA,  $200,000 

Lake  Wales,  FL,  $251,000  Trinity  River,  TX,  $300,000 

Oahu  Forest,  HI,  $250,000  Guam,  GU,  $500,000 

Canaan  Valley,  WV,  $125,000 

Karner  Blue  Butterfly,  NH,  $96,000  (minimum  needs) 

Sayville,  NY,  $50,000  (minimum  needs) 

Question  :  If  funds  aren't  provided  for  these  new  refuges,  how  will  the 
management  requirements  at  these  locations  be  addressed? 

Answer:  The  Service  will  evaluate  new  refuges  with  respect  to:  the  importance 
of  the  wildlife  resources,  threats  to  these  resources,  the  need  for  immediate 
management  actions,  and  the  cost  effectiveness  of  these  actions.  These  evaluations  will 
be  compared  to  similar  evaluations  on  existing  refuges  and  the  highest  priority 
activities  will  be  selected  for  funding.  In  most  cases,  operations  undertaken  at  new 
refuges  will  be  funded  through  redirection  of  funding  from  lower  priority  activities  at 
existing  refuges. 

Question:  Will  other  refuge  operating  funds  be  reduced  in  order  to 
accommodate  the  requirements  at  these  new  refuges? 

Answer  Only  the  most  critical  needs  on  new  lands  will  be  addressed  by 
allocating  limited  funding  from  lower  priority  activities  at  other  stations. 

Question  :  If  this  is  the  case,  doesn't  this  amount  to  a  further  erosion  of  the 
base? 

Answer  This  approach  will  result  in  a  minimal  reduction  to  the  annual  base 
operating  budget  for  existing  field  stations. 
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Question:  Why  should  the  Committee  concur  in  a  further  erosion  of  the 
refuge  operating  base  in  favor  of  the  significant  increases  proposed  for  endangered 
species,  NAFTA,  the  Pacific  Northwest  Forest  Plan,  and  South  Florida? 

Answer  The  erosion  of  the  refuge  operating  base  has  taken  place  over  an 
extended  period  of  time  as  a  result  of  the  addition  of  new  refuges  in  combination  with 
the  impacts  of  inflation  on  operating  costs,  absorption  of  pay  costs  and  benefits  costs, 
and  earmarking  funds  for  specific  activities.  The  Service  has  proposed  an  increase  in 
the  FY  1995  President's  Budget  for  comprehensive  planning  and  management  on  an 
ecosystem  basis  to  assist  in  addressing  highest  priority  needs  and  ensuring 
management  is  efficicent  in  times  of  fiscal  constraint. 

The  proposed  funding  for  the  Forest  Plan,  Everglades  and  for  NAFTA  will  help 
substantively  to  protect  the  integrity  and  enhance  the  quality  of  habitat  on  an 
ecosystem  basis. 

Question:  What  constraints  does  the  Service  impose  on  itself  when  it  comes 
to  considering  the  establishment  of  new  refuges? 

Answer  Service  policy  is  to  obtain  the  highest  priority  areas  with  minimal 
interest  necessary  to  protect  wildlife  values  of  land,  especially  as  the  cost  of  land  and 
opposition  to  fee  acquisition  both  increase.  Conservation  mechanisms  such  as 
easements  and  landowner  agreements  are  becoming  more  valuable  tools.  Also, 
minimizing  operation  and  maintenance  costs  of  new  lands  are  playing  an  increasing 
role  in  decisionmaking. 

Question:  Have  you  considered  a  moratoria  on  the  establishment  of  new 
refuges  while  the  evaluation  of  the  operating  needs  of  refuges  already  approved  is 
being  undertaken? 

Answer  In  view  of  the  critical,  continuing  need  to  protect  wildlife  habitat  in 
perpetuity,  the  Service  believes  that  a  moratorium  on  establishing  new  areas  would  be 
counterproductive.  We  continue  to  take  steps  which  increase  the  level  of  scrutiny  given 
acquisition  projects  under  consideration.  For  example,  preacquisition  contaminant 
analyses  have  been  rigorously  implemented  to  avoid  the  subsequent  need  for  costly 
rehabilitation  after  acquisition.  Anticipated  operational  and  maintenance  costs  are 
evaluated  and  fully  considered  in  the  ranking  of  proposed  acquisition  projects. 

ENDANGERED  SPECIES  ACTIVITIES:  ASSISTANCE  TO  OTHERS 


As  part  of  the  Service's  proposed  Forest  Plan  funding,  $4  million  is  proposed 
to  assist  with  monitoring  of  spotted  owls  in  areas  of  intensive  forest  management. 

Question:  Will  the  areas  this  monitoring  is  proposed  to  occur  be  on  Federal 
lands,  or  will  it  occur  on  state  and  private  lands? 

Answer.  The  primary  role  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  related  to  monitoring 
will  be  on  state  and  private  lands  to  compliment  federal  monitoring  on  Forest  Service 
and  Bureau  of  Land  Management  lands.  The  Service  intends  to  work  closely  with  states 
and  tribes  in  this  regard. 

Question:  Under  the  law,  whose  responsibility  is  it  to  monitor  for  the  presence 
of  endangered  species  on  non-Federal  land? 

Answer  Monitoring  under  the  President's  Forest  Plan  emphasizes  coordination 
and  cooperation  among  responsible  Federal,  state,  and  local  land  management  agencies, 
American  Indian  tribes  and  other  interests.  It  is  the  responsibility  of  private 
landowners  to  comply  with  the  Endangered  Species  Act.    The  Fish  and  Wildlife 
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Service's  Ecological  Services  Field  Offices  in  Olympia,  Portland  and  Sacramento  assist 
private  landowners  in  determining  the  presence  of  threatened  or  endangered  species  on 
their  lands. 

Question:  How  much  are  the  affected  state  and  private  landowners  contributing 
toward  this  monitoring  effort? 

Answer:  There  is  not  an  overall  threatened  and  endangered  species  monitoring 
program  on  non-federal  lands.  Some  of  the  major  land  owners  in  the  Northwest  have 
individual  inventory  and  monitoring  programs  for  threatened  and  endangered  species. 
These  efforts  are  funded  by  the  landowners. 

Question:  Are  other  services  proposed  to  be  provided  to  the  Federal 
Government  in  exchange  for  the  establishment  of  a  monitoring  network? 

Answer  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  conducted  Section  7  consultation  on  a 
memorandum  of  agreement  between  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  Boise 
Cascade  for  sharing  of  information. 

Question:  This  proposal  would  appear  to  establish  a  precedent  of  the  Federal 
government  paying  for  what  are  non-Federal  responsibilities  under  the  Endangered 
Species  Act.  Has  the  Federal  government  provided  funding  for  the  monitoring  of 
endangered  species  on  non-Federal  lands  in  the  past? 

Answer.  Yes,  the  Service  provides  funds  to  States  that  go  in  part  toward 
monitoring  of  endangered  species  on  non-Federal  lands  through  the  Cooperative 
Endangered  Species  Conservation  Fund.   These  funds  are  granted  to  the  States  on  a 

yearly  basis. 

Question:  If  so,  where  and  what  was  the  cost? 

Answer  The  Service  does  not  track  the  land  ownership  upon  which  these  State 
administered  projects  occur.  In  FY  1994,  the  Service  granted  approximately  $9  million 
through  this  fund  for  endangered  species  activities,  including  monitoring  of  listed  and 
candidate  species  and  recovery  task  implementahon. 

Question:  What  would  the  total  estimated  costs  be  to  monitor  on  all  State  and 
private  lands  where  endangered  species  are  known  to  exist? 

Answer  Only  29%  of  the  United  States  land  area  is  in  federal  landholdings.  The 
Service  has  no  way  to  estimate  the  costs  of  monitoring  the  79%  of  the  U.S.  in  state  or 
private  landholdings.  Many  species  have  yet  to  be  fully  surveyed  on  federal  lands,  let 
alone  on  state  and  private  lands.  Monitoring  needs  for  a  sp>ecies  can  not  be  adequately 
estimated  until  the  total  area  requiring  monitoring  is  known. 


LWCF  AND  HABITAT  CONSERVATION  PLANS 

Question:  In  testimony  submitted  to  the  Subcommittee,  the  Wilderness 
Society  stated  their  objections  to  three  land  acquisitions  proposed  in  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service's  FY  1995  budget  request.  The  objections  relate  to  the  Service's 
proposal  to  use  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Funds  to  meet  the  mitigation 
requirements  of  section  10  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  The  proposal  appears  to 
supplant  private  and/or  local  governmental  responsibilities  required  for  mitigation 
related  to  the  implementation  of  Habitat  Conservation  Plans  (HCPs).  What  is  the 
policy  rationale  and  the  statutory  basis  for  the  Service's  proposal  to  acquire  lands  at 
Vernal  Pools,  CA;  Balcones  Canyonlands,  TX;  and  St.  George/Desert  Tortoise,  UT? 
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Answer  The  statutory  basis  for  these  proposals  is  section  5  of  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  (Act),  which  authorizes  land  acquisitions  for  purposes  of  endangered 
species  conservation.  With  respect  to  the  policy  rationale,  the  purpose  of  these 
acquisition  proposals  is  not  to  "meet  the  mitigation  requirements  of  section  10  of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act,"  as  stated  above.  The  purpose  is  to  contribute  to  conservation 
and  recovery  goals  for  the  desert  tortoise  in  Utah,  golden-cheeked  warbler  and  black- 
capped  vireo  in  Texas,  and  vernal  pool  species  in  southern  California. 

These  proposals  will  not  absolve  the  private  sector  of  its  responsibilities  under  the 
section  10  Habitat  Conservation  Plan  (HCP)  process  and  these  lands  would  be  added  to 
the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System.  Each  of  the  HCPs  must  include  substantial 
programs  to  mitigate  effects  of  anticipated  takings  on  the  species  involved,  irrespective 
of  Federal  land  acquisitions  in  the  same  vicinity.  The  fact  that  these  acquisitions  would 
complement  HCP  efforts  in  the  same  areas  should  be  regarded  as  a  benefit  to  the 
species,  not  a  detriment,  since  greater  protection  for  the  species  and  its  habitat  will 
result. 

Question:  Who  would  administer  these  lands  proposed  for  acquisition? 

Answer  The  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  would  administer  these  lands.  Land 
acquired  by  the  Service  in  conjunction  with  HCP  activities  was  intended  to  become  part 
of  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System  to  fulfill  the  purpose  of  "preservation  of  species 
of  fish  or  wildlife  that  are  threatened  with  extinction,"  as  authorized  by  the  National 
Wildlife  Refuge  System  Administration  Act  of  1966,  as  amended.  The  Service  fully 
intends  to  administer  any  such  acquisitions  as  part  of  the  Refuge  System. 

Because  these  acquisitions  may  be  adjacent  to  other  lands  managed  for  similar 
conservation  purposes,  however,  the  Service  could  develop  cooperative  agreements 
with  other  management  entities  for  certain  management  activities  while  retaining  its 
administrative  authority  over  the  Refuge  unit.  The  authority  for  the  Service  to  seek 
assistance  from  other  entities  through  cooperative  agreements  in  some  management 
aspects  of  units  of  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System  is  also  authorized  by  the 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  System  Administration  Act  of  1966,  as  amended.  In  the  case 
of  St.  George's,  for  example,  the  Service  is  considering  management  by  BLM  through  a 
cooperative  agreement,  however,  the  Service  would  retain  primary  control  over  the 
management  of  these  lands. 

Question:  Would  it  be  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service? 

Answer  Yes,  these  lands  would  be  managed  as  part  of  the  National  Wildlife 
Refuge  System. 

Question:  If  the  lands  are  to  be  managed  other  than  by  FWS,  how  does  this 
comport  with  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System  Administration  Act  [16  U.S.C. 
668(d)],  which  requires  all  lands  acquired  by  FWS  for  the  conservation  of  fish  and 
wildlife,  including  endangered  species,  to  be  administered  by  the  Secretary  through 
the  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service? 

Answer  The  lands  could  be  managed  by  another  entity  through  a  cooperative 
agreement  with  the  Service.  In  such  a  case,  and  in  accordance  with  the  National 
Wildlife  Refuge  System  Administration  Act,  primary  control  over  management  would 
remain  with  the  Service. 

The  Service  is  proposing  to  acquire  250  acres  at  a  cost  of  $5,000,000  in  FY  1995 
at  Vernal  Pools,  CA.  Although  the  Service  describes  the  Vernal  Pools  project  as  a 
"proposed"  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  to  date  the  Service  has  not  completed  a 
proposal  to  establish  a  refuge  nor  has  it  completed  the  necessary  review  under  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  for  such  a  proposal.  In  addition,  the  Vernal  pools 
project  is  not  ranked  within  the  Service's  FY  1995  Land  Acquisition  Priority  System. 
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Finally,  the  relationship  of  this  project  to  the  California  gnatcatcher  and  other  species 
remains  unclear. 

Question:  What  is  the  justification  for  the  Service's  proposal  that  the  Federal 
government  spend  $20,000  an  acre  to  acquire  land  at  Vernal  Pools,  CA? 

Answer  The  Service  approved  a  Preliminary  Project  Proposal  for  a  vernal  pools 
refuge  in  San  Diego  County  on  June  5,  1989.  A  draft  environmental  assessment, 
scheduled  for  completion  in  August  1994,  will  evaluate  alternatives  for  a  vernal  pools 
habitat  protection  program.  One  of  the  alternatives  to  be  examined  will  be 
establishment  of  a  national  wildlife  refuge. 

Vernal  pools  in  California  constitute  a  distinct,  unique  ecosystem  that  predominantly 
occurs  in  two  main  geographical  areas— on  the  southern  California  coastal  terraces 
(primarily  in  San  Diego  County)  and  in  the  Central  Valley  of  California.  Over  97 
percent  of  the  original  vernal  pool  habitat  in  San  Diego  County  has  been  lost.  The 
destruction  of  vernal  pool  habitat  in  this  region  occurs  primarily  through  housing  and 
commercial  development  and  highway  construction;  additional  impacts  are  incurred  by 
off-road  vehicles,  agricultural  development,  and  illegal  dumping.  The  resulting  habitat 
fragmentation  further  deteriorates  the  viability  of  the  remaining  vernal  pool  habitat. 

Vernal  pools  are  a  unique  and  extremely  scarce  wetland  habitat  type  that  contain  a  high 
number  of  endangered,  rare,  sensitive,  and  endemic  plant  species.  Within  San  Diego 
County,  the  pools  provide  essential  habitat  for  six  Federally  listed  endangered  species 
(the  San  Diego  mesa  mint,  San  Diego  button  celery,  California  orcutt  grass,  Otay  mesa 
mint.  Riverside  fairy  shrimp,  and  Pacific  pocket  mouse)  and  six  proposed  endangered 
and  threatened  plant  and  animal  species. 

The  adjacent  plant  community  within  the  watershed  provides  habitat  for  the  federally 
threatened  California  gnatcatcher  and  45  different  plant  and  animal  candidate  species. 
No  appraisals  have  been  completed.  The  $20,000  per  acre  figure  for  land  acquisition  is  a 
gross  estimate.  The  pool  areas  include  varying  amounts  of  uplands  which  would 
increase  the  cost  of  protecting  the  habitat.  Land  values  in  southern  California  are  high 
because  of  development  pressures.  The  San  Diego  Association  of  Governments  predict 
that  by  2015  the  region's  population  will  increase  by  44  percent  over  the  1990 
population,  and  housing  is  expected  to  keep  pace  with  this  growth. 

Question:  Is  it  standard  practice  for  the  Service  to  propose  refuge 
establishment  without  first  completing  the  necessary  NEPA  analysis? 

Answer  :  It  is  standard  practice  to  propose  refuge  establishment  prior  to  the 
completion  of  the  necessary  NEPA  analysis.  Based  on  approved  natural  resource  plans 
the  Service  determines  which  projects  will  be  planned.  The  next  step  in  the  planning 
process  is  the  Preliminary  Project  Proposal  which  provides  for  conceptual  approval  by 
the  Director  before  investment  of  substantial  resources  to  insure  the  project  will  be  in 
agreement  with  national  management  objectives  and  priorities.  If  the  Director  approves 
the  Preliminary  Project  Proposal  the  Regional  Director  initiates  detailed  planning  which 
includes  the  preparation  of  all  NEPA  documentation.  However,  the  project  does  not 
have  final  approval  for  land  acquisition  to  begin  until  the  NEPA  requirements  have 
been  met. 

The  Service  has  included  in  its  FY  1995  budget  request  a  proposal  to  spend  $4.0 
million  to  acquire  4,062  acres  outside  of  the  46,000  acre  Balcones  Canyonlands 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  to  meet  the  mitigation  requirements  of  the  Endangered 
Species  Act. 

Question:  Why  are  you  proposing  that  the  Service  acquire  lands  outside  of  a 
National  Wildlife  Refuge? 
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Answer  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  made  a  commitment  to  acquire  5,000  acres 
of  golden  cheeked  warbler  habitat  in  addition  to  the  41,000  Balcones  Canyonlands 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  Acquisition  would  be  within  this  5,000  acre  addition.  He 
made  this  commitment  to  facilitate  achievement  of  the  recovery  goals  established  for 
the  species  in  Travis  County's  Habitat  Conservation  Plan.  The  Plan  is  under 
development  pursuant  to  application  for  permits  required  by  Section  10(a)  of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act. 

Question:  What  is  the  statutory  basis  for  this  proposal  and  who  would 
administer  these  lands? 

Answer  The  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973,  as  amended,  is  the  statutory  basis 
of  this  proposal.  The  lands  will  be  managed  by  the  Service  as  a  part(s)  of  the  National 
Wildlife  Refuge  System. 


PACIFIC  NORTHWEST  FOREST  PLAN 


Question:  An  increase  of  $20.3  million  is  proposed  in  the  Service's  budget  for 
implementation  of  the  President's  Forest  Plan  for  the  Pacific  Northwest.  Significant 
increases  for  this  purpose  are  proposed  elsewhere  in  the  Interior  Department,  as  well 
as  in  the  Forest  Service  budget. 

I  know  these  funds  are  very  important  to  my  colleagues  from  the  Pacific 
Northwest.  I  want  to  be  as  helpful  as  possible,  to  the  extent  the  Subcommittee's 
602(b)  allocation  allows.  It  is  doubtful,  however,  that  we  can  do  everything  proposed 
in  the  budget. 

Question:  Which  component  of  the  funding  proposed  in  the  FWS  budget  for 
the  Forest  Plan  do  you  consider  to  be  the  most  important? 

Answer  Priorities  within  the  Service's  Forest  Plan  budget  increase  requests  are 
as  follows  (shown  in  $5  million  increments): 

(Dollars  in  Thousands) 

Priority  1.  Listing  +700 

Consultation  +2^00 

Recovery  +2.000 

+5,000 

Priority  2.  Recovery  +5,000 

Priority  3.  Recovery  +1,250 

Jobs-in-the-Woods        +3.750 

+5,000 

Priority  4.  Jobs-in-the-Woods        +5,250 

Question:  Why? 

Answer  In  the  short  term,  the  key  funding  components  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service's  participation  in  the  implementation  of  the  President's  Forest  Plan  are  finalizing 
the  development  of  the  4(d)  rule  (Listing  component)  and  consultation  -Section  7 
Consultation  and  Section  10  Habitat  Conservation  Planning.  Other  components  that  are 
necessary  for  the  implementation  of  the  Plan  priority  order  are  watershed  analysis  on 
all  watersheds  selected  for  pilot  watershed  analysis,  watershed  restoration  projects  on 
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non-Federal  lands,  technical  assistance  to  promote  the  recovery  of  listed  threatened  and 
endangered  species  and  to  promote  the  conservation  of  candidate  and  sensitive  species 
(Survey  and  Manage  species).  These  activities  are  included  under  the  Recovery  funding 
components  listed  above. 

However,  without  adequate  funding  for  consistent  and  early  consultation,  key 
implementation  activities  (e.g.  timber  sales,  restoration  and  other  resource  activities),  as 
detailed  in  the  President's  Forest  Plan,  could  be  delayed  and  might  not  benefit  from 
advance  planning  efforts. 

Question:  If  the  Subcommittee  is  unable  to  fund  all  of  the  increases  requested 
for  forest  plan  activities  in  the  Interior  bill,  what  is  the  order  of  priority  for  the 
various  components?  For  the  record,  please  provide  a  priority  list,  irrespective  of 
agency,  of  the  various  components  of  the  plan  (NOTE:  this  list  should  be  coordinated 
with  the  Forest  Service). 

Answer  Priorities  for  the  Administration's  Forest  Plan  program  increase 
requests  are  as  follows: 

(Dollars  in  Thousands) 


4 


Priority  1. 

FWS 

Listing 

Consultation 

Recovery 

(Watershed 
Analysis  and 
Coordination) 

+700 
+2300 
+2,000 
+5,000 

Priority  2 

BLM/FS 

BLM  Monitoring 
FS  Planning 

+1,000 
+4,000 
+5,400 

Priority  3 

BLM 

Ecosystem  Restoration 

+5,000 

Priority  4 

FWS 

Ecosystem  Restoration 

+5,000 

Priority  5 

BLM 

Watershed  Analysis 
Coordination 
Workforce  Transition 

+3,160 

+1,000 

+500 

+4,660 

Priority  6 

BLM 

Ecosystem  Restoration 

+5,000 

Priority  7 

FWS 

Recovery  (Monitoring) 

+6,250 

Priority  8 

BIA/BLM 

Ecosystem  Restoration 
(2,000  each  Bureau) 

+4,000 

Priority  9 

BLM/BIA 
NBS 

BLM  GIS 

BIA  Timber  Program 

NBS  Research 

+700 
+1,500 
+2,250 
+4,450 

Priority  10      FWS 
Priority  11       BLM/FS 


Ecosystem  Restoration        +4,000 

FS  Adaptive  Management 

Areas  +2,700 

BLM  Adaptive  Management 

Areas  +500 

+3,200 
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Question:  Last  month,  it  was  reported  that  a  coalition  of  environmental  groups 
has  filed  suit  against  the  President's  Forest  Plan  for  the  Pacific  Northwest.  What 
effect  will  this  action  have  on  the  increases  proposed  in  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
budget,  particularly  for  consultation  and  recovery  activities? 

Answer  The  previous  injunctions  filed  concerning  timber  sales  have  been  lifted. 
The  hearings  for  the  new  challenges  will  not  occur  for  several  months.  The  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  is  proceeding  with  conducting  Section  7  consultations  for  timber  sales 
and  other  activities  in  the  range  of  the  Northern  Spotted  Owl. 

The  President's  Forest  Plan,  however,  has  been  challenged  on  the  grounds  that  it  does 
not  comply  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act,  National  Forest  Management 
Act,  Oregon  and  California  Lands  Act  and  the  Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act.  The 
outcome  of  these  challenges  can  not  be  determined  at  this  time.  However,  the  law  suits 
could  have  the  effect  of  diverting  Service  personnel  from  implementing  the  President's 
Forest  Plan  to  assisting  in  defending  the  plan  (e.g.  responding  to  discovery  requests  and 
preparing  affidavits). 


NAFTA 

The  budget  proposes  increases  totalling  $10.85  million  for  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  activities  associated  with  implementation  of  the  North  American  Free  Trade 
Agreement  (NAFTA). 

The  funds  are  proposed  for  protection  and  conservation  measures  for  fish  and 
wildlife  resources  and  their  habitat  along  the  U.S.  Mexico  border. 

Question:  Of  the  various  components  of  this  initiative,  which  does  the  Service 
consider  to  be  the  most  important?  For  the  record,  please  identify  the  priority  order 
for  the  various  elements  of  your  proposed  NAFTA  funding. 

Answer  The  Service  considers  the  following  components  to  be  the  most 
important: 

U.S.  Border  Region 

1.  Law  Enforcement.  Expanded  efforts  to  regulate  increasing  trade  in  wildlife,  plants, 
and  their  products  is  necessary  as  NAFTA  is  implemented.  Funds  would  be  used  to 
place  additional  wildlife  inspectors  and  special  agents  on  the  border,  and  increase 
cooperative  enforcement  with  Mexican  authorihes. 

2.  Endangered  Species.  Increased  efforts  would  be  devoted  to  recovery  of  high  priority 
species,  especially  where  several  such  species  jointly  share  an  ecosystem  (example: 
desert  fishes  of  Arizona  and  Sonora).  Also,  priority  would  be  given  to  assessing  the 
status  of  candidate  species  in  areas  of  likely  NAFTA  impacts. 

Cooperation  with  Mexico 

1.  Training.  Conservation  in  Mexico  is  most  effectively  achieved  by  assisting  in  efforts  to 
develop  Mexico's  own  capacity  to  manage  natural  resources.  The  highest  priority,  then, 
is  to  support  a  combination  of  long-term  university-based  training,  in-service  courses, 
and  short-term  workshops  for  Mexico's  managers. 

2.  Protected  Area /Ecosystem  Management.  In  cooperation  with  Mexican  counterparts, 
choose  the  highest  priority  ecosystems/protected  areas  for  attention.  Community 
outreach  and  education  with  local  communities  and  habitat  management  and 
restoration  would  likely  receive  top  consideration. 
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Question:  What  are  the  expected  costs  to  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  over  the 
next  5  years  as  a  result  of  NAFTA? 

Answer:  The  Service  proposes  to  maintain  a  similar  level  of  activity  for  the 
immediate  future,  and  then  reduce  that  level  as  problems  are  addressed  and  some 
programs  become  increasingly  self-sufficient.  Development  of  Service  NAFTA 
activities  parallels  implementation  of  NAFTA  itself.  A  five-year  total  of  approximately 
$35  million  is  proposed  to  comprehensively  address  NAFTA  impacts. 

Question:  Are  there  new  responsibilities  or  requirements  imposed  on  the 
Service  due  to  NAFTA,  or  are  the  actions  proposed  in  the  budget  an  extension  of 
existing  FWS  responsibilities  associated  with  anticipated  growth  in  border  activity? 

Answer.  The  North  American  Agreement  on  Environmental  Cooperation 
(Environmental  Side  Agreement)  signed  by  the  U.S.,  Mexico,  and  Canada  makes  explicit 
references  to  resources  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service: 

o  The  Objectives  include  a  commitment  "to  better  conserve,  protect,  and  enhance 
the  environment  including  wild  flora  and  fauna"  (Art.  l:b). 

o  The  Council  (comprised  of  cabinet-level  representatives  from  Mexico,  Canada 
and  the  U.S.)  has  a  mandate  to  consider  and  develop  recommendations  on  the 
conservation  and  protection  of  wild  flora  and  fauna  and  their  habitat  and  specially 
protected  areas,  the  protection  of  endangered  and  threatened  species.  (Art  10:2). 

o  The  definition  of  "environmental  law"  covered  under  the  dispute  settlement 
provisions  of  the  agreement  includes  "the  protection  of  wild  flora  or  fauna,  including 
endangered  species,  their  habitat  and  specially  protected  natural  areas  (in  the  Party's 
territory)  (Art.  45:2). 

Beyond  this  mandate,  the  Service  has  statutory  authorities  to  fulfill  in  addressing 
increased  development  activities  related  to  NAFTA,  including  the  Convention  on 
International  Trade  in  Endangered  Species,  Migratory  Bird  and  Game  Mammal  Treaty 
with  Mexico,  Endangered  Species  Act,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act,  and  others. 

Question:  If  these  actions  are  due  to  growth  in  demand,  what  makes  NAFTA 
implementation  a  higher  priority  than  other  parts  of  the  Service's  program  which  are 
facing  growing  demands,  -  such  as  refuge  operations? 

Answer  Growth  in  demand  due  to  NAFTA  is  but  one  factor  in  the  decision  to 
devote  additional  resources  to  the  border  region.  This  region  was  chosen  as  a  high 
priority  for  several  reasons.  The  region  has  a  significant  number  of  habitats  supporting 
species  of  concern  to  the  Service,  including  migratory  waterfowl  (Laguna  Madre  of 
Texas  and  Tamaulipas,  critical  wintering  grounds),  and  endangered  species  (Sonoran 
Desert  of  Arizona  and  Sonora).  Development  pressures  upon  these  resources  has  been 
building  for  some  time,  yet  the  region's  valuable  resources  had  been  relatively  neglected 
until  the  "spotlight"  of  NAFTA.  Finally,  there  is  the  unique,  international  nature  of  the 
border  region,  which  requires  cooperation  with  Mexico  to  comprehensively  address 
resource  management. 

A  portion  of  the  resources  appear  to  be  dedicated  toward  enhancing  the 
capacity  of  Mexico  to  manage  and  protect  its  natural  resources. 

Question:  Why  aren't  these  activities  being  funded  by  reimbursable 
agreements  --  either  from  Mexico  or  by  the  U.S.  Trade  Representative? 

Answer  At  this  time,  the  Mexican  Government  and  other  Mexican  entities  lack 
the  capacity  to  fully  implement  the  conservation  measures  called  for  in  the 
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Environmental  Side  Agreement  and  required  under  Mexican  law.  The  response  of  the 
Service  has  been  to  expand  cooperative  conservation  efforts  with  Mexico,  in  projects 
which  require  at  least  in-kind  commitments  from  Mexican  cooperators.  Many  of  these 
activities,  including  most  of  the  training  components,  will  require  increasing  self- 
sufficiency  on  the  part  of  Mexican  institutions. 

Because  the  Service  has  a  long  history  of  cooperation  on  such  projects  with  Mexico,  the 
NAFTA  activities  would  be  most  efficiently  implemented  by  the  Service  rather  than  the 
Trade  Representative  or  another  agency. 

In  requesting  an  increase  of  $1.5  million  for  maintenance  at  two  border  refuges 
(as  compared  to  an  increase  of  just  $500  thousand  in  maintenance  for  the  other  nearly 
500  refuges  in  the  system),  the  budget  indicates  that  operation  of  visitor  facilities  and 
maintenance  of  road  systems  have  been  strained  by  visitation. 

Question:  What  makes  these  types  of  demands  unique  to  the  two  border 
refuges  identified  in  the  budget  as  compared  to  other  refuges  in  the  system? 

Answer:  The  two  refuges  identified  are  unique  because  of  the  significantly 
higher  use  and  anticipated  visitation  that  will  be  experienced  as  a  result  of  NAFTA- 
related  acHvities.  Their  location,  along  with  the  density  of  population  and  traffic  in  the 
area,  will  be  more  likely  to  result  in  these  expected  high  rates  of  use  than  any  of  the 
other  refuges  concerned. 

The  types  of  maintenance  needs  at  these  refuges,  however,  is  not  unique.  System  wide, 
backlogged  visitor  center  maintenance  totals  $7.2  million  and  backlogged  public  road 
and  parking  area  maintenance  totals  $57.6  million. 

Question  :  Aren't  Kenai  NWR  in  Alaska  or  Ding  Darling  NWR  in  Florida  also 
affected  by  visitor  impacts  on  facilities  and  roads? 

Answer  Yes,  J.N.  "Ding "  Darling  NWR  has  a  maintenance  backlog  associated 
with  visitor  center  and  public  use  roads  and  parking  areas  of  $430,000.  Kenai  NWR's 
backlog  associated  with  the  same  facilities  total  $6.7  million. 

Question  :  How  do  the  maintenance  backlog  needs  at  these  two  Texas  refuges 
compare  to  others  in  the  system? 

Answer:  Laguna  Atascosa  NWR  has  a  maintenance  backlog  of  $2.4  million. 
Lower  Rio  Grande  Valley  has  a  maintenance  backlog  of  $1.6  million.  Compared  to  all 
other  refuges  with  maintenance  backlogs,  Laguna  Atascosa  and  Lower  Rio  Grande 
Valley  NWR's  present  backlogs  rank  at  the  88th  and  80th  percentile  (i.e.  their  backlog 
amount  is  higher  than  88%  and  80%  of  all  refuges),  respectively. 

Question:  Where  do  they  rank  on  the  priority  list? 

Answer  Regions  annually  rank  their  top  maintenance  needs.  Region  2  ranked 
211  projects  totaling  $7.9  million  (12.5%  of  the  $63.4  million  regional  backlog).  Seven  of 
Laguna  Atascosa  NWR's  41  projects  totaling  $702  thousand  received  regional  ranking. 
Five  of  Lower  Rio  Grande  NWR's  30  projects  totaling  $1.1  million  were  regionally 
ranked. 

Question  :  Please  provide  a  list,  in  descending  order,  of  visitation  to  the 
refuges  in  the  system. 

Answer:  Public  use  data  collection  and  manipulation  is  automated  using  the 
Refuge  Management  Information  System  (RMIS)  currently  under  development. 
Complete  FY  1993  visitation  data  currently  exists  for  only  a  portion  of  all  refuges  in  the 
system.  A  printout  of  draft  FY  1993  visitation  data  for  those  refuges  is  attached. 
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ATTACHMENT 


Draft  FY  1993  visitation  data  -  select  refuges 


WICHITA  MOUNTAINS  WR 
CRAB  ORCHARD  REFUGE 
LA  CROSSE  DISTRICT  NWR 
WINONA  DISTRICT  NW&FR 
OKEFENOKEE  NWR 
ST.  MARKS  NWR 
FELSENTHAL  NWR 
SABINE  NWR 
MINGO  NWR 

ARM.  LOXAHATCHEE  NWR 
LOWER  SUWANNEE  NWR 
SANTA  ANA  NWR 
ARANSAS  NWR 
SALT  PLAINS  NWR 
IMPERIAL  NWR 
NOXUBEE  NWR 
TISHOMINGO  NWR 
SAVANNAH  NWR 
(TAMPA  BAY  UNITS) 
CRYSTAL  RIVER  NWR 
PINCKNEY  ISLAND  NWR 
SEQUOYAH  NWR 
SHERBURNE  NWR 
NISQUALLY 
MATTAMUSKEET  NWR 
NECEDAH  NWR 
WHITE  RIVER  NWR 
MACKAY  ISLAND  NWR 
SANTEE  NWR 
HILLSIDE  NWR 

BON  SECOUR  NWR 
REELFOOT  NWR 
CAPE  ROMAIN  NWR 
CEDAR  ISLAND  NWR 

YUKON  DELTA  NWR 

WASHITA  NWR 

MORGAN  BRAKE  NWR 

CROSS  CREEKS  NWR 

LITCHFIELD  WMD 

BITTER  LAKE  NWR 

CIBOLA  NWR 

CAROLINA  SANDHILLS  NWR 

CEDAR  KEYS  NWR 

CHOCTAW  NWR 

BRETON  NWR 

TREMPEALEAU  REFUGE 

BAYOU  SAUVAGE  NWR 

CHASSAHOWrrZKA  NWR 

HARRIS  NECK  NWR 

WASSAW  NWR 

LAKE  WOODRUFF  NWR 

FERGUS  FALLS  WMD 

HOLLA  BEND  NWR 

BOGUE  CHITTO  NWR 

DARBONNENWR 

SWANQUARTER  NWR 

MAXWELL  NWR 

TOGIAK  NWR 

HATCHIE  NWR 

SAN  BERNARD  NWR 

LACASSINE  NWR 


SIAIE        VISITS 


OK 

L470,214 

IL 

1,138^12 

WI 

556,689 

MN 

518341 

GA 

448373 

PL 

274,048 

AR 

244,085 

lA 

203,707 

MO 

172,792 

FL 

167385 

PL 

161300 

TX 

138,324 

TX 

132324 

OK 

131300 

AZ 

120,235 

MS 

116,045 

OK 

113,704 

GA 

111,713 

FL 

107,200 

FL 

103,820 

SC 

97368 

OK 

95,902 

MN 

73,036 

WA 

66376 

NC 

64,116 

WI 

60,295 

AR 

59340 

NC 

58,000 

SC 

57,150 

MS 

56,217 

AL 

55355 

IN 

49359 

SC 

49,278 

NC 

47397 

AK 

46,900 

OK 

46,271 

MS 

44,163 

TN 

43,776 

MN 

42,030 

NM 

39,600 

CA 

39,211 

SC 

39,100 

FL 

38,000 

AL 

36,955 

LA 

36324 

WI 

34,064 

LA 

33,764 

FL 

32,740 

GA 

32,629 

GA 

32300 

FL 

31,215 

MN 

3L150 

AR 

30,733 

lA 

29,1% 

LA 

28,450 

NC 

25320 

NM 

23372 

AK 

23300 

TN 

22,749 

TX 

22,438 

lA 

2L141 
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Draft  FY  1993  visitation  data  -  select  refuges 


.B£ELiG£ 

PANTHER  SWAMP  NWR 
BRAZORIA  NWR 
SELAWIK  NWR 
UPPER  OUACHITA  NWR 
MULESHOE  NWR 
ALASKA  PENINSULA  NWR 
BLACKBEARD  ISLAND  NWR 
MATHEWS  BRAKE  NWR 
BIG  BOGGY  NWR 
ALLIGATOR  RIVER  NWR 
CHICKASAW  NWR 
ATCHAFALAYA  NWR 
DELTA  NWR 
BUENOS  AIRES  NWR 
MCFADDIN  NWR 
ST.  VINCENT  NWR 
ACE  BASIN  NWR 
BUFFALO  LAKE  NWR 
LAKE  ISOM  NWR 
BECHAROF  NWR 
UNION  SLOUGH  NWR 
YUKON  FLATS  NWR 
MARK  TWAIN  NWR/ 

WAPELLO 

BILL  WILLIAMS  RIVER  NWR 
TEXAS  POINT  NWR 
LITTLE  RIVER  NWR 
MISS.  WETLAND  MGMT. 
LAKE  OPHELIA  NWR 
OVERFLOW  NWR 
LOWER  HATCHIE  NWR 
CURRITUCK  NWR 
CONBOY  LAKE  NWR 
CABO  ROJO  NWR 
GRULLA  NWR 
CABEZA  PRIETA  NWR 
ST.  CATHERINE  CREEK  NWR 
OPTIMA  NWR 
IZEMBEK  NWR 
ARCTIC  NWR 
KANUTINWR 
ATTWATER  PRAIRIE 

CHICKEN  NWR 
CAMERON  PRAIRIE  NWR 
HAMDEN  SLOUGH  NWR 
ROANOKE  RIVER  NWR 
SEVILLETA  NWR 
GRAND  COTE  NWR 
LACUNA  CARTAGENA  NWR 
DESECHEO  NWR 
SAN  ANDRES  NWR 
LOGAN  CAVE  NWR 


SIAIE        VISITS 


MS 

20,869 

TX 

19,003 

AK 

16,722 

LA 

16,375 

TX 

15,262 

AK 

15,079 

GA 

12,960 

MS 

12,583 

TX 

12,067 

NC 

11,369 

TN 

10,983 

LA 

10,608 

LA 

9,681 

AZ 

9,652 

TX 

8,884 

FL 

8,750 

SC 

8,725 

TX 

8,607 

TN 

8,440 

AK 

8,245 

lA 

7,687 

AK 

6,665 

lA 

6,655 

6,100 

TX 

4,631 

OK 

4,625 

MS 

4,325 

LA 

4,0% 

AR 

4,080 

TN 

3,927 

NC 

3,690 

WA 

3,417 

PR 

2337 

TX 

2,410 

AZ 

2,246 

2,078 

OK 

1,783 

AK 

1,740 

AK 

1,621 

AK 

1,587 

TX 

.     1^9 

LA 

1,258 

MN 

570 

NC 

557 

NM 

306 

LA 

242 

PR 

69 

PR 

46 

NM 

41 

AR 

28 

Question  :  What  was  the  basis  for  choosing  these  two  Texas  refuges  to  receive 
such  a  large  maintenance  increase,  but  not  including  other  refuges  in  the  border  area? 


Answer  These  two  refuges  were  identified  for  the  increase  based  on  relative  use 
and  visitation  under  current  conditions  as  well  as  anticipated  future  levels  resulting 
from  NAFTA-related  activities.  These  two  refuges  are  expected  to  receive  major 
increases  in  visitation  and  use  well  beyond  levels  anticipated  for  the  other  refuges.  The 
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President's  Budget  includes  a  request  for  maintenance  that  should,  in  relative  terms, 
support  needs  at  other  border  refuges  at  a  level  that  is  comparable  to  the  overall  refuge 
system. 

Question  :  What  are  the  maintenance  backlogs  at  some  of  these  other  border 
refuges? 

Answer:    Eight  refuges  lie  on  or  within  25  miles  of  the  Mexican  border.   Their 
backlogs  (in  $000s)  are: 


Resource 

Station 

Mgmt, 

Construction 

Total 

Laguna  Atascosa  NWR 

$910 

$1,500 

$2,410 

Lower  Rio  Grand  Valley  NWR 

1,566 

1,566 

Santa  Ana  NWR 

904 

298 

1,202 

Buenos  Aires  NWR 

933 

933 

Cabeza  Prieta  NWR 

433 

433 

Tijuana  Slough  NWR 

205 

205 

Sweetwater  Marsh  NWR 

56 

56 

San  Bernardino  NWR 

37 

37 

$5,044 

$1,798 

$6,842 

FEPERAL  PAY  COSTS 

The  House  Appropriations  Committee  has  endorsed  what  amounts  to  a  3.2 
percent  pay  increase  for  Federal  workers  in  FY  1995  —  a  2  percent  across-the-board 
civilian  pay  increase,  as  well  as  an  estimated  1.2  percent  for  the  second  increment  of 
locality  pay. 


1995? 


Question:    How  much  is  requested  in  your   budget  for  increased  pay  in  FY 


Answer  The  FY  1995  budget  request  includes  $3,330,000  for  increased  pay  in 
FY  1995,  including  $3,014,000  in  Resource  Management  and  $316,000  in  other  accounts. 

Question:  What  percentage  increase  does  this  assume? 

Answer:  The  budget  request  assumes  a  1.6  percent  pay  increase  taking  effect  in 
January  1995. 

Question:  How  much  will  the  locality  pay  raise  cost  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service? 

Answer:  A  locality  increase  of  1.2%  would  cost  the  Service  $2,475,00  in  FY  1995. 
If  the  actual  combined  raise  is  increased  to  3.2  percent,  it  would  cost  the  Service  another 
$3,330,000  over  the  budgeted  amount  in  the  upcoming  fiscal  year. 

Question:       Have  the  funds  for  this  purpose  been  included  in  your  budget? 

Answer:  Sufficient  funds  for  a  1.6  percent  pay  raise,  $3,330,000  have  been 
included. 

EAURAISE 


Question:  What  will  be  the  effect  on  your  bu<)get  If  your  operating  accounts 
are  held  at  last  year's  level,  but  you  have  to  absorb  additional  pay  costs? 
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Answer  An  absorption  of  pay  costs  would  certainly  have  the  potential  for  far- 
reaching  impacts  on  program  delivery  and  effectiveness.  The  Service  would  have  to 
reevaluate  its  base  program  levels  and  new  program  initiatives  if  additional  pay  costs 
have  to  be  absorbed  while  operating  accounts  are  held  at  last  year's  level. 

Effects  will  be  felt  in  various  ways  throughout  the  Service.  In  the  refuge  system, 
absorption  of  pay  costs  combined  with  the  current  operating  deficit,  would  further 
erode  abilities  to  conduct  basic  land  management  activities.  The  Fisheries  Program  will 
suffer  a  net  reduction  in  essential  operating  funds,  which  too  may  result  in  reduced 
field  activities.  Throughout  the  Service,  pay  increases  will  be  coupled  with  other 
unfunded  cost  increases  (for  example,  electricity,  fish  fertilizer,  and  travel),  the 
cumulative  effect  of  which  is  to  incrementally  reduce  the  Service's  ability  to  manage  its 
resources. 

In  many  cases,  increased  payroll  costs  will  result  in  vacant  positions  not  being 
filled  and  travel  being  reduced.  Fewer  fish  and  wildlife  surveys  will  be  accomplished  in 
the  field,  and  visitor  services  will  be  reduced  at  most  field  stations  with  delays  in  filling 
agent  positions.  There  would  be  less  enforcement  of  fish  and  wildlife  laws. 
Maintenance  projects  and  equipment  replacement  will  be  deferred,  thus  adding  to  the 
maintenance  backlog. 


Question:  What  alternatives  would  the  Service  have  to  consider  if  this 
additional  pay  raise  occurs  and  then  must  be  absorbed? 

Answer:  The  Service  would  undertake  a  variety  of  actions  if  additional  pay 
raises  had  to  be  absorbed.  Many  vacant  positions  would  not  be  filled.  Absorption  of 
pay  costs  would  impact  every  field  station  and  project,  impacting  refuge  operations  in 
the  lower  48  states,  Alaska  and  Hawaii.  This  could  result  in  reduced  biological 
monitoring,  reduced  management  capabilities  for  wetlands  and  other  high  value 
habitats,  and  reduced  education,  interpretation,  and  recreation  opportunities  for  the 
visiting  public.  Fisheries  stations  could  be  forced  to  reduce  fish  production  and  fishery 
management  activities.  In  migratory  bird  management,  program  cuts  would  be 
necessary  with  respect  to  the  annual  Waterfowl  Production  Survey  (used  in  setting 
hunting  regulations  for  waterfowl).  Basic  proprietary  functions  of  monitoring  lands  to 
detect  and  deal  with  contaminant  or  wildlife  disease  problems,  providing  staff  presence 
for  wildlife  protection  and  visitor  safety  purposes,  and  preventing  abuse  of  refuge  lands 
and  facilities  could  be  scaled  back. 

Question:  Would  you  be  forced  to  reduce  hiring,  and  perhaps  terminate  some 
existing  staff? 

Answer:  As  absorption  will  impacf  every  field  station,  it  is  likely  that  offices 
throughout  the  Service  would  defer  filling  position  vacancies  when  they  occur.  Some 
offices  will  explore  alternatives  to  full-time  equivalent  employment  such  as:  contracting 
work  out,  hiring  temporary  and/or  seasonal  help,  and  soliciting  volunteers,  though  the 
Service  already  relies  on  such  approaches.  Other  offices  will  consider  limiting  seasonal 
hiring,  thus  impacing  the  ability  of  the  Service  to  accomplish  field  work. 

NATIONAL  EDUCATION  AND  TRAINING  CENTER 

Question:  How  did  the  bids  come  in  for  construction  of  this  facility  --  were 
they  close  to  the  estimate,  or  were  they  higher  than  expected? 

Answer  The  bids  were  higher  than  expected  and  estimated  by  the  Service. 

Question:  How  does  the  current  overnight  capacity  of  the  training  center,  as 
contained  in  the  contract  award,  compare  with  the  original  estimate? 
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Answer  The  project  was  originally  designed  so  that  the  entire  facility,  including 
dormitories,  would  hold  a  maximum  of  250  students.  When  the  cap  was  placed  on  the 
project,  the  capacity  of  the  dormitories  was  reduced  to  150  rooms.  Due  to  higher  than 
expected  bids,  and  to  stay  within  the  $125  million  cap,  we  have  had  to  reduce  the 
dormitories  again  and  now  have  awarded  a  contract  with  only  100  dormitory  rooms. 

Question:  If  the  cost  cap  for  (he  project  were  inflated  from  the  time  it  were 
established  to  the  anticipated  mid-point  of  construction,  what  would  the  revised  cap 
be? 

Answer  If  it  was  inflated  from  the  1991  (when  the  cap  was  established)  to  the 
mid-point  of  construction,  the  cap  would  be  $143  million. 

Question:  And  could  the  scope  of  the  facility,  as  designed,  be  accommodated 
within  this  inflated  amount? 

Answer.  The  $143  million  would  accommodate  the  additional  50  dormitory 
rooms  and  would  allow  the  outfitting  budget  to  be  brought  back  up  to  the  design  level. 
This  would  bring  the  total  to  $132  million. 

Question  Is  it  the  Service's  understanding  that  the  cost  cap  is  $125  million  in 
1991  dollars? 

Answer  Yes,  that  is  our  understanding. 

Question:  Is  it  normal  to  expect  inflation  during  the  construction  of  a  project 
of  this  size? 

Answer  Yes,  inflation  would  be  expected. 

While  the  largest  operational  needs  associated  with  opening  a  facility  of  this 
size  will  occur  once  construction  is  completed,  there  are  steps  along  the  way  that 
must  be  undertaken  if  the  facility  is  to  become  operational  when  construction  is 
finished. 

Question:  Now  that  the  construction  contract  has  been  awarded,  when  do  you 
plan  to  get  a  Center  Director  on-board  and  administrative  staff  on  site  to  oversee 
construction,  work  with  the  community,  and  oversee  development  of  the  training 
program,  contract  development,  and  other  matters  associated  with  a  facility  of  this 
size? 

Answer  We  have  initiated  the  administrative  process  to  have  these  people  on 
site  in  October,  1994. 

Question:  How  many  FWS  FTEs  and  positions  has  the  Service  identified  in 
the  preliminary  operations  plan  identify  as  needed  for  training  center  activities  in  FY 
1994?  In  FYs  1995-1997?  How  many  have  been  assigned  to  NETC  in  each  of  FYs  94- 
95? 

Answer  The  Service  has  identified  needs  of  28  FTE  in  1994,  53  FTE  in  1995,  82 
FTE  in  1996,  and  91  FTE  in  1997.  In  1994, 13  FTE  have  been  officially  allocated  to  OTE's 
Branch  of  Field  Operations  in  Leetown,  West  Virginia.  There  is  no  anticipated  increase 
in  1995. 

Question:  How  many  FTEs  were  moved  in  FY  1993  from  OTE  to  NETC?  How 
many  are  contemplated  in  FY  1994?  FY  1995? 

Answer:  There  were  no  FTEs  moved  from  OTE  to  NETC  in  1993  or  1994, 
although  there  were  people  in  OTE  that  worked  on  Training  Center  matters.    In  FY 
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1995,  in  addition  to  the  13  FTE  in  Leetown,  we  plan  to  nrvove  2  FTEs  associated  with 
facility  construction  and  operations  planning  from  OTE  to  NETC. 

Question:  If  personnel  from  OTE  have  been  transferred  to  NETC,  have  they 
also  been  transferred  from  Arlington  to  Leetown? 

Answer:  Only  the  two  additional  FTEs  to  be  transferred  from  OTE  are  from 
Arlington.  The  other  13  are  already  in  Leetown. 

Question:  What  is  the  estimated  funding  needed  for  the  NETC,  as  identified 
in  the  preliminary  operations  plan,  for  FY  1994,  FY  1995,  FY  1996,  and  FY  1997?  Please 
provide  a  table  listing  needed  dollars  and  ITEs  for  each  of  these  fiscal  years,  as  well 
as  actual  dollars  for  FYs  1994  and  1995. 

Answer 

Funding  Needs  (all  figures  are  cumulative) 

1994  1995  1996  1997 

Fvmding  $3.12  Million         $5.8  Million  $8.8  Million         $12.8  Million 

FTEs  30  54  82  91 

Actual  Fundi  n«/TTE  $2.9/13  $3.7/15 

Question:  Are  the  actions  needed  to  prepare  for  this  facility  such  that  they  can 
be  contracted  out?  If  so,  how  does  the  cost  of  contracting  and  the  quality  of  the 
product  compare  with  doing  the  work  in-house? 

Answer:  The  Service  plans  half  of  the  positions  associated  with  the  running  of 
the  facility,  specifically  guest  services,  maintenance,  trans{X)rtation,  and  security.  The 
Service  has  also  contracted  construction  management  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  Most 
of  the  other  work  needed  to  prepare  to  open  the  facility  (i.e.,  contract  development, 
equipment  procurement,  community  liaison,  and  training  needs  analysis  and  course 
development  needs)  will  be  done  in-house.  A  portion  of  the  course  development  will 
be  contracted.  However,  it  is  important  to  involve  FWS  employees  in  course 
development  because  they  bring  with  them  an  understanding  of  FWS  training  needs 
and  culture.  Our  experience  with  contracting  for  training  is  that  there  are  both  good 
and  poor  quality  contractors,  but  that  our  existing  staff  can  differentiate  the  two. 
Experience  indicates  that  we  pay  a  premium  of  30  to  50  percent,  on  average,  to  contract 
work,  and  then  still  require  considerable  Service  employee  effort  to  write  and  oversee 
the  contract. 

RADIO  TECHNOLOGY 

The  1993  Omnibus  Reconciliation  bill  (P.L.  103-66)  included  provisions  which 
require  all  Federal  agencies  to  replace  radio  communications  equipment  with  new 
technology  by  the  year  2005.  This  change  was  ordered  due  to  the  "crowding"  of  the 
radio  spectrum.  While  the  authorizing  committee  (Commerce)  may  have  taken  credit 
for  the  increased  fee  revenue  to  be  generated  by  the  "freeing  up"  of  new  radio 
wavelengths,  the  Appropriations  Committee  will  have  to  pay  the  bill  for  the  costs  of 
radio  replacement  for  the  Federal  civilian  agencies. 

The  budget  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  includes  an  increase  of  $300,000  to 
address  these  new  requirements  and  to  begin  planning  for  the  changeover.  A  similar 
request,  for  an  amount  of  $400,000,  is  included  in  the  FY  1995  budget  for  the  National 
Park  Service. 

Question:  What  are  the  estimated  costs  to  the  Service  for  this  conversion? 

Answer.  Estimated  costs  for  the  Service  are  $31  million  This  does  not  include 
systems  for  those  offices  and  Centers  formerly  with  the  Service  which  are  now  part  of 


1286 


the  National  Biological  Survey.  This  total  cost  includes  $10,000,000  for  land  mobile 
systems,  $8,000,000  for  portable  systems,  $5,000,000  for  base  stations,  $3,500,000  for 
repeaters,  and  $4,500,000  for  construction,  engineering  and  installation. 

Question:  Does  the  Service  have  an  estimate  of  the  total  number  of  radios  it 
will  need  to  replace? 

Answer  The  Service  plans  to  replace  5,725  radios  between  Fiscal  Years  1996  and 
2005.  This  includes  2,849  land  mobile  radios,  2,231  portable  radios,  349  base  stations,  220 
repeaters,  and  76  other  components  of  the  Service's  radio  system. 

Question:  Before  converting  all  of  its  radios,  has  the  Service  considered 
conducting  an  assessment  of  its  current  communications  systems  and  whether  they 
are  being  used  efficiently  or  if  there  are  duplications? 

Answer  In  all  locations,  the  Service  ir  looking  at  a  means  of  sharing  systems 
within  the  Service  and  with  other  agencies  and  will  continue  to  do  so  throughout  the 
life-cycle  of  the  narrow-banding  project.  The  Service  will  evaluate  each  individual 
system  and  will  redesign  each  of  those  systems  as  necessary  to  maximize  those 
opportunities  and  to  minimize  replacement  costs.  The  requested  funding  initiative  is  to 
support  this  review  and  re-engineering  effort. 

Question:  Is  the  technology  currently  available  to  begin  this  changeover? 
How  do  the  unit  costs  for  the  new  technology  compare  to  current  technology? 

Answer  Narrow-band  technology  is  currently  available  from  only  one 
vendor  but  will  be  available  from  numerous  vendors  within  the  next  year.  The  Service 
recognizes  the  importance  of  adopting  and  implementing  a  single  standard  in  order  to 
maintain  inter-operability  within  the  Service  and  with  all  other  Government  agencies 
and  public  safety  offices.  There  is  at  present  only  one  viable  standard  which  conforms 
to  the  narrow-banding  mandate  as  prescribed  by  the  Department  of  Commerce  and  that 
is  the  Association  of  Public  Safety  Communications  Officials  (APCO)  Proposed  Interim 
FED  Standard  100.  The  unit  cost  of  the  new  technology  is  currently  estimated  at  5  to  6 
times  the  existing  technology,  but  the  Service  anticipates  that  competition  will  force 
these  costs  down  during  the  replacement  cycle. 


LAND  ACQUISITION 

Lower  Rio  Grande  Valley  NWR 

The  Service  is  requesting  $3.0  million  in  FY  1995  to  acquire  2,500  acres  and 
continue  land  acquisition  at  the  Lower  Rio  Grande  Valley  National  Wildlife  Refuge. 
The  Service  has  thus  far  acquired  69,705  acres  for  the  Lower  Rio  Grande  Valley  NWR 
and  projects  that  60,295  acres  remain  to  be  acquired  to  complete  the  refuge. 

Question:  What  is  the  total  estimated  cost  to  complete  the  Lower  Rio  Grande 
Valley  NWR  and  what  is  the  timeframe  contemplated  by  the  Service  to  complete  this 
refuge? 

Answer  The  Service  estimates  that  approximately  $50  -  60  million  will  be 
required  to  complete  the  project.  Timeframes  to  complete  the  acquisition  are  dependent 
on  the  availability  of  appropriations. 

Question:  What  will  be  the  impact  of  NAFTA  on  population  growth  and  land 
conversion  in  the  border  regions  and  what  effects  will  these  factors  have  (on)  the 
future  price  and  availability  of  lands  within  and  adjacent  to  the  Lower  Rio  Grande 
Valley  NWR? 
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Answer  At  this  time  it  is  difficult  to  assess  the  impact  of  NAFTA  on  the  Land 
Acquisition  Program  at  the  Lower  Rio  Grande  Valley  National  Wildlife  Refuge. 
Clearly,  increased  competition  will  effect  the  availability  of  any  lands  destined  for 
acquisition  outside  the  Rio  Grande  levee  system. 

Question:  Please  describe  the  natural  area  protection  efforts  in  the  U.S.  along 
the  Lower  Rio  Grande  being  undertaken  by  the  Federal  government  in  cooperation 
with  State  and  local  government  and  the  private  sector.  How  do  these  efforts 
compare  to  those  agreed  to  by  the  Government  of  Mexico? 

Answer  A  result  of  the  Service's  Lower  Rio  Grande  Valley  National  Wildlife 
Refuge  program  being  carried  out  with  the  support  of  State  and  local  government  and 
the  private  sector,  similar  efforts  are  beginning  to  unfold  on  the  Mexican  side  of  the  Rio 
Grande.  The  States  of  Tamaulipas  and  Nuevo  Leon  are  initiating  programs  to  identify 
biologically  important  areas  for  consideration  for  protection. 


RAPPAHANNOCK  RIVER  NWR 

The  Service  is  requesting  $3.0  million  in  FY  1995  to  acquire  1,656  acres  for  the 
proposed  Rappahannock  River  NWR. 

Question:  Has  the  Service  completed  a  proposal  to  establish  this  refuge  and 
the  necessary  review  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  for  such  a 
proposal? 

Answer  Yes,  a  refuge  proposal  has  been  developed  cooperatively  with  the 
Chesapeake  Bay  Foundation,  the  Living  Resources  Committee  of  the  Rappahannock 
Initiative  Committee,  Virginia  Dept.  of  Game  and  Inland  Fisheries,  Virginia  Dept.  of 
Conservation  and  Recreation,  The  Conservation  Fund,  Trust  for  Public  Lands,  The 
Nature  Conservancy,  Northern  Neck  Audubon  Society  and  other  interested  parties. 
This  is  the  result  of  a  study  being  undertaken  in  support  of  the  North  American 
Waterfowl  Management  Plan's  Atlantic  Coast  Joint  Venture.  As  a  Joint  Venture  project, 
the  Service  is  but  one  agency  operating  in  partnership  with  several  other  state  agencies 
and  private  conservation  organizations  to  protect  habitat  along  the  lower 
Rappahannock  River.  Our  refuge  proposal  reflects  this  partnership  effort  by  defining  a 
"concept  plan"  as  opposed  to  the  traditional  site  specific  boundaries.  The  Service 
proposes  to  acquire  through  fee  title  or  easements,  an  interest  of  up  to  20,000  acres  of 
habitat,  as  its  contribution  to  the  Rappahannock  River  Joint  Venture. 

A  Draft  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  will  be  issued  on  July  I,  for  a  thirty-day 
public  review  pjeriod.  The  Final  EA  and  Decision  Document  will  be  completed  by 
September  10.  To  date  the  Service  has  been  contacted  by  seven  willing-sellers  with 
approximately  3,500  acres  available  for  acquisition.  Another  2,000-3000  acres  are 
available  for  conservation  easements  and  an  800  acre  donation  has  also  been  offered. 

Question:  If  not,  on  what  basis  has  the  boundary  for  this  refuge  been 
determined  and  what  is  the  statutory  basis  for  this  proposed  acquisition? 

Answer.  The  working  coalition  for  this  project  proposal  decided  early  on  in  the 
planning  process  not  to  draw  boundaries  around  specific  private  ownerships  but 
instead  developed  the  concept  plan  described  above.  This  refuge  proposal,  is  an  effort 
to  be  responsive  to  local  desires  and  alleviates  the  fear  of  condemnation.  As  a 
component  of  the  NAWMP's  Atlantic  Joint  Venture  no  specific  boundaries  are  required 
nor  given.  Rather,  general  topographical  or  geographical  areas  are  identified  which  the 
Service,  state  agencies  and  private  groups  can  operate  within  their  own  policies, 
funding  and  time  constraints. 
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The  Emergency  Wetland  Resources  Act  of  1986  authorizes  the  Secretary  of 
Interior  to  acquire  wetlands,  and  the  North  American  Wetlands  Conservation  Act  of 
1989  authorizes  acquisition  of  wetlands  to  implement  the  North  American  Waterfowl 
Management  Plan.  The  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act  of  1929,  authorizes  the  Service 
to  acquire  lands  for  conservation  of  migratory  waterfowl.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Act  of 
1956,  as  amended,  authorizes  the  acquisition  of  lands  for  wildlife  refuges.  Acquisition 
of  lands  under  this  proposal  is  also  authorized  by  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973, 
as  amended,  and  the  Land  And  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  which  authorizes 
acquisition  of  lands  for  the  protection  of  endangered  and  threatened  species  wildlife 
and  plants. 

ACQUISITION  MANAGEMENT 

Question:  The  FY  1995  budget  proposes  an  increase  of  $1.1  million  for 
acquisition  management  An  additional  amount  of  $2  million  is  proposed  to  begin 
an  aggressive  land  exchange  program.  How  will  the  additional  funds  proposed  for  FY 
1995  be  used  if  no  additional  FTEs  are  proposed  for  this  program? 

Answer  In  FY  1993  total  costs  to  carry  out  the  land  acquisition  program(other 
than  land  costs)  were  $19.3  million.  The  FY  1993  funding  for  acquisition  management 
was  $7,225,000.  The  remaining  $12  million  came  from  project  funds.  This  increase  is 
intended  to  reduce  the  reliance  on  project  funds  to  pay  incidental  acquisition  and  base 
staffing  costs.  No  additional  FTEs  are  needed  to  use  this  funding  as  this  request  is 
based  on  current  staffing  levels. 

Question:  Are  these  staff  already  on-board,  but  not  directly  funded? 

Answer  Yes,  the  Staff  is  already  on-board  and  funded  from  a  combination  of  the 
Acquisition  Management  funding. 

Question:  What  is  meant  by  the  statement  on  page  LA-6  of  the  budget  that 
actual  acquisition  management  costs  are  expected  to  be  closer  to  $19  million  than  the 
$8.5  million  appropriated  in  FY  1994? 

Answer  The  actual  FY  1993  costs  to  carry  out  the  land  acquisition  program  are 
$19.3  million  including  appraisals,  surveys,  ascertainment  reviews,  etc.  It  was 
estimated  that  the  FY  1994  costs  would  be  similar  or  a  littie  higher.  The  $8.5  million 
appropriated  for  acquisition  management  would  leave  at  least  $10.8  million  that  would 
have  to  come  from  project  funds. 

Question:  The  budget  states  that  the  requested  increase  is  intended  to  reduce 
the  reliance  on  project  funds  to  pay  incidental  acquisition  and  base  staffing  costs.  Do 
you  consider  a  difference  of  nearly  125  percent  to  be  "incidental"? 

Answer  The  term  incidental  acquisition  cost  means  any  costs  associated  with 
the  acquisition  of  land  other  than  land  cost.  Perhaps  a  more  descriptive  term  would  be 
related  acquisition  costs. 

Question:  Have  the  assessments  against  project  funds  been  used  strictly  for 
appraisals,  title  work,  and  other  realty  activity,  or  have  they  gone  to  pay  staff  costs? 

Answer.  The  charges  against  project  funds  include  staff  costs  for  work 
completed  at  the  project. 

Question:  If  the  true  costs  of  the  acquisition  management  program  are  closer 
to  $19  million,  which  reductions  in  your  proposed  acquisitions  for  FY  1995  would 
you  propose  in  order  to  achieve  some  "truth  in  budgeting"  when  it  comes  to  the  cost 
of  managing  this  program? 
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Answer  The  acquisition  management  account  is  used  to  pay  for  part  of  the  cost 
of  carrying  out  the  land  acquisition  program.  The  acquisition  management  account  in 
addition  to  related  acquisition  cost  and  base  staffing  cost,  includes  planning  and 
evaluation  of  future  acquisition,  and  pursuit  of  cooperative  agreements,  exchanges, 
donations  and  other  non-acquisition  alternatives.  The  incidental  acquisition  costs  are 
relevant  charges  to  accomplish  acquisition  of  each  project.  No  change  is  necessary  to 
the  presentation  of  the  1995  request. 

Question:  What  staffing  level  (FTEs)  can  be  supported  with  appropriations  at 
a  level  of  $8.5  million,  and  if  no  funds  are  assessed  against  projects  to  cover  program 
support? 

Answer  The  estimated  total  personnel  compensahon  for  the  209  FTEs  allocated 
to  the  land  acquisition  account  is  $8,233  million. 

GSA  SPACE  COSTS 

Again  this  year,  the  Service  is  proposing  a  large  increase  for  the  costs 
associated  with  GSA  leased  space.  A  base  adjustment  of  $3.6  million  is  proposed, 
and  then  an  additional  $1.4  million  is  requested  as  a  program  increase.  This  total 
increase  above  FY  1994  of  $5  million  represents  a  21  percent  increase  in  space  costs. 

Question:  What  is  the  reason  for  the  huge  increase? 

Answer  The  Service's  amended  FY  1995  budget  request  for  GSA  rental 
payments  represents  an  increase  of  $4  million.  The  FY  1995  increase  includes  an 
increase  of  $2.6  million  in  costs  for  existing  space  and  $1.4  million  for  new  space  costs. 

Question:  Has  the  Service  significantly  expanded  its  space,  or  are  these  costs 
associated  with  higher  billings  for  the  same  amount  of  space  as  is  being  occupied  in 
FY  1994? 

Answer  Almost  100,000  square  feet  of  space  could  be  provided  with  the  portion 
of  the  increase  that  is  devoted  to  new  space.  The  Service  needs  to  provide  space  for  the 
office,  storage,  conference,  and  parking  areas  needed  by  the  staff  to  accomplish  work 
associated  with  program  growth,  which  is  reflected  in  the  budget.  The  expansion  of 
programs  in  endangered  species,  refuge  operations,  and  law  enforcement  has  resulted 
in  additional  staff  being  dedicated  to  these  efforts.  In  addition,  some  of  the  existing 
space  at  the  regional  offices  has  become  overcrowded  because  of  staff  added  in  recent 
years.  Consequently,  three  regional  offices  will  be  undertaking  office  consolidations, 
relocations,  or  additions  in  FY  1995. 

Question:  If  FTEs  are  being  reduced,  shouldn't  office  space  decrease  by  a 
similar  percentage?  If  not,  explain. 

Answer  Regional  and  Washington  office  staffing  will  decrease  in  FY  1995  and 
some  currently  occupied  space  may  no  longer  be  needed  as  a  result.  The  administrative 
reductions  that  are  taking  place  affect  particular  jobs  in  many  different  offices, 
organizations,  and  staffs.  We  expect  there  will  be  few,  if  any,  situations  where  enough 
positions  will  be  vacated  in  a  single  building  or  complex  to  result  in  turning  back  space 
to  GSA.  GSA  ordinarily  requires  blocks  of  offices  that  can  be  reconfigured  and  offered 
to  prospective  tenants;  solitary  offices  here  and  there  are  of  little  value. 


Question:   What  is  the  difference  between  the  space  costs  proposed  as  a  base 
adjustment  and  the  additional  amount  requested  as  a  program  increase? 
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Answer  The  FY  1995  request  for  space  cost  increases  includes  several  base 
adjustments  in  addition  to  the  program  increase.  The  first  base  adjustment  is  an 
inflation  factor  of  3.7%  over  the  FY  1994  level.  This  will  provide  for  increases  in  the 
rental  rates  for  existing  space,  estimated  at  $1  million  in  FY  1995.  The  base  adjustment 
also  includes  $1.6  million  for  annualization  of  partial  year  rental  costs  for  space  being 
added  during  FY  1994.  The  balance  of  the  increase  in  the  FY  1995  budget  request,  $1.4 
million,  is  a  program  increase  which  will  accommodate  space  consolidations, 
relocations,  expansions,  and  additions  in  order  to  support  program  activities. 


ENDANGERED  SPECIES  CONSULTATION 


Question:  In  justifying  the  increase  for  endangered  species  consultation 
activities  (p.l4),  the  Service  has  attributed  some  of  the  increased  workload  to  the 
demands  associated  with  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency's  pesticide 
registration  program  and  the  Department  of  Agriculture's  pest  control  programs. 
Does  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  receive  any  reimbursement  from  these  agencies 
for  services  provided  in  evaluating  their  proposed  programs? 

Answer  No,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  considered  the  idea  of  seeking 
reimbursement  for  section  7  consultation  work  on  previous  occasions,  and  has 
concluded  that  the  need  for  consistent  retention  of  staff  trained  in  this  complex  activity, 
and  the  need  for  independence  of  the  consultation  process  from  the  real  or  perceived 
influence  of  other  Federal  agencies,  require  the  Service  to  maintain  full  responsibility  for 
this  program. 

Question:  Do  you  have  authority  to  seek  such  reimbursement? 

Answer.  While  the  Economy  Act  provides  general  authority  for  reimbursement, 
there  must  be  specific  authority  in  the  enabling  legislation,  in  this  case  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  (ESA).  The  ESA  does  not  provide  for  reimbursement  for  section  7 
consultation  achvities. 

Question:  What  level  of  reimbursements  does  the  Service  provide  to  either 
EPA  or  the  Department  of  Agriculture  for  services  from  their  agencies  necessary  to 
conduct  of  FWS  programs? 

Answer  There  is  no  transfer  of  funds  from  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to 
either  EPA  or  USDA  for  consultation  activities  involving  pesticide  registration  or  pest 
control  programs.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  does  transfer  funds  to  USDA  for 
specific  tasks  and  work  products  (e.g.,  when  Animal  Damage  Control  traps  predators 
on  National  Wildlife  Refuges),  but  these  do  not  involve  payments  for  consultation  or 
other  Endangered  Species  Act  actions. 

NEW  REFUGES 

The  budget  indicates  that  an  estimated  10  new  refuges  may  be  established  in 
FY  1994.  Congress  provided  funding  to  initiate  7  of  these  through  appropriations 
between  FYs  1992-94. 

Question:  What  is  the  basis  for  establishing  the  proposed  refuges  at  Kamer 
Blue  Butterfly,  NH;  Oahu  Forest,  Hawaii;  and  Sayville,'  NH? 

Answer  Both  the  Karner  blue  butterfly  conservation  easement  site  in  Concord, 
NH  and  the  Sayville,  New  York,  site  would  qualify  to  be  established  as  refuges  under 
the  Endangered  Species  Act.  The  Karner  blue  butterfly  and  the  sandplain  gerardia 
located  at  the  Sayville  site  are  both  Federally  listed  species.  The  Service  was  directed  to 
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acquire  the  Sayville  site  by  language  in  the  House  Congressional  Record  dated  October 
16,  1990  related  to  the  Department  of  Transportation  and  Related  Agencies 
Appropriations  Act,  1993. 

The  Oahu  refuge  will  protect  approximately  16314  acres  of  native  forest  along  the  crest 
and  leeward  slopes  of  the  Koolau  Mountain  range  in  Central  Oahu.  The  purposes  for 
the  proposed  project  are  to  1)  protect  the  best  remaining  native  forest  ecosystem  in  the 
Koolau  Mountains  for  the  endangered  Oahu  tree  snail,  several  species  of  endangered 
and  candidate  plants,  native  forest  birds  and  their  associated  native  plant  and 
invertebrate  communities:  2)  provide  an  opportunity  for  wildlife-oriented  nature  study 
within  the  Oahu  Forest  National  Wildlife  Refuge. 

Question:  What  source  of  funds  is  being  used  for  these  locations? 

Answer  The  29-acre  Karner  blue  butterfly  easement  was  protected  through  a 
gift  of  conservation  easement  by  the  city  of  Concord,  NH  July  9,  1992.  The  25  acre 
Sayville  site  was  transferred  to  the  Service  from  the  General  Services  Administration 
April  8, 1992.  No  Service  funding  was  used  to  acquire  these  sites. 

Acquisition  funds  for  Oahu  refuge  were  appropriated  in  both  FY  89  and  FY  90  through 
the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  to  purchase  lands  within  the  approved  project 
boundary. 

Question:  Will  there  be  outyear  acquisition  costs  at  these  3  proposed  refuges? 
If  so,  what  are  the  estimated  costs? 

Answer  Acquisition  costs  are  not  anticipated  for  either  the  Karner  blue 
easement  or  the  Sayville  site.  The  Karner  blue  easement  is  held  in  perpetuity  and, 
should  an  additional  parcel  containing  the  sandplain  gerardia  adjacent  to  the  Sayville 
site  become  available,  it  would  be  transferred  from  the  General  Services  Administration. 
This  parcel  is  currently  awaiting  adequate  decontamination  by  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration  before  being  made  available  for  transfer  through  GSA.  This 
requirement  is  noted  in  the  Department  of  Transportation  and  Related  Agencies 
Appropriations  Act,  1993,  section  366. 

It  is  anticipated  that  currently  available  appropriated  funds  for  Oahu  refuge  will  be 
obligated  during  FY  1994  to  acquire  privately  owned  land  within  the  project.  Several 
non-purchase  alternatives  for  land  acquisition,  including  cooperative  agreements  and 
conservation  easements  with  the  Department  of  Defense  and  the  State  of  Hawaii,  are 
being  utilized  to  complete  the  project  at  the  lowest  possible  cost.  However,  several 
thousand  acres  of  privately  owned  land,^  may  require  fee-title  or  a  conservation 
easement  acquisition.  If  private  owners  are  unresponsive  to  non-purchase  options  it 
may  require  up  to  $4.5  million  dollars  to  complete  the  project. 

Question:  What  are  the  operating  costs  associated  with  establishing  these  new 
refuges? 

Answer  Both  of  the  sites  in  the  northeast  are,  and  will  continue  to  be,  primarily 
managed  out  of  existing  Refuges.  Operational  increases  will  be  limited  to  actions 
absolutely  necessary  to  protect  and  restore  endangered  species  populations: 

$50,000  would  be  needed  for  the  Sayville  site,  should  both  parcels  be  acquired  by  the 
Service,  as  directed  by  Congressional  language:  $30,000  for  annual  chain  link  fence 
repair  due  to  vandalism;  $5,000  for  signs  and  posting;  $9,000  to  fund  an  annual 
cooperative  agreement  for  habitat  maintenance  and  $6,000  in  salaried  time  for  biological 
surveys,  law  enforcement  patrols  and  maintenance  associated  with  litter  removal  and 
sign  repair. 
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$96,000  in  operational  funding  would  be  needed  to  provide  the  Karner  blue  butterfly 
easement  with  field  work  for  species  and  habitat  management  and  interpretive  and 
educational  programs.  Community  outreach  would  focus  on  building  cooperative 
habitat  management  processes  and  pine  barren  plant  community  protection.  Included 
within  the  funding  identified,  $7,000  would  purchase  field  and  office  supplies  and 
equipment,  $30,000  would  fund  a  tractor  and  mowing  costs;  $15,000  will  provide  a 
vehicle  and  travel  funds;  and  $10,000  in  start-up,  one  time  funds  is  needed  for  boundary 
posting,  signs,  an  interpretive  display  and  construction  of  an  information  kiosk. 

There  are  two  types  of  costs  associated  with  the  operation  of  the  proposed  Oahu 
Refuge;  initial  start-up  costs,  and  annual  operations  and  maintenance  costs  as  estimated 
on  the  following  page: 

Estimated 
Cost  ($000) 

1.  Initial  start-up  costs  include: 

a.  Personnel  costs  (salary,  benefits,  and  permanent 

change  of  station)  @  $60K/position  360 

(Assistant  Refuge  Manager,  Wildlife  Biologist  (forest  birds) 

Wildlife  Biologist  (malacologist).  Plant  Ecologist 

Maintenance  Worker,  Laborer) 

b.  Support  Equipment  and  Facilities: 

Vehicles  (3)  30 

Office  equipment  (computers,  copier,  fax,  etc.)  10 

Communications  equipment  20 

Fence  materials  80 

Signs  and  posts  10 

Biological  supplies  25 

Logistics  supplies  (tents,  etc.)  20 

Aerial  photography  of  Refuge 5 

Total  Start-up:  $  560 

2.  Annual  Operation  and  Maintenance  Costs: 

Personnel  salaries  and  benefits,  6  positions  @  $50K/position  300 

Administrative  expenses  100 

Facilities  maintenance  40 

Equipment  maintenance  and  fuel  20 

Biological  program  operating  expenses  65 

Utilities  expenses  (telephone,  electric,  water,  etc.)  10 

Helicopter  charter  service 2Q 

Total  Annual  O&M:  $555 

APMINISTRATIVE  SAVINGS 

As  part  of  its  share  of  the  President's  proposed  administrative  and  staffing 
reductions  government-wide,  the  Service  budget  is  proposed  to  be  reduced  by  $7.6 
million  and  194  FTEs  ($4.7  million  for  administrative  functions  and  $2.8  million  for 
FTE  cuts). 

In  the  budget  (p.  viii),  the  Service  states  that  its  administrative  savings  will  be 
achieved  through,  among  other  things,  co-location  of  field  offices,  where  possible. 

Question:  Have  you  identified  field  offices  where  such  co-location  or 
consolidation  might  be  possible? 

Answer  Yes,  several  offices  have  already  been  colocated  in  theses  cities: 
Asheville,  North  Carolina;  Ventura,  California;  Lakewood,  Colorado;  Bismarck,  North 
Dakota;   and   Fairbanks,   Alaska.      Other  possible  office   colocations  are  under 
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consideration  in  connection  with  the  Service's  administrative  streamlining  efforts. 
Furthermore,  ail  Service  requests  for  additional  or  expanded  space  are  required  to 
include  a  discussion  of  the  various  colocation  options  that  were  considered. 

Question:  What  are  the  estimated  savings? 

Answer  To  date,  none  of  the  colocations  have  resulted  in  reductions  in  existing 
space,  although  savings  in  future  costs  are  realized. 

Question:  If  savings  are  contemplated  through  space  consolidations  or  co- 
locations,  why  is  the  Service  proposing  to  increase  its  expenditures  for  space  by  21 
percent? 

Answer  The  Service's  FY  1995  budget  request  for  GSA  rental  payments 
represents  an  increase  of  $4  million  reflecting  an  amendment  of  $1  million.  The  I^  1995 
increase  reflects  space  requirements  associated  with  program  increases  included  in  the 
budget  request,  $1.4  million,  as  well  as  support  for  space  for  current  Service  programs. 

Question:  What  will  happen  if  such  administrative  savings  cannot  be 
achieved? 

Answer  The  Service  will  achieve  its  administrative  savings  goals.  The  planned 
FY  1995  savings  do  not,  however,  rely  upon  reduced  space  rental  costs  for  success.  The 
savings  in  FY  1995  will  accrue  through  reducing  the  number  of  administrative  and 
support  positions  and  through  organizational  streamlining  and  downsizing. 

Question:  Will  the  field  units  of  the  Service  (refuges,  hatcheries,  field  offices) 
share  in  a  pro-rata  distribution  of  the  necessary  amounts? 

Answer  The  Service  is  committed  to  maintaining  the  strength  of  its  field  units 
and,  in  fact,  increasing  resources  at  the  field  level  for  budgeted  program  increases. 
There  are  no  plans  to  achieve  administrative  savings  through  field  level  reductions. 
Streamlining  acrivites  are  focused  on  Washington  and  regional  offices. 


FTE  REDUCTIONS 

As  part  of  achieving  the  Service's  portion  of  the  personnel  reductions 
proposed  by  the  President,  102  of  the  194  FTEs  proposed  to  be  eliminated  in  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  are  associated  with  the  Department's  proposal  to  consolidate 
personnel  functions. 

Question:  Is  this  effort  still  proceeding  as  envisioned  when  the  budget  was 
presented  February,  or  has  the  proposal  been  modified? 

Answer  No,  the  proposal  is  under  consideration  at  the  Department  level  and  no 
final  decision  has  been  announced.  Twenty  of  the  102  FTEs  are  related  to  consolidation 
of  equal  employment  opportunity  functions  at  the  Department  level  and  82  of  the  102 
FTEs  are  related  to  personnel  reductions. 

Question:  If  the  Service  does  not  achieve  a  reduction  of  102  FTEs  in  the 
personnel  function,  how  will  the  target  be  met? 

Answer  The  reduction  of  102  FTEs  from  the  Service  represented  the  total 
reduction  to  be  attributed  to  personnel  and  EEO  consolidation.  Of  that  total,  82  FTEs 
were  for  personnel  and  20  were  for  EEO.  Subsequently,  after  criticism  of  the  initial 
proposal  by  the  Bureau  Directors,  55  of  the  FTEs  were  returned  to  the  Service.  The 
remaining  47  FTEs  were  retained  by  the  Department  to  reflect  a  general  reduction  of 
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FTEs  in  the  Department  to  support  overall  streamlining  efforts  and  were  no  longer 
directly  linked  to  personnel  or  EEO  functions.  The  Bureau  Directors  prepared  and 
presented  an  alternate  streamlining  plan.  A  group,  to  review  various  personnel 
streamlining  plans  and  make  recommendations  to  the  Department's  Policy  Group, 
recommend  that  processing  activities  be  consolidated  on  a  test  basis  for  those  Interior 
Bureaus  having  personnel  offices  in  Denver,  Colorado,  only.  The  results  of  that  test 
would  be  reviewed  before  further  consolidation  decisions  would  be  made.  A  group  of 
committees  was  then  established  by  the  Department  to  review  and  make 
recommendations  on  various  aspects  of  personnel  streamlining,  e.g..  Departmental  vs. 
Bureau  policy  functions,  personnel  processing,  and  clustering.  The  current  group  was 
directed  to  consider  and  make  recommendations  on  immediate  Departmentwide 
personnel  processing  consolidation. 

Question:  Will  other  staffing  in  other  programs  be  reduced? 

Answer:  The  Service  is  awaiting  final  guidance  on  the  Personnel /EEO 
streamlining  proposal.  The  Service  will  have  to  accomodate  a  reduction  of  47  FTE  in 
1995. 

CONSTRUCTION  MANAGEMENT  PROGRAM 


Question:  As  part  of  its  effort  to  achieve  personnel  reductions,  the  Service 
has  stated  that  it  will  seek  greater  efficiencies  in  the  engineering  program.  As  a 
result,  a  reduction  of  $1.4  million  in  administrative  streamlining  costs  is  proposed  for 
the  construction  management  program.  When  compared  to  the  FY  1994  level  for  this 
program,  this  amounts  to  a  25  percent  reduction.  Why  is  construction  management 
funding  proposed  to  be  reduced  25  percent,  when  the  reductions  for  administrative 
streamlining  to  the  central  and  regional  offices  amount  to  about  12  percent,  and  no 
reduction  or  streamlining  is  presumed  for  acquisition  management? 

Answer:  Based  on  the  FY  1995  budget  request  for  construction  projects  and  the 
completion  of  a  significant  number  of  ongoing  projects,  the  Service  is  anticipating  a 
decline  in  the  construction  workload.  Additionally,  the  Service  will  be  able  to  reduce 
the  frequency  of  dam  safety  and  bridge  inspections  and  remain  within  Federal 
guidelines.  The  Service  will  reduce  its  construction  and  management  capabilities  in  the 
Washington  Office,  Regional  Offices,  and  the  Service's  Engineering  Center  located  in 
Denver,  Colorado. 


OBIECT  CLASS  FUNDING 

Your  budget  proposes  a  significant  increase  (65.5  percent)  in  funding  allocated 
to  the  "other  services"  category. 

Question:  What  accounts  for  this  increase? 

Answer:  The  increase  in  other  services  is  primarily  due  to  cooperative 
agreements  and  contracting  services  that  will  be  required  in  support  of  many  of  the 
Service's  program  increases. 

Question:  It  appears  that  all  of  the  $10  million  proposed  for  the  "jobs  in  the 
woods"  component  of  the  forest  plan  will  be  contracted,  but  what  other  programs  are 
also  proposed  to  be  operated  using  the  other  services  category? 

Answer  The  $9  million  increase  for  the  "Jobs  in  the  Woods"  component  of  the 
Forest  Plan  initiative  will  be  undertaken  using  primarily  contracts  and/or  cooperative 
agreements.  The  $2  million  increase  in  Habitat  Conservation  for  wetland  restoration  on 
private  lands  will  be  used  to  enter  into  voluntary  partnerships  with  private  landowners. 
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Most  of  the  $1  million  increase  for  the  Florida  Everglades/South  Florida  Keys  coastal 
ecosystems  initiative  will  involve  other  services  for  such  activities  as  pilot  projects  for 
sea  grass  restoration.  The  Refuge  maintenance  increase  of  $2  million  will  rely  heavily 
on  contracts  for  road  maintenance  and  repair,  and  maintenance  of  buildings  and  water 
management  facilities.  In  the  General  Administration  activity,  another  example  of  the 
use  of  contracts  is  in  support  of  the  $2.4  million  increase  for  the  consolidated  geographic 
information  database.  In  some  cases,  such  as  the  Environmental  Contaminants 
restoration  capability  increase  of  $.4  million,  the  Service  will  appeal  to  the  Department 
and  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  for  additional  Full-time  Equivalents  (FTE) 
after  final  Congressional  action  on  the  1995  Budget.  If  no  FTE  are  allocated,  the  Service 
will  utilize  cooperative  agreements  and/or  contracts. 

Question:  As  you  may  be  aware,  some  have  proposed  that  emergency 
expenditures,  such  as  for  the  Midwest  floods,  or  California  earthquake,  not  be 
funded  by  adding  to  the  deficit,  but  by  reducing  agency  budgets  across-the-board.  A 
similar  approach  has  been  contemplated  by  some  in  considering  how  to  pay  for  the 
higher  Federal  pay  raise  now  being  contemplated.  What  would  happen  to  your 
agency's  efforts  to  implement  the  forest  plan  if  an  across-the-board  reduction  for 
contracting,  or  other  services,  were  mandated? 

Answer  An  across-the-board  reduction  for  contracting  or  "other  services" 
would  directly  affect  the  Service's  ability  to  carry  out  the  Forest  Plan  jobs-in-the-woods 
ecosystem  restoration  projects,  as  noted  above.  These  projects  which  are  designed  to 
both  undertake  high  priority  ecosystem  restoration  and  hire  unemployed  timber  worker 
will  require  the  use  of  cooperative  agreements  and/or  contracts.  Another  key 
component  to  the  Service's  1995  Budget  Request  for  the  Forest  Plan  is  a  $4  million 
request  for  monitoring  the  spotted  owl  and  other  species  on  non-federal  lands  in  areas 
of  extensive  forest  management.  The  Service  proposed  to  use  its  cooperative  agreement 
authority  to  implement  this  program.  Additionally,  some  Forest  Plan  recovery 
activities  such  as  acquisition  of  data  for  Geographic  Information  Systems  will  be 
purchased  through  the  Service's  contracting  authorities. 


CALIFORNIA  CONDOR 

In  1992,  the  Service  reported  to  the  Committee  that  the  two  breeding  facilities 
for  the  endangered  California  condor  were  approaching  capacity  and  a  third  facility 
would  soon  be  necessary.  Congress  provided  $400,000  in  FY  1993  for  the  construction 
of  a  facility,  to  be  awarded  competitively.  In  addition,  the  Committee  provided 
$250,000  for  field  activities  associated  with  California  condor  recovery.  The  Peregrine 
Fund  was  selected  to  build  the  facility  and  to  breed  the  birds  in  captivity  and  release 
the  condors  into  the  wild. 

A  Memorandum  of  Understanding  between  the  Peregrine  Fund  and  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  commits  FWS  to  providing  $400,000  annually  to  The  Peregrine 
Fund  for  the  recovery  of  the  California  Condor  and  the  Peregrine  Falcon.  As  work  on 
the  peregrine  falcon  declines,  the  agreement  provides  that  resources  within  the  terms 
of  the  agreement  will  be  transferred  to  California  condor  activities. 

Question:  Are  the  funds  for  this  MOU  included  in  the  FY  1995  budget? 

Answer  Yes  funds  for  the  MOU  are  included  in  the  FY  1995  budget. 

Question:  What  is  the  amount? 

Answer:  The  recovery  budget  request  includes  $400,000  for  the  Peregrine  Fund 
to  continue  these  activities. 
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Question:  Has  the  captive  breeding  facility  for  the  California  condor  built  by 
the  Peregrine  Fund  in  Boise  reached  capacity? 

Answer:  Originally  the  Service  transferred  12  condors  to  the  Boise  facility.  We 
anticipate  that  the  facility  can  hold  up  to  20  birds. 

Question:   If  not,  what  are  the  plans  to  use  it  fully? 

Answer  A  decision  will  be  made  at  the  July,  1994,  California  condor  recovery 
team  meeting  on  which  additional  birds  will  be  sent  to  Boise. 

Question:  When  would  the  facility  at  Boise  be  expected  to  reach  full  capacity? 

Answer:  Depending  on  the  level  of  production  in  the  captive  flock,  and  the 
allocation  of  young  birds  among  the  breeding  facilities,  the  Service  anticipates  that  the 
Boise  facility  may  be  at  capacity  in  the  next  2  to  3  years. 

Question:  Are  there  plans  for  an  additional  captive  breeding  facility  for  the 
California  condor? 

Answer  The  California  condor  recovery  team  has  recommended  to  the  Service 
that  a  fourth  facility  be  established  at  the  Sutton  Avian  Research  Center  in  Oklahoma. 

Question:  What  is  the  schedule  and  estimated  cost? 

Answer  The  California  State  Fish  and  Game  Commission  has  issued  a  permit  to 
Sutton  to  export  condors  to  Oklahoma  for  breeding.  The  breeding  facility  will  be 
completed  by  the  fall  of  1994  just  prior  to  the  arrival  of  birds  from  California.  The  costs 
of  the  Sutton  facility  will  be  minimal  because  Sutton  is  retrofitting  a  bald  eagle  breeding 
facility  to  accommodate  California  condors. 

Question:  Has  there  been  enough  experience  with  captive  breeding  of 
California  condors  at  the  third  site  to  proceed  with  a  fourth  site  at  the  present  time? 


Answer  The  Boise  facility  has  gained  experience  with  captive  breeding  of 
condors  through  a  surrogate  program  involving  Andean  condors.  A  similar  approach 
was  used  at  Los  Angeles  Zoo  and  the  San  Diego  Wild  Animal  Park,  and  proved  to  be 
extremely  successful. 

Question:  Does  the  Service  recommend  proceeding  with  a  fourth  site  absent  a 
more  proven  record  at  the  third  site?    ,. 

Answer.  The  Service  is  supportive  of  the  fourth  site  at  this  time. 

Question:    If  so,  why? 

Answer:  The  Los  Angeles  and  San  Diego  sites  are  currently  at  capacity.  Those 
two  facilities  are  producing  12  to  15  young  birds  per  year.  Given  that  rate  of  growth,  it 
has  become  necessary  to  examine  alternatives.  Further,  because  the  captive  population 
has  increased  so  dramatically  there  is  an  increased  risk  of  disease.  By  spreading  the 
captive  population  among  four  disjunct  sites,  the  risk  of  a  catastrophic  disease 
spreading  among  the  captive  population  is  significantly  reduced. 

Question:  Will  the  fourth  facility  be  competitively  awarded,  as  was  the  third 
facility? 

Answer  The  process  involved  a  competitive  evaluation  of  facilities  desiring  to 
obtain  condors  for  breeding  purposes.  Proposals  were  solicited  from  several  zoos  and 
the  Sutton  center  was  selected  as  the  best  alternative. 
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Question:  Will  private  funds  assist  in  this  effort  as  was  the  case  with  the  Boise 
facility? 

Answer  The  Service  anticipates  that  private  funds  will  be  made  available  to 
assist  in  the  establishment  of  a  fourth  captive  breeding  facility. 

Question:  What  other  organizations  are  participating  in  the  California  condor 
recovery  activity? 

Answer  In  addition  to  the  Service,  the  U.S.  Forest  Service,  California 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Los  Angeles  Zoo, 
the  San  Diego  Zoological  Society,  and  numerous  private  organizations  and  businesses 
are  actively  involved  in  condor  recovery  achvities. 

Question:  Please  provide  a  breakdown  of  FY  1994  and  FY  1995  proposed 
funding? 

Answer:  In  combination  in  FY  1994,  these  organizations  contributed  $975,000 
toward  condor  recovery.  Those  funds  included  $5,000  by  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  $40,000  by  the  U.S.  Forest  Service,  $169,000  by  the  California  Department 
of  Fish  and  Game,  $581,000  by  the  Los  Angeles  Zoo,  and  $180,000  by  the  San  Diego 
Zoological  Society.  In  FY  1995  these  same  organizations  will  contribute  about  $929,000. 
FY  1995  funds  include  $5,000  by  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  $40,000  by  the 
U.S.  Forest  Service,  $170,000  by  the  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  $534,000 
by  the  Los  Angeles  Zoo,  and  $180,000  by  the  San  Diego  Zoological  Society. 

The  Service  has  considered  alternative  release  sites  for  the  California  condor 
other  than  the  original  release  site  in  the  Sespe  Condor  Sanctuary.  A  more  remote 
release  site  would  provide  additional  protection  for  the  species,  but  is  also  would 
remove  the  species  from  the  public's  eye.  Gaining  public  acceptance  has  been  an 
important  part  of  the  Service's  recovery  effort  for  the  California  condor. 

Question:  What  release  sites  are  planned  in  the  future  and  how  can  an 
opportunity  to  see  the  California  condor  be  provided  to  the  public? 

Answer.  At  this  time,  the  Service  is  most  actively  evaluating  a  potential  release 
site  on  National  Forest  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management  lands  north  of  the  Grand 
Canyon  in  Arizona.  An  additional  site  is  being  considered  in  southeastern  New 
Mexico.  Discussions  have  also  been  directed  at  potential  re-introduction  site(s)  in 
northern  Baja  California,  Mexico. 

In  the  early  stages  of  a  release,  the  public  is  largely  excluded  from  the  proximity 
of  the  birds  to  ensure  the  safety  of  the  birds.  This  is  done  because  of  the  extremely 
sensitive  nature  of  California  condors.  To  facilitate  continued  public  involvement  and 
interest  in  the  condors,  the  Service  has  launched  a  massive  public  outreach  program 
involving  the  newspapers  and  television  as  an  avenue  for  keeping  the  public  informed. 
The  Service  anticipates  following  the  same  course  of  action  on  any  new  release  sites.  At 
present  the  public  can  view  condors  in  the  Los  Padres  National  Forest  along  the  Sierra 
Madre  Ridge,  within  the  Mount  Pinos  Ranger  District.  No  developed  viewing  sites 
exist  at  present.  Once  the  animals  are  established,  the  Service  anticipates  that  the  public 
will  have  numerous  opportunities  to  view  the  birds  in  a  wild  setting. 

PEREGRINE  FALCON 
Question:  What  is  the  status  of  the  recovery  of  the  peregrine  falcon? 

Answer:  The  peregrine  falcon  throughout  the  western  United  States  has 
continued  to  increase. 
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Question:  Will  it  be  downlisted  or  delisted?  If  so,  when  do  yu  expect  this  to 
occur? 

Answer  The  Service  is  anticipating  that  the  peregrine  falcon  will  be  reclassified 
to  threatened  in  the  near  future. 

Question:  In  what  states  are  releases  of  peregrine  falcons  planned  in  1995? 

Answer   The  Service  believes  that  1995  releases  will  occur  in  Idaho,  Montana, 
Oregon,  Washington,  and  Wyoming. 


HAWAIIAN  FOREST  BIRDS 

The  fragile  ecology  of  the  Hawaiian  and  Pacific  Islands  are  threatened  by 
limited  land  bases  and  growing  population.  In  response  to  this,  the  Committee  has 
provided  increased  funding  for  biological  diversity  and  endangered  bird  captive 
propagation  work  in  Hawaii. 

Question:  What  is  the  status  of  construction  for  the  captive  propagation 
facility  to  be  built  on  the  Big  Island  of  Hawai'i? 

Answer  Construction  of  the  captive  propagation  facility  on  the  Big  Island  is 
anticipated  to  begin  in  October  1994.  A  draft  environmental  assessment  identifying  two 
potential  sites  (one  on  privately  owned  land  and  another  within  Hawai'i  Volcanoes 
National  Park)  for  the  facility  was  released  for  public  review  and  comment  in  April 
1994.  The  Service  is  now  in  the  process  of  reviewing  the  comments  received  and 
revising  the  environmental  assessment.  The  final  assessment  and  associated  decision 
document  is  expected  to  be  signed  by  mid-August. 

Question:  When  will  the  facility  become  operational? 

Answer  The  Service  and  The  Peregrine  Fund  plan  to  complete  Phase  I  of  the 
facility  (to  include,  as  funding  allows,  a  bird  breeding  building,  five  alala  aviaries,  a 
quarantine  building,  a  brooder/incubation  building,  a  maintenance  shop,  two 
residences  for  biologists  required  to  live  on-site,  and  basic  infrastructure)  in  time  for  the 
1995  'alala  breeding  season,  usually  beginning  in  April.  Any  first-clutch  eggs  gathered 
from  the  wild  on  the  Big  Island  would  be  transported  to  this  new  facility  for  incubation, 
hatching,  and  rearing. 

Question:  What  are  the  operating  costs  associated  with  this  facility? 

Answer  Under  the  cooperative  agreement  between  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  and  The  Peregrine  Fund,  the  Service  has  agreed  to  provide  the  first  $500,000  in 
operational  costs  each  year  for  the  next  20  years.  The  Peregrine  Fund  will  cover  any 
costs  in  excess  of  $500,000  per  year  and  anticipates  by  the  year  2000,  it  will  be  matching 
the  funds  provided  by  the  Service. 

Question:  Are  they  included  in  the  budget? 

Anwer:  The  $500,000  to  be  contributed  by  the  Service  is  budgeted  in  the  1995 
request  for  recovery  funding. 

Question:  If  so,  where  can  the  explanation  be  found  in  the  budget 
justification? 

Answer  The  funding  request  is  briefly  explained  on  pages  ES  23  and  26  of  the 
budget. 
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Question:  Will  these  funds  be  added  to  the  budget  for  Pacific  Islands 
operations,  or  will  they  have  to  be  absorbed? 

Answer  These  operational  costs  are  budgeted  from  recovery  funds  for  the 
Pacific  Islands  Office.  If  the  Hawaiian  endangered  species  program  receives  additional 
recovery  funding  other  recovery  actions  would  be  undertaken  such  as:,  such  as  the 
establishment  of  an  emergency  search  and  rescue  team  for  critically  endangered  forest 
birds;  an  emergency  effort  to  place  representatives  of  all  170  threatened  and  endangered 
plant  species  into  a  conservation  collection  or  seed  storage  program;  emergency  fencing 
or  weeding  for  listed  plant  species  with  fewer  than  ten  individuals  remaining, 
protection  and  monitoring  of  endangered  hawksbill  turtle  nesting  beaches  on  the  Island 
of  Hawaii;  controlling  alien  species  (including  feral  ungulates,  mongooses,  dogs,  cats, 
rats,  brown  tree  snakes,  and  plants);  and  implementing  public  education  programs 
required  under  a  variety  of  recovery  plans  for  Pacific  Island  species. 

Question:  What  is  the  expected  schedule  for  Phase  II  of  this  facility? 

Answer  The  $1.5  million  already  appropriated  for  construction  of  Phase  I  of  the 
captive  propagation  facility  will  be  expended  in  FY  1995;  therefore,  no  additional  funds 
for  construction  of  Phase  II  were  requested  in  the  President's  FY  1995  budget. 

Question:  What  are  the  estimated  costs? 

Answer  Funding  for  Phase  II  construction,  consists  of  a  second  bird  breeding 
building,  two  additional  residences  for  employees,  and  a  small  veterinary  clinic.  The 
estimated  cost  for  construction  of  Phase  II  is  $572,000.  Operational  costs  will  continue  at 
$500,000  per  year  in  Service  funding. 

Question:  What  is  the  status  of  the  'alala  recovery  effort? 

Answer  When  the  Long-Term  Management  Plan  for  the  'Alala  was  developed 
and  implementation  began  in  FY  1993,  only  12  'alala  were  known  to  exist  in  the  wild,  all 
on  private  lands  in  the  Kona  District  of  the  Big  Island.  Last  year,  seven  alala  chicks 
were  successfully  hatched  and  reared  in  a  temporary  captive  propagation  facility  on  the 
Big  Island.  Five  of  those  chicks  were  returned  to  the  wild,  and  the  other  two  were 
added  to  the  captive  flock  at  the  Olinda  Endangered  Species  Propagation  Facility  on 
Maui  Four  of  the  juveniles  returned  to  the  wild  have  been  seen  regularly;  the  fifth  bird 
has  not  been  seen  since  February  but  has  always  been  a  "loner"  and  may  still  exist.  A 
male  of  an  existing  'alala  pair  has  not  been  seen  this  year  and  is  suspected  to  be 
deceased.  Thus,  the  current  population  of  wild  'alala  is  15-16  birds. 

During  the  1994  breeding  season,  five  'alala  chicks  have  been  hatched  and  are  being 
reared  in  a  temporary  facility  on  the  Big  Island.  Two  additional  chicks  have  been 
hatched  at  the  Olinda  facility,  where  two  other  eggs  are  still  being  incubated.  The  'Alala 
Recovery  Team  will  recommend  disposition  of  these  captive-hatched  chicks,  with  some 
being  returned  to  the  wild  and  others  perhaps  placed  at  Olinda. 

Question:  What  funding  is  being  dedicated  to  this  project  in  FY  1995? 

Answer  In  FY  1995,  the  Service  will  be  expending  the  $500,000  committed  to 
The  Peregrine  Fund  under  our  existing  cooperative  agreement,  plus  an  estimated 
$700,000  for  other  aspects  of  the  'alala  recovery  program,  including  intensive  field 
monitoring  of  wild  and  released  birds  throughout  the  year,  regular  meetings  of  the 
Alala  Recovery  Team  to  guide  management  actions,  and  surrogate  research  on  the 
mainland  using  American  crows,  ravens,  and  magpies. 

Question:  Are  the  funds  for  the  'alala  cooperative  agreement  with  The 
Peregrine  Fund  separate  from  the  operational  needs  for  the  captive  propagation 
facility? 
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Answer  Under  the  terms  of  the  cooperative  agreement.  The  Peregrine  Fund 
receives  $500,000  per  year  from  the  Service  for  operational  costs  of  the  captive 
propagation  facihty.  In  FY  1994,  these  funds  were  expended  to  hire  personnel  to  run 
the  facility,  move  them  to  the  Big  Island,  and  rent  buildings  to  house  the  temporary 
propagation  facility.  In  FY  1995  and  beyond,  the  funding  will  be  used  to  operate  the 
captive  propagation  facility.  Costs  above  and  beyond  this  $500,000  level  will  be  borne 
by  The  Peregrine  Fund. 

QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  DALE  BUMPERS 

HATCHERY  OPERATIONS 

It  has  come  to  my  attention  that  during  FY  1993  and  1994,  over  $8  million  dollars 
appropriated  for  hatchery  operations  was  diverted  to  other  uses,  including  the 
establishment  of  new  offices  and  expansion  of  others  to  implement  new  initiatives, 
primarily  within  the  Fishery  Management  Assistance  program.  I  am  greatly 
concerned  by  the  diversion  of  these  funds  and  would  appreciate  your  response  to  the 
following  questions: 

Question:  How  has  the  reprogramming  of  hatchery  funds  affected  the  ability 
of  the  hatchery  system  to  carry  out  its  duties  and  meet  its  commitments? 

Answer.  The  Director's  Office  initiated  a  management  control  review  in 
February  1994,  to  determine  if  National  Fish  Hatcheries,  through  the  allocation  of 
appropriated  funds,  are  meeting  commitments  to  produce  fish  and  perform  related 
functions  in  the  areas  of  fish  health  and  technology  development.  This  review  has  not 
yet  been  completed,  but  has  focused  on  what,  if  any,  aspects  of  the  hatchery  system  and 
its  product  delivery  have  been  hampered  by  use  of  hatchery  operations  funds  in 
management  assistance  offices.  When  the  review  is  completed  in  August,  1994,  the 
Service  will  be  able  to  address  reallocation  of  funds  issues. 

Question:  What  activities  has  the  Fishery  Management  Assistance  program 
pursued  with  hatchery  appropriations? 

Answer:  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Management  program  routinely  conducts 
hatchery-related  efforts  including  fishery  management  planning,  identification  of 
stocking  needs,  collecting  broodstock,  tagging  and  stocking  of  hatchery  reared  fish, 
collecting  and  analyzing  tag  data,  evaluating  the  performance  and  contributions  of 
hatchery  fish  to  program  goals,  and  determining  the  interactions  of  hatchery  reared  fish 
on  wild  stocks. 

Question  :  Why  are  these  activities  more  important  than  the  activities  for 
hatcheries  established  by  statute  and  appropriations? 

Answer  These  activihes  are  completely  consistent  with,  and  supportive  of,  the 
conduct  of  a  responsible  fish  propagation  program  and  the  goals  of  the  National  Fish 
Hatchery  System.  Fisheries  Resources  Offices  (FROs),  Fish  Hatcheries,  Fish  Technology 
Centers,  and  Fish  Health  Centers  all  contribute  to  the  accomplishment  of  overall 
program  goals.  Hatchery  production  is  a  tool  of  fishery  management  and,  as  such,  the 
goals  of  hatchery  efforts  must  be  supportive  of  fishery  management  goals. 

Fisheries  management  and  hatcheries  are  both  key  components  of  a  national  Fisheries 
program.  They  must  be  integrated  to  be  most  effective.  Although  separate 
organizational  units  and  budget  subactivities  remain,  successful  efforts  have  been  made 
in  recent  years  to  more  fully  integrate  the  activities  associated  with  each  of  these 
components  into  a  coherent  Fisheries  Program.  Our  efforts  related  to  restoration  of 
Great  Lakes  lake  trout,  Atlantic  Coast  striped  bass,  Atlantic  salmon,  and  Klamath, 
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Trinity,  and  Chehalis  River  ecosystems  provide  examples  of  the  integration  of  hatchery 
and  fisheries  management  efforts  in  fisheries  conservation.  As  indicated  in  the 
Hatchery  Operations  and  Maintenance  section  of  the  Service's  FY  1994  Budget 
Justifications,  product  evaluation  efforts  including  tagging  and  tag  recovery,  evaluation 
of  tagging  data,  and  determining  the  interactions  of  hatchery  reared  fish  and  wild 
stocks  are  critical  components  of  these  conservation  efforts.  In  many  cases,  these 
activities  are  conducted  by  biologists  from  FROs. 

The  once  clear  distinction  between  fish  production  and  fishery  management  has  begun 
to  blur  in  response  to  fundamental  changes  in  the  role  of  cultured  fish  and  changing 
expectations  that  the  Fisheries  Program  be  based  on  a  more  holistic  approach. 
Increasingly,  directly  related  activities  such  as  fishery  management  planning, 
identification  of  stocking  needs,  broodstock  collection,  outplanting  of  hatchery  reared 
fish,  tagging  hatchery-released  fish,  collecting  and  analyzing  tag  data,  and  evaluation  of 
the  performance  and  contributions  of  hatchery  fish  to  program  goals  are  carried  out  by 
FRO  staff  at  locations  often  distant  from  hatcheries. 

Question  :  Why  hasn't  the  Management  Assistance  program  received  funds 
through  the  normal  appropriations  process? 

Answer  Fish  and  Wildlife  Management  funding  has  been  requested  and 
received  under  the  Fisheries  Stewardship  Initiative,  specifically  to  support  hatchery 
product  evaluation  efforts.  Additional  funding  has  been  appropriated  to  support 
fishery  conservation  and  restoration,  recreational  fisheries  and  nonindigenous  species 
activities.  Hatchery  activities  support  these  efforts  through  the  propagation  of 
necessary  species. 

Question:  Has  the  FWS  ever  submitted  a  reprogramming  request  to  the 
Appropriations  Committee  concerning  redirection  of  hatchery  funds  to  non-hatchery 
activities?  If  so,  please  provide  a  copy.  If  not,  why  not? 

Answer  No  reprogramming  has  been  submitted  since  the  Service  has  not 
determined  if  one  is  necessary.  The  Service  will  not  conclude  its  management  review 
until  August,  1994. 

Question:  Chairman  Byrd  recently  advised  Secretary  Babbitt  of  the 
importance  of  adhering  to  reprogramming  guidelines  with  respect  to  actions  in  FY 
1994,  to  consolidate,  close  or  reduce  programs  and  field  stations.  He  emphasized  the 
need  to  inform  the  Appropriations  Committee  before  taking  any  actions.  Why  wasn't 
this  done  before  deciding  to  reprogram  almost  $5  million  of  hatchery  operations 
funds  in  FY  1994? 

Answer  As  described  in  these  responses,  the  role  of  national  fish  hatcheries  and 
fishery  assistance  offices  is  evolving  such  that  significant  portions  of  the  work  of  the 
hatchery  program  is  delivered  from  personnel  located  at  management  assistance  offices. 
Indeed,  the  Service  believes  that  such  work,  for  example  evaluation  of  the  product  of 
fish  hatcheries,  may  appropriately  be  carried  out  by  management  assistance  staff 
regardless  of  their  funding  source  within  the  Fisheries  program.  The  subactivity 
structure  provides  a  rough,  but  incomplete  guide  for  the  full  extent  of  hatchery 
products  and  the  work  required  to  support  those  products.  The  Service  absolutely 
respects  the  importance  of  Congressional  reprogramming  guidelines,  but  at  the  same 
time,  until  the  management  review  is  complete,  we  cannot  verify  that  hatchery 
operations  funds  have  been  utilized  in  a  manner  that  would  call  for  a  Congressional 
reprogramming.  The  Service  will  not  conclude  that  review  until  August,  1994,  but  will 
make  its  findings  available  to  Congress  at  that  time. 

Question:  What  does  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  propose  to  do  in  its  FY 
1995  and  1996  Budget  Justifications  to  address  this  diversion  of  funds  and  to 
reconcile  differences  between  its  proposals  and  its  subsequent  use  of  appropriations? 
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Answer  The  Service  proposes  to  first  complete  the  management  control  review 
initiated  in  February  1994,  and  to  address  any  internal  control  weakness  that  might  be 
identified  concerning  use  of  funds  appropriated  for  hatchery  operations  and 
maintenance.  This  could  include  modifying  the  Fisheries  presentation  in  the  FY  1996 
Budget  Justifications.  Just  as  important,  the  review  team  will  establish  internal 
agreement  as  to  whether  hatchery  operations  and  maintenance  funds  have  been  used 
within  the  broad  latitude  provided  by  Congress. 

HATCHERY  SYSTEM  REVIEW 

Question:  I  understand  that  the  FWS  has  requested  that  an  independent 
review  of  the  hatchery  system  be  undertaken.  What  is  the  precise  focus  of  the 
review?  Who  are  the  members  of  the  review  panel?  When  will  the  findings  be  made 
available  to  the  Congress? 

Question:       What  is  the  precise  focus  of  the  review? 

Answer  The  Director  called  for  an  independent  scientific  assessment  of  the 

Service's  National  Fish  Hatchery  System  (System).  The  purpose  of  the  assessment  is  to 
review  the  current  role  and  function  of  the  System  and  determine  how  this  role  might 
be  modified  within  the  broader  context  of  aquatic  ecosystem  management.  The 
National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation  (Foundation)  has  volunteered  to  lead  the 
assessment  and  provide  recommendations  to  the  Director. 

A  panel  of  nationally  recognized  scientists  in  fishery  management,  fish  culture,  aquatic 
ecosystem  management  and  fishery  science  has  been  assembled  and  has  met  twice  as 
part  of  the  assessment  process.  The  panel  will  provide:  1)  recommendations  for  the 
appropriate  role  of  hatcheries  in  aquatic  ecosystem  management  and  in  protecting  wild 
stocks  and  native  species;  2)  an  analysis  of  the  current  legal  and  regulatory 
underpinnings  of  the  System  and  recommendations  to  accomplish  the  goals  of 
ecosystem  management;  3)  an  analysis  of  current  operational  policies,  principles  and 
practices,  and  how  they  conform  to  the  desired  role  of  hatcheries  and  existing  legal  and 
regulatory  mechanisms;  (4)  recommendations  regarding  the  desired  ecosystem 
management  role  of  the  System  in  relation  to  recreational,  commercial,  and  Tribal 
fisheries;  and  5)  recommendations  for  operational  changes,  transitional  strategies,  or 
alternative  management  and  funding  for  any  hatcheries  not  found  contributing  to  the 
desired  role  of  the  System  or  that  would  be  more  appropriately  operated  by  other 
entities. 

Question:       Who  are  the  members  of  the  review  panel? 

Answer  The  panelists  are: 

Dr.  Robert  Putz,  Co-Chairman,  The  Freshwater  Institute 

Dr.  Fred  Meyer,  Co-Chairman,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (retired) 

Mr.  Jeff  Curtis,  Esq.,  Water  Watch  of  Oregon 

Dr.  James  Davis,  Texas  A&M  University 

Mr.  Randy  Fisher,  Pacific  States  Marine  Fisheries  Commission 

Dr.  Mary  Henry,  University  of  Minnesota 

Dr.  George  La  Bar,  University  of  Vermont 

Dr.  Gary  Matlock,  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service 

Dr.  Jack  Mclntyre,  U.S.  Forest  Service 

Mr.  Leo  Ray,  Fish  Breeders  of  Idaho 

Mr.  Joseph  McCraren 

Mr.  William  Rinne,  Bureau  of  Reclamation 

Dr.  Jack  Williams,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Mr.  Larry  Wilson,  Iowa  Department  of  Natural  Resources 

Dr.  David  Etnier,  University  of  Tennessee 
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Question:       When  will  the  findings  be  made  available  to  Congress? 

Answer  The  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation  expects  to  provide  its  final 
report  to  Director  in  August  1994.  Options  for  reviewing  and  disseminating  the  report 
are  being  discussed  and  considered  at  this  time. 


ARKANSAS  -  IDAHO  LAND  EXCHANGE  ACT 
REFUGE  OPERATIONS 

Question:  Under  the  Arkansas-Idaho  Land  Exchange  Act  (P.L.  1020584),  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  was  directed  to  prepare  a  single  management  plan  for  the 
Cache  River  and  White  River  National  Wildlife  Refuges  and  the  newly  acquired 
Potlatch  lands.  What  is  the  status  of  that  management  plan? 

Answer  Three  scoping  meetings  were  held  during  April  1993,  to  receive 
comments  and  suggestions  from  the  public  to  be  used  in  the  planning  process.  Several 
meetings  were  also  held  with  representatives  of  various  conservation  related  agencies, 
organizations  and  groups  to  obtain  additional  input  for  the  plan.  A  draft 
comprehensive  management  plan  and  draft  of)erational  plans  for  hunting  and  fishing 
have  now  been  completed  and  are  under  review  by  the  Arkansas  Game  and  Fish 
Commission.  Three  public  meetings  are  tentatively  scheduled  for  the  second  week  in 
August,  1994,  to  present  the  draft  plan  to  the  public  and  to  receive  additional 
comments.  Following  this  review,  any  needed  changes  will  be  incorporated  into  the 
plan,  and  it  will  be  submitted  to  the  Regional  Director  for  final  review  and  approval. 

Question:  When  does  the  agency  plan  to  release  it? 

Answer  The  draft  plan  will  be  available  for  review  by  the  general  public  in  July^ 
1994.  The  final  plan  will  be  available  by  the  end  of  1994. 

Question:  Once  the  plan  is  finalized,  does  the  agency  plan  to  hold  any 
meetings  with  the  community  to  explain  the  new  guidelines?  If  not,  why  not? 

Answer  No,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  public  meetings  to  be  held  during  August 
should  provide  an  opportunity  explain  any  new  guidelines  which  may  have  been 
developed.  However,  if  the  meetings  or  further  review  should  result  in  significant 
changes  to  the  draft  plan,  additional  public  meetings  may  be  required. 


REFUGES  2003 

Director  Beattie,  I  have  been  contacted  by  a  number  of  Arkansans  who  are  concerned 
that  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is  moving  in  a  direction  that  will  prohibit  them 
from  engaging  in  certain  recreational  activities  in  our  nation's  national  wildlife 
refuges. 

Question:  How  would  you  respond  to  their  concerns? 

Answer  The  source  of  their  concerns  is  believed  to  be  a  perception  by  some  that 
the  ongoing  review  of  uses  on  refuges  will  jeopardize  hunting  and  fishing  activities. 
This  review  is  being  conducted  in  response  to  a  lawsuit  settlement.  The  Service  is 
required  by  the  settlement  in  the  compatibility  lawsuit  to  determine  the  compatibility  of 
all  permitted  uses  in  the  Refuge  System  by  October  20, 1994.  In  accordance  with  this,  all 
activities  including  recreational  activities  are  being  reviewed  on  a  case  by  case  basis  on 
each  refuge  to  determine  compatibility  with  refuge  purposes. 
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While  we  cannot  prejudge  the  findings  of  refuge  managers,  the  settlement  appears 
unlikely  to  have  a  major  impact  on  hunting  and  fishing  activities.  The  Service 
conducted  an  extensive  survey  of  the  6,300  recreational  and  commercial  uses  on  the 
Refuge  System's  91  million  acres  in  1990.  Only  2  percent  of  these  uses  were  deemed 
incompatible  at  the  time.  Although  this  settlement  will  prompt  a  more  thoroughly 
documented  analysis  of  permitted  uses,  we  do  not  anticipate  a  significant  number  of 
additional  incompatible  uses  to  surface  during  the  review. 

In  addition,  refuge  capabilities  are  being  strained  due  to  the  cumulative  effect  of 
inflation,  growth  of  the  System,  expanding  statutory  mandates,  an  expanding  mission, 
increasing  public  demands,  and  deterioration  of  habitats  on  surrounding  lands.  The 
buying  power  of  refuge  operations  funding  supporting  day-to-day  activities  has 
declined  $15  million  since  1983.  Management  options  in  response  to  this  funding 
deficit  are  growing  progressively  more  limited  and  the  Service  is  reviewing  the 
feasibility  of  reducing  some  lower  priority  activities  in  order  to  meet  wildlife 
management  commitments.  A  decision  has  been  made  to  leave  30  new  refuges 
unstaffed  and  to  leave  some  positions  at  other  locations  vacant  until  further  notice. 
Further  adjustments  will  not  be  made  until  after  the  compatibility  and  Recreation  Act 
funding  determinations  are  completed  under  the  lawsuit  settlement  agreement. 

Question:  Do  you  believe  hunting  and  trapping  are  appropriate  secondary 
uses  at  some  refuges? 

Answer.  Hunting  within  the  Refuge  system  will  continue  both  as  a  management  tool 
and  as  a  recreational  activity  as  long  as  it  is  compatible  with  the  primary  purposes  for 
which  the  refuge  was  established.  Trapping  will  be  permitted  both  as  a  management 
tool  and  as  a  recreational  activity  in  Alaska  in  accordance  with  the  Alaska  National 
Interest  Lands  Conservation  Act.  In  the  contiguous  forty-eight  states,  trapping  will  be 
permitted  as  a  management  tool  but  not  solely  as  a  recreational  activity. 

Question:  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  been  working  on  a  plan  to  better 
define  the  purpose  and  direction  of  our  nation's  national  wildlife  refuges  for  some 
time.  I  understand  the  plan  known  as  Refuges  2003  is  still  being  developed.  When 
will  it  be  finalized? 

Answer  The  document.  Refuges  2003,  is  going  through  internal  reviews.  Based  on  the 
extent  of  pubhc  comment,  current  plans  call  for  issuance  of  a  revised  draft  EIS  this  fall 
and  a  final  next  spring. 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  THAD  COCHRAN 
RERJCE  OPERATIONS 

The  President's  FY  1995  budget  shows  an  increase  of  nearly  $5  million  for 
refuge  operations  and  maintenance  compared  to  FY  1994  levels.  However,  according 
to  the  information  in  the  field  station  summary,  every  refuge  in  Mississippi  will  face 
cuts  except  for  one,  which  will  receive  a  $2,000  increase.  Meanwhile,  the  Service  will 
take  title  to  approximately  half  of  a  10,000  acre  farm  at  St.  Catherine's  Creek,  which 
faces  a  $45,000  reduction. 

Question:  How  were  the  operation  and  maintenance  cuts  in  Mississippi 
allocated,  and  how  are  the  increases  allocated  in  the  region  and  in  the  country: 

Answer  Reductions  for  refuges  in  Mississippi  are  shown  in  the  field  station 
listing  of  the  FY  1995  Budget  Justification  because  larger  maintenance  projects  were 
included  in  the  FY  1994  columns  but  not  in  FY  1995.  When  large  maintenance  projects 
are  added  to  the  FY  1995  amounts,  FY  allocations  in  1995  will  be  very  similar  to  FY  1994. 
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The  Southeast  Region  is  scheduled  to  receive  FY  1995  uncontrollable  adjustments 
resulting  in  a  decrease  of  $432,000,  including  adjustn\ents  for  pay  and  streamlining.  The 
uncontrollable  adjustments  were  pro-rated  distributions  based  on  FTE.  The  Southeast 
Region  is  also  scheduled  to  receive  increases  totaling  $1,149,000  including  $554,000  for 
activities  in  south  Florida,  and  $642,000  for  refuge  ecosystem  management  and 
planning.    The  increase  for  South  Florida /Everglades  is  a  Departmental  and  Service 
priority  ecosystem  facing  major  resource  management  challenges.  The  increase  for 
ecosystem  management  and  planning  was  allocated  based  on  resource  priorities. 

Question:  How  does  the  Service  plan  to  adequately  fund  the  operation  of  St. 
Catherine's  Creek  with  the  additional  acreage? 

Answer    The  FY  1995  President's  Budget  identifies  the  budget  for  St.  Catherine 
Creek  as  follows: 

FY  1994  FY  1995 

Refuge  operations  $169,000/3  FTE      $178,000/3  FTE 

Refuge  maintenance  $1Q9.QQQ/1  FTE       $55.000/1  FTE 

Total  $278,000/4  FTE      $233,000/4  FTE 

Refuge  maintenance  funding  for  St.  Catherine  Creek  NWR  may  increase  in  FY  1995  as 
funding  for  additional  maintenance  projects  is  allocated.  Funding  has  been  approved 
through  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Commission  to  acquire  10,214  acres  of  a 
profxjsed  12, 183  acre  expansion.  For  optimal  management  of  the  total  expansion  area 
of  this  refuge,  an  additional  $300,000  in  funding  needs  has  been  identified. 

MERIDIAN  NATIONAL  FISH  HATCHERY 

Question:  The  President's  budget  request  includes  an  increase  of  $145,000  for 
the  Meridian  National  Fish  Hatchery.  How  will  these  additional  funds  be  allocated? 

Answer.  The  $145,000  in  additional  funds  identified  for  Meridian  National  Fish 
Hatchery  in  FY  1995  are  maintenance  funds.  At  present,  this  funding  is  targeted  for 
rehabilitation  of  the  fish  holding  house.  However,  the  final  allocation  of  funds  will 
depend  on  a  reassessment  of  critical  maintenance  needs  and  priorities  when  FY  1995 
maintenance  funds  are  received  by  the  southeast  regional  office.  All  regional 
maintenance  projects  are  inventoried  in  the  Service's  Maintenance  Management  System 
and  allocation  of  regional  maintenance  funding  is  based  on  the  needs  identified  in  the 
System. 


MISSISSIPPI  ENDANGERED  SPECIES  OFFICES 

Question:  The  President's  budget  request  includes  an  increase  of  $134,000  for 
the  Jackson,  Mississippi,  Endangered  Species  office.  How  will  these  additional 
funds  be  allocated? 

Answer  The  $134,000  will  be  used  for  initiation  of  priority  endangered  species 
work  in  the  areas  of  listing,  recovery.  Section  7  consultation  and  development  of  Habitat 
Conservation  Plans. 

Question:  The  President's  budget  request  includes  an  increase  of  $149,000  for 
the  Vicksburg,  Mississippi,  Ecological  Services  office.  How  will  these  additional 
funds  be  allocated? 

Answer  The  Vicksburg  office  will  utilize  the  $149,000  for  Section  7  consultation 
and  review  of  impacts  to  priority  wetlands  and  implementation  of  agreements  for 
wetlands  restoration  on  with  private  lands. 
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REFUGE  OPERATIONS 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  regional  offices  have  requested  that  the  refuges 
submit  activities  for  proposed  elimination.  This  includes  certain  hunting  and  fishing 
activities. 

Question:  What  is  status  of  these  proposals? 

Answer  It  needs  to  be  clarified  that  there  are  two  separate  reviews  currently 
ongoing  on  refuges.  The  first  is  in  response  to  a  lawsuit  settlement.  The  Service  agreed 
to  conduct  a  formal  written  compatibility  determination  for  all  refuge  uses  to  document 
compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System 
Administration  Act,  and  to  document  whether  funds  are  available  to  administer 
recreational  uses,  as  required  in  the  Refuge  Recreation  Act.  Under  the  lawsuit 
settlement  agreement  and  existing  law,  uses  found  to  be  incompatible  must  be 
eliminated,  or  modified  to  make  them  compatible.  Under  the  agreement  and  existing 
law,  recreahonal  uses  for  which  funds  are  not  available  must  be  eliminated,  or  modified 
so  that  they  can  be  administered  with  available  funding. 

As  a  separate  initiative,  the  Service  is  also  evaluating  the  necessity  of  shifting  FY  1995 
funds  and  staff  from  lower  priority  to  higher  priority  refuge  programs  and  activities. 
This  is  being  prompted  by  the  need  to  address  a  chronic  shortfall  in  refuge  operational 
and  maintenance  funding.  While  this  initiative  will  not  provide  any  "savings,"  it  will 
ensure  that  our  limited  resources  are  focused  on  the  most  critical  work.  To  accomplish 
this  systematically,  all  managers  are  using  the  same  criteria  and  process.  Lower  priority 
programs  include  non-wildlife  oriented  recreahon,  economic  uses  that  do  not  contribute 
to  refuge  purposes,  and  management  programs  on  new  refuges  for  which  funding  has 
never  been  appropriated. 

Question  :  Does  the  Service  support  hunting  in  general  on  National  Wildlife 
Refuges? 

Answer:  Yes,  hunting  is  an  acceptable  recreational  use  of  wildlife  refuges  and 
can  often  be  a  valuable  wildlife  management  tool. 

Question:  How  much  money  will  the  Service  save  if  the  Yazoo  National 
Wildlife  Refuge's  proposal  is  adopted? 

Answer  Preliminary  review  of  programs  at  Yazoo  indicates  that  reduced 
hunting,  if  implemented,  could  result  in  an  eshmated  $12,000  in  savings.  A  decision  has 
been  made  that  there  will  be  no  reductions  for  the  1994/1995  hunting  season. 

Question:  Is  this  worth  the  loss  in  public  support  for  the  refuge  system? 

Answer:  The  Service  seeks  to  continue  public  interest  in  and  support  for  the 
Refuge  System.  Unfortunately,  a  chronic  shortfall  in  annual  operating  funds  for  the 
Refuge  System  is  worsening  and  is  forcing  some  difficult  choices  between  continuing 
certain  activities  and  being  able  to  conduct  basic  habitat  management  and  monitoring 
essential  to  fish  and  wildlife  conservation.  Assessing  the  relative  costs  and  benefits  of 
all  activities  on  refuges  including  recreation,  we  believe,  is  prudent  in  this  situation. 
Ultimate  decisions  on  potential  reductions  will  be  made  in  a  manner  that  minimizes 
disruption  to  programs.  We  would  hope  that  public  support  would  not  be  lost  in  our 
effort  to  be  effective  natural  resource  managers. 

CONSTRUCTION 

Question:  In  the  President's  FY  95  budget  request,  there  is  no  project  list  for 
road  and  bridge  construction.    I  have  been  advised  that  the  Noxubee  National 
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Wildlife  Refuge  has  requested  that  some  of  its  bridge  construction  planning  funds  be 
reprogrammed  for  actual  construction.  Does  the  Service  plan  to  allow  the 
reprogramming  to  occur? 

Answer  In  FY  1994,  Congress  appropriated  $800,000  for  Noxubee  NWR  bridges. 
Initially,  the  Service  planned  to  plan  and  design  all  13  bridges  at  the  refuge.  Since  then, 
the  Service  identified  an  immediate  need  for  not  only  planning  and  design  work  but  for 
construction  as  well  on  six  bridges.  The  Department  has  sent  an  advisory  letter  to  the 
Interior  Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  the  Service's  plans  to  reallocate  these  funds. 

Question:  Are  there  other  bridge  and  road  construction  projects  included  in 
this  budget  in  Mississippi? 

Answer  The  Service's  FY  1995  budget  request  does  not  include  construction 
funding  for  road  and  bridge  repair  projects.  However,  the  Service  anticipates 
completing  bridge  inspections  at  190  refuges  located  in  the  Southeast  Region  which  is 
funded  through  the  construction  bridge  safety  program.  Also,  although  the  Service  has 
not  prioritized  the  final  FY  1995  list  of  maintenance  projects,  the  Service  anticipates 
using  some  maintenance  funds  in  FY  1995  for  road  repairs  in  Mississippi.  First 
priorities  are  to  fund  handicapped  facilities  repair  and  removal  of  underground  storage 
tanks.  Remaining  funds  will  be  used  to  rehabilitate  roads,  buildings,  water  control 
structures,  etc. 

Question:  The  President's  FY  94  budget  request  included  funding  for  the 
construction  of  a  hatchery  at  Noxubee  NWR  for  the  endangered  Mississippi  sandhill 
crane.  The  Committee  was  unable  to  provide  funding  for  this  project.  Since  then, 
the  Service  has  been  working  with  the  Audubon  Society  on  this  project.  Does  the 
Service  still  support  the  construction  of  this  project  at  the  Noxubee  Refuge? 

Answer  The  Service  has  been  working  with  the  Audubon  Institute  since  1992  on 
the  Mississippi  sandhill  crane  captive  propagation  project.  The  Audubon  Institute  has 
no  physical  space  for  the  entire  captive  flock  and,  therefore,  will  only  accept  half  the 
flock  or  8  pairs  of  Mississippi  sandhill  cranes.  The  Service  still  needs  an  additional 
facility  for  the  remainder  of  the  captive  flock.  Noxubee  NWR  is  the  most  appropriate 
location  for  such  a  facility. 

Question:  What  are  the  funding  requirements  of  this  project? 

Answer  The  estimate  for  construction  of  a  new  facility  would  cost 
approximately  $620,000  for  planning  and  design  and  $2,530,000  for  construction. 
Annual  operating  costs  are  estimated  to  be  approximately  $180,000  per  year  (4  FTEs). 

RESOURCE  CLASSinCATION 

Question:  When  Director  Beattie  met  with  me  on  April  19, 1  expressed  concern 
over  actions  by  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  employees  concerning  the  resource  category 
classification  of  the  mussel  habitat  in  the  Big  Sunflower  River  in  Mississippi.  I 
specifically  mentioned  the  questionable  activities  of  Mr,  Paul  Hartfield,  a  biologist 
with  the  Jackson  Office  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

Shortly  after  our  meeting,  on  April  25,  two  members  of  my  staff  met  with  Mr. 
Steve  Forsythe  of  the  headquarters  staff  to  provide  him  with  the  details  of  Mr. 
Hartfield'  s  questionable  activities.  Have  you  concluded  your  investigation  into  Mr. 
Hartfield's  activities?  If  not,  when  do  you  expect  to  do  so? 

Answer  Yes,  we  have  reviewed  Mr.  Hartfield's  conduct. 

Question:  Were  Mr.  Hartfield's  actions  within  the  bounds  of  how  you  expect 
members  of  the  Service  to  act? 
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Answer  Mr.  Hartfield  disclosed  technical  and  other  information  to  professional 
colleagues.  This  information  was  not  secret,  but  rather  a  matter  of  public  record. 
Previously  this  information  had  been  provided  to  a  representative  of  the  local  sponsor 
for  the  Big  Sunflower  River  Maintenance  Project.  This  information  was  subsequently 
misinterpreted  by  others,  which  was  totally  beyond  the  control  of  Mr.  Hartfield. 

Question:  What  disciplinary  action  do  you  intend  to  mete  out  to  Mr. 
Hartfield? 

Answer  The  actions  of  Mr.  Hartfield  were  correct.  It  was  the  misuse  of 
information  by  others  that  resulted  in  the  misinterpretation  of  the  facts,  therefore,  no 
disciplinary  action  is  planned. 

CLASSIFICATION  OF  MUSSEL  HABITAT 

This  past  Friday  members  of  my  staff  went  to  Jackson,  MS,  to  meet  with  the 
field  director  of  your  Vicksburg  Ecological  Services  office  and  the  biologist  from 
Vicksburg  who  is  working  on  the  classification  of  the  mussel  habitat  in  the  Big 
Sunflower  River.  The  reason  for  this  meeting  was  so  that  my  staff  could  receive  a 
briefing  on  the  draft  technical  report,  prepared  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service, 
describing  parts  of  the  Big  Sunflower  Rivers  as  a  "resource  category  1"  habitat  for 
freshwater  mussels. 

In  the  course  of  this  meeting  my  staff  pointed  out  several  shortcomings  in  the 
draft  technical  report;  some  of  the  examples  they  brought  up  include: 

-  -  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  guidelines  for  these  reports  calls  for  the  use 
of  ecoregion  maps  in  Ecoregions  of  the  United  States,  by  R.G.  Bailey,  to  name  the 
ecoregion  under  consideration;  however,  in  the  preparation  of  this  document  your 
service  failed  to  use  these  maps,  and  the  name  of  the  ecoregion  in  the  report  -  -  the 
"Mississippi  Alluvial  Valley"  ecoregion  -  -  is  not  even  in  Bailey's  Ecoregion  of  the 
United  States. 

-  -  The  draft  report  makes  heavy  use  of  "studies"  and  comments  from 
individuals  and  companies  interested  in  harvesting  mussels  from  the  Big  Sunflower 
River.  These  individuals  and  organizations  clearly  have  a  financial  interest  in  a 
particular  outcome  of  your  Service's  report,  and  the  "studies"  of  these  commercial 
organizations  can  hardly  be  termed  "scientific"  or  "without  bias." 

-  -  In  the  "Literature  Cited"  section  of  the  draft  report  the  work  of  Dr.  Richard 
Neves  is  cited.  Dr.  Neves  has  called  attention  to  himself  during  this  affair  by 
composing  an  error-filled  propaganda  sheet  about  the  project  and  faxing  it  to  many 
people  around  the  country;  incidentally  Dr.  Neves,  a  Department  of  the  Interior 
employee  with  the  U.S.  Biological  Survey,  did  this  on  government  time  and  on 
government  equipment. 

Question:  During  the  meeting  I  had  with  Director  Beattie  in  April,  she  said 
that  the  decision  on  resource  category  1  classification  would  be  "based  on  scientific 
fact."  Do  you  believe  that  using  the  work  of  someone  who  has  casually  disregarded 
facts  that  interfere  with  his  conclusions,  making  use  of  information  from  commercial 
organizations  with  a  financial  interest  in  a  particular  outcome,  and  failing  to  use  the 
maps  mandated  by  the  Service  to  define  the  correct  ecoregion  constitutes  a  technical 
report  "based  on  scientific  fact?" 

Answer  The  past  accepted  work  of  an  individual  can  not  be  discounted  by 
recent  errors  in  judgement.  The  Service  frequently  has  to  rely  on  commercial 
information  as  occasionally  it  is  all  that  is  available.  The  Service  did  employ  the  correct 
ecoregion  maps.   However,  in  the  eighteen  years  since  Baily  (1976)  was  published,  the 
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name  of  the  ecoregion,  as  commonly  used,  has  been  altered  to  be  more  geographically 
descriptive. 

Question:  During  the  briefing  to  my  staff  on  the  technical  draft  last  Friday  in 
Jackson  USFWS  officials  said  that  the  sole  factor  in  labeling  the  mussel  habitat  in  the 
big  Sunflower  "unique"  -  -  a  critical  component  of  the  resource  category  1  definition  - 
-  is  the  high  density  per  square  meter  of  mussels  at  mile  62.1  of  the  river.  Your 
officials  also  said  that  they  were  "uncomfortable"  with  calling  a  habitat  "unique" 
based  upon  only  one  factor,  and  said  "they  had  discussed  it  at  length.."  The  mussel 
density  at  mile  62.1  is  interesting  for  another  reason,  as  well:  This  was  one  of  the 
only  sites  that  was  dredged  during  the  original  project  approximately  30  years  ago,  an 
it  is  the  only  site  on  the  river  where  there  is  a  weir,  the  type  of  structure  your  officials 
are  proposing  be  used  at  several  other  sites  on  the  river  to  mitigate  for  loss  of 
mussels. 

There  are  the  mussels  beds  with  high  mussel  densities  in  the  ecoregion,  and  it 
is  extremely  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  say  one  mussel  bed  is  unique  as  compared 
to  the  other  when  both  have  high  mussel  densities.  Do  you  think  it  is  good  science  to 
call  something  "unique"  based  upon  one  single  factor,  particularly  when  the  factor  is 
a  number? 

Answer.  It  can  be  considered  good  science  to  base  a  definition  of  unique  on  one 
factor.  The  importance  of  that  factor  determines  the  appropriateness  of  its  use. 

Question:  The  standard  review  process  for  a  resource  category  1  determination 
is  for  the  local  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  office  to  prepare  the  recommendation  and 
sent  it  to  the  regional  office  for  approval.  Though  the  resource  category 
determination  is  an  internal  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  categorization,  as  the  lead 
federal  agency  for  these  determinations  such  as  finding  does  have  a  strong  effect  on 
the  actions  of  other  federal  agencies.  Therefore,  in  this  case  your  agreed  to 
coordinate  the  report  with  the  local  district  of  the  Corpis  of  Engineers  in  Vicksburg 
before  the  recommendation  is  sent  to  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Atlanta  region  for 
final  disposition.  Right  now  we  are  still  in  the  coordination  phase  between  the  local 
offices  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  in  Vicskburg  and  the  Vicksburg  District  of 
the  Corps  of  Engineers,  respectively. 

During  the  meeting  with  my  staff  last  Friday  the  field  supervisor  of  your 
Vicksburg  office,  Alan  Mueller,  stated  that  a  copy  of  the  draft  recommendation  had 
already  been  sent  to  your  Atlanta  regional  office  for  review,  even  though 
coordination  of  the  draft  if  ongoing.  This  appears  to  put  your  Atlanta  regional  office 
in  the  position  of  being  the  "hangman,  judg^e,  and  jury." 

Are  you  concerned  about  the  integrity  of  the  process  when  your  Atlanta  region 
is  taking  an  active  part  in  the  coordination  phase  of  the  report,  providing  comments 
back  to  your  Vicksburg  field  office  on  how  to  improve  the  report,  and  then  getting 
that  report  back  for  approval. 

Answer  This  method  of  coordination  and  cooperation  has  worked  quite  well 
over  the  years,  with  the  result  being  the  release  of  high  quality  documents.  Through  this 
type  of  review,  questions  can  be  addressed  more  promptly  and  succinctly.  Further,  this 
practice  provides  an  early  warning  to  the  regional  office  that  a  major  decision  is  being 
proposed. 
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QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  DENNIS  DeCONCINI 

ENDANGERED  SPECIES 

Question:  Direclor  Beattie,  let  me  start  out  by  welcoming  you  to  your  first 
budget  hearing  wit  the  Senate  Interior  and  Related  Agencies  Subcommittee  since 
being  confirmed  as  Director  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  I  look  forward  to  your 
leadership  and  to  working  with  you  in  the  future.  As  this  point,  I  would  like  to 
submit  some  questions  on  your  FY  95  budget  request  for  the  record.  What  is  the 
status  of  the  Recovery  Plan  for  the  Mexican  spotted  owl  and  when  will  it  be 
finalized? 

Answer  The  Mexican  Spotted  Owl  Recovery  Team  has  been  meeting  regularly 
over  the  last  year  to  develop  a  recovery  plan.  The  draft  plan  is  scheduled  to  be  available 
for  public  review  in  fall  1994. 

Question:  Have  sufficient  funds  been  allocated  to  complete  the  Plan? 

Answer:  Yes,  although  the  plan  will  probably  include  a  number  of  issues  for 
which  further  research  is  needed. 

Question:  How  soon  will  critical  habitat  be  designated? 

Answer  The  proposal  to  designate  critical  habitat  for  the  Mexican  spotted  owl  is 
currently  scheduled  for  publication  in  the  Federal  Register  by  October  30, 1994. 

Question:  What  impacts  are  anticipated  as  a  result  of  this  designation? 

Answer  Impacts  resulting  from  the  proposed  designation  will  include  the 
requirement  that  Federal  agencies  evaluate  their  proposed  actions  to  determine  whether 
the  actions  would  be  likely  to  cause  destruction  or  adverse  modification  of  proposed 
critical  habitat  areas.  The  primary  difference  from  ongoing  consultations  under 
section  7  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  will  be  that  Federal  agencies  will  have  to  make 
this  determination  whether  or  not  the  Mexican  spotted  owl  is  known  to  occur  in  the 
area.  The  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  will  incorporate  this  additional  consideration 
into  biological  opinions.  Although  it  would  be  premature  to  predict  what  effects  will 
result  from  the  proposed  designation,  it  is  likely  that  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
would  make  recommendations  to  action  agencies  to  ensure  that  proposed  critical 
habitat  areas  will  maintain  the  components  of  suitable  owl  habitat. 

Question:  I  have  received  considerable  input  from  various  individuals  and 
local  government  officials  on  the  impact  of  spotted  owls  and  particularly  the 
consultation  process  on  the  quantity  and  timely  availability  of  timber  on  timber 
dependent  communities.  I  understand  that  there  might  be  a  need  to  reduce  the 
amount  of  timber  available  in  order  to  protect  the  owl.  However,  I  don't  understand 
why  the  process  to  determine  the  amount  of  the  reduction  has  to  take  so  long.  It's 
very  difficult  for  a  timber  company  to  manage  its  operations  when  the  timber  supply 
continues  to  be  adjusted  by  the  consultation  process.  What  is  being  done  to 
streamline  the  consultation  process? 

Answer  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  made  every  effort  to  complete  section 
7  consultations  in  a  timely  fashion.  To  facilitate  the  consultation  process,  several 
biologists  were  temporarily  assigned  to  the  Ecological  Services  State  Offices  in  Arizona 
and  New  Mexico  last  year,  soon  after  the  Mexican  spotted  owl  was  listed.  Two 
additional  biologists  have  been  hired  in  the  Ecological  Services  State  Office  in  Arizona 
to  address  the  consultation  work  load,  and  two  vacancies  in  the  Ecological  Services 
State  Office  in  New  Mexico  will  be  filled  soon.  Hundreds  of  Forest  Service  proposed 
projects  have  undergone  the  consultation  process;  many  of  these  projects  have  been 
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released  through  informal  consultation.  For  those  projects  that  have  undergone  formal 
consultation,  no  jeopardy  biological  opinions  have  been  issued.  The  only  restrictions  in 
the  biological  opinions  have  been  those  mandatory  reasonable  and  prudent  measures 
that  were  deemed  necessary  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to  minimize  "take"  of 
Mexican  spotted  owls. 

Thus  far,  there  is  insufficient  information  available  on  the  habitat  needs  of  the  Mexican 
spotted  owl  to  develop  set  criteria  for  habitat  protection  that  would  apply  for  every 
project.  Once  the  Mexican  Spotted  Owl  Recovery  Plan  is  written,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  may  be  able  to  further  refine  those  factors  considered  during  consultation.  In 
addition,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  recommended  to  the  Forest  Service  that  a 
"programmatic  approach '  be  taken  to  consultation.  We  believe  that  such  an  approach 
would  do  more  than  anything  else  to  streamline  the  consultation  process. 

Question:  What  is  the  status  of  Mexican  wolf  re-introduction  efforts? 

Answer  The  Mexican  Wolf  Environmental  Impact  Statement  Interdisciplinary 
Team  has  met  six  times.  A  rough  internal  draft  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
addressing  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's  proposal  to  reintroduce  Mexican  wolves  and 
three  other  alternatives  will  be  completed  in  August  1994.  The  draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  will  be  available  for  public  review  in  December  1994  or  January  1995. 
The  United  States  captive  population  of  Mexican  wolves  has  increased  to  78  animals 
and  should  exceed  100  by  this  time  next  year.  Planning  and  design  work  for  a  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  breeding  and  holding  facility  for  Mexican  wolves  is  nearly  complete.  A 
revision  of  the  recovery  plan  will  commence  soon.  Surveys  to  determine  the  status  of 
Mexican  wolves  in  the  wild  in  Mexico  are  under  way.  A  biologist  has  been  hired  to 
coordinate  public  outreach  efforts  regarding  Mexican  wolf  recovery. 

Question:  Have  sufficient  funds  been  allocated  to  implement  a  reintroduction 
program  and  maintain  recovery  efforts? 

Answer  Fund  allocations  to  date  have  been  sufficient  to  continue  planning 
efforts  and  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  process.  Completion  of  the 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  implementation  of  a  reintroduction  program,  if 
reintroduction  is  authorized,  will  require  an  estimated  annual  allocation  of  between 
$400,000  and  $600,000  for  at  least  the  next  10  years. 

Question:  I  understand  that  the  Patuxent  Wildlife  Research  Center 
propagation  facilities  for  masked  bobwhite  quail  might  soon  be  shut  down.  What 
contingency  plans  do  you  have  to  replace  this  facility  should  that  happen? 

Answer  The  Patuxent  Wildlife  Research  Center  (newly  named  Patuxent 
Environmental  Science  Center  since  it  became  part  of  National  Biological  Survey)  has 
agreed  to  continue  masked  bobwhite  quail  propagation  at  their  facility.  This  will  allow 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  time  to  establish  a  site  for  proper  facilities  to  maintain  a 
captive  population  for  propagation.  Because  this  operational  captive  propagation 
program  lacks  a  research  component,  it  is  outside  the  role  of  the  National  Biological 
Survey. 

The  Service  attempted  to  locate  an  existing  facility  suitable  for  propagating  the  quail  in 
the  Southwest.  The  Refuge  Manager  of  the  Buenos  Aires  National  Wildlife  Refuge, 
along  with  other  representatives  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  discussed  relocating 
the  captive  population  with  officials  from  the  Sonoran  Desert  Museum,  University  of 
Arizona,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  and  the  Tucson  and  Phoenix  Zoos.  These 
locations  were  deemed  unacceptable  due  to  lack  of  adequate  space,  facilities,  personnel, 
or  serious  quail  health  concerns. 
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The  Service  is  now  looking  at  two  possible  sites  for  the  facility,  both  at  the  Buenos  Aires 
National  Wildlife  Refuge.  One  possible  site  is  at  Brown  Canyon  and  the  other  at  the 
Montana  ranch.  The  sites  are  close  to  the  wild  masked  bobwhite  population,  and  living 
quarters  are  available  for  those  employees  that  would  be  responsible  for  the  daily  care 
and  maintenance  of  the  captive  population.  Electricity  and  water  are  available  on  site. 
National  Wildlife  Health  Lab  veterinarians  have  assured  us  that  construction  of  a 
proper  facility  would  alleviate  any  of  the  health  concerns  associated  with  locating  the 
captive  population  near  the  wild  population. 

Question:  Are  sufficient  funds  available  to  construct,  operate,  and  maintain 
such  a  facility  in  order  to  continue  propagation  efforts  for  this  species?  I  would  hope 
such  a  facility  would  be  located  on  the  Buenos  Aires  National  Wildlife  Refuge  where 
suitable  habitat  is  being  managed  and  protected. 

Answer  As  noted  above,  we  have  tentatively  identified  a  suitable  site  for  the 
captive  population  on  public  land  but  funding  for  the  facility  is  not  included  in  the  1995 
budget.  We  estimate  construction  costs  to  be  $850,000  for  the  facility  and  $150,000  for 
annual  operation.  These  items  will  be  considered  in  future  budget  submissions. 

Maintaining  a  healthy  captive  population  is  essential  to  perpetuation  of  the  masked 
bobwhite.  The  masked  bobwhite  at  Patuxent  Environmental  Science  Center  are  the  only 
captive  individuals  of  this  subspecies.  Only  two  wild  populations  of  the  species  are 
known  to  exist,  and  their  status  is  tenuous.  The  population  currently  inhabiting  the 
Buenos  Aires  National  Wildlife  Refuge  is  not  yet  self-sustaining,  and  the  Mexican 
population  has  suffered  through  a  2  year  drought  which  has  resulted  in  very  low 
population  levels.  Extinction  in  the  wild  remains  a  very  real  possibility.  Therefore,  the 
captive  flock  represents  the  only  insurance  against  extinction.  The  captive  population 
must  be  maintained  in  a  secure  facility  until  recovery  is  completed  in  the  wild.  The 
Buenos  Aires  National  Wildlife  Refuge  would  be  an  adequate  site  for  this  facility  if 
funds  are  made  available  for  construction,  staff,  and  maintenance. 

Question:  What  is  the  status  of  the  revision  for  the  1985  Masked  Bobwhite 
Quail  Recovery  Plan  that  the  Buenos  Aires  National  Wildlife  Refuge  was  to 
complete? 

Answer  The  review  draft  of  the  Masked  Bobwhite  Quail  Recovery  Plan  has 
been  completed.  A  notice  that  the  document  is  available  for  public  comment  has  been 
published  in  the  Federal  Register,  and  we  are  awaiting  comments.  Any  comments 
received  will  be  appropriately  addressed  and  the  Masked  Bobwhite  Quail  Recovery 
Plan  will  be  sent  to  the  Regional  Director,  Dr.  John  Rogers,  for  his  review  and  signature 
by  the  first  week  of  August  1994. 


NORTH  AMERICAN  FREE  TRADE  AGREEMENT - 
ARIZONAAIEXICO  BORDER 

Question:  I  am  pleased  to  see  the  expanded  emphasis  on  the  Arizona/Mexico 
border  in  anticipation  of  the  changes  predicted  as  a  result  of  the  North  American  Free 
Trade  Agreement.  Are  the  funds  and  Full  Time  Equivalents  planned  for  Fiscal  Year 
1995  sufficient  to  cover  the  expected  increase  in  consultation  activities  resulting  from 
higher  levels  of  construction  activities  along  the  border? 

Answer  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  prepared  a  revised  United  States/Mexico 
Border  Action  Plan  released  on  April  11,  1994,  which  outlined  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service's  priorities  for  the  North  American  Free  Trade  Agreement  activities.  Mexico 
and  the  United  States  share  several  border  ecosystems  that  support  multiple 
endangered  and  candidate  species.  For  the  Southwest  Region,  the  Fish  and  Wildhfe 
Service  projected  for  Fiscal  Year  1995  an  increase  in  consultation  funds  of  $510,000  and 
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five  additional  Full  Time  equivalents.  Consultation  activities  are  expected  to  increase 
due  to  infrastructure  and  urban  development,  water  resource  and  water  quality  actions, 
land  use  planning  changes,  and  other  Federal  agency  activities  dealing  with  Federal 
permits,  funds,  and  authorized  projects.  Additional  consultation  will  be  required  due 
to  the  evolution  of  the  North  American  Development  Bank  and  the  Border 
Environmental  Coordination  Commission.  The  Border  Environmental  Coordination 
Commission  is  being  structured  to  advise  and  consult  with  the  North  American 
Development  Bank  on  proposed  funding  and  project  development  along  the  United 
States/Mexico  Border.  These  advisory  functions  should  include  section  7  consultations 
early  in  the  process  to  ensure  conservation  of  endangered  species  and  the  shared  border 
ecosystems  that  support  them  as  well  as  human  safety  and  health. 

Question:  Of  the  50  new  recovery  plans  you  anticipate  along  the  border,  how 
many  are  for  species  in  Arizona  and  which  species  are  involved? 

Answer  Nine  listed  species  that  occur  along  the  border  between  Arizona  and 
Mexico  do  not  have  recovery  plans.  They  are:  Arizona  cliffrose;  Arizona  hedgehog 
cactus;  beautiful  shiner;  lesser  long-nosed  bat;  Mexican  spotted  owl;  Pima  pineapple 
cactus;  razorback  sucker;  Yaqui  catfish;  and  Yaqui  chub. 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  enough  information  to  warrant  listing  another  20 
species  that  occur  along  the  border  between  Arizona  and  Mexico.  They  are: 
Acuna  cactus;  Arizona  bugbane;  Arizona  willow;  blumer  dock;  cactus  ferruginous 
pygmy-owl;  Catalina  beardtongue;  Chiricahua  leopard  frog;  Cienega  water  umbel; 
Gentry's  indigobush;  Goodding's  onion;  Huachuca  groundsel;  jaguar;  lemmon  fleabane; 
madrean  ladies'-tresses;  Ramsey  Canyon  leopard  frog;  San  Xavier  talussnail;  Santa  Cruz 
beehive  cactus;  Sonoran  tiger  salamander;  southwestern  willow  flycatcher;  and  wet 
canyon  talussnail. 

Approximately  40  percent  of  the  border  species  occur  in  Arizona.  Depending  on  which 
listing  packages  are  completed  first,  it  is  possible  that  recovery  plans  will  be  initiated  for 
the  20  species  not  yet  listed  above.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  will  continue  with  the 
preparation  of  the  nine  listed  species  for  which  an  approved  recovery  plan  has  not  yet 
been  completed. 

Question:  Again,  are  sufficient  funds  available  to  complete  these  plans? 

Answer  Adequate  funding  for  recovery  plans  are  included  as  part  of  the 
$2,000,000  requested  for  NAFTA  revcovery  activities. The  Service's  goal  is  to  provide 
recovery  plans  no  later  than  2.5  years  after  species  are  listed. 

Question:  What  recovery  actions  are  planned  for  Colorado  River  fishes  and 
the  desert  tortoise  in  Arizona? 

Answer.  Colorado  River  Fishes:  It  is  the  opinion  of  the  Service  that  the 
Colorado  River  fishes  cannot  be  recovered  in  the  lower  Colorado  River  as  long  as  the 
river  remains  in  its  current  drastically  altered  state.  As  long  as  these  conditions  persist, 
the  most  that  can  be  expected  is  to  maintain  a  population  of  adult  fish  in  the  River.  In 
this  regard,  the  Service  initiated  a  long-term  Stewardship  project  in  Fiscal  Year  1994  to 
assist  in  the  potential  recovery  of  the  "Big  River  Fishes",  the  razorback  sucker,  bonytail 
chub,  Colorado  squawfish,  and  the  humpback  chub.  This  project  includes  habitat 
restoration  and  creation,  propagation,  recovery,  genetic  management  of  broodstock, 
pathogen  analysis,  and  product  evaluation. 

The  Service  began  a  pilot  program  for  supplementing  the  populations  of  razorback 
suckers  and  bonytail  chub  on  Lakes  Mohave  and  Havasu.  Isolated  coves  have  been 
renovated  or  created  for  use  as  grow-out  facilities.  Initial  surveys  indicate  that  larger 
fish  are  able  to  withstand  the  tremendous  predation  that  occurs  on  smaller  fish  in  the 
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system.  The  cove  sites  are  being  used  to  produce  sufficient  numbers  of  these  species 
and  preclude  extirpation. 

The  Service  is  coopieratively  exploring  the  feasibility  of  retrofitting  the  Willow  Beach 
National  Fish  Hatchery  for  production  of  these  warm-water  fishes.  Genetic 
management  plans  are  being  developed  for  hatchery  and  cove  propagated  fish. 

Recovery  actions  for  the  Colorado  River  fishes  in  the  Lower  Basin  (Arizona,  California 
and  Nevada)  is  targeted  at  augmenting  existing  populations  to  prevent  these 
populations  from  disappearing.  All  known  populations  are  made  up  of  old  adults  and 
mortality  rates  from  senescence  are  increasing.  Ongoing  recovery  programs  involve  the 
placement  of  hatchery  or  wild  born  razorback  sucker  and  bonytail  fry  into  isolated, 
reduced  predator  environments.  The  fish  remain  in  these  environments  until  they  reach 
300  mm  and  are  then  released  into  the  larger  water  supporting  the  population. 
Programs  are  underway  in  both  Lakes  Mojave  and  Havasu.  These  programs  are  not 
likely  to  recover  these  fish  species,  their  present  status  is  too  precarious,  but  will  restore 
mixed  age  populations  for  use  in  future  recovery  efforts.  The  prevention  of  extinction 
in  these  fish  has  the  highest  priority. 

Answer  Desert  Tortoise:  Although  several  activities  have  been  identified  on 
state  lands  in  Arizona  by  the  desrt  tortoise  recovery  team,  no  recovery  actions  for  the 
desert  tortoise  have  been  funded  to  date.  These  activities  are  summarized  on  two  tables 
taken  from  "Proposed  Desert  Wildlife  Management  Areas  for  Recovery  of  the  Mojave 
Population  of  the  Desert  Tortoise"  (Desert  Tortoise  Recovery  Team,  April  1993).  The 
tables  list  needed  management  actions  and  estimated  costs  in  the  Gold  Butte-Pakoon 
and  Beaver  Dam  Slope  Desert  Wildlife  Management  Areas.  These  desert  wildlife 
management  areas  contain  lands  in  other  states  (Nevada  in  the  case  of  Gold-Butte 
Pakoon,  and  Utah/Nevada  in  the  case  of  Beaver  Dam  Slope);  thus,  these  figures  include 
actions  and  costs  which  could  be  shared  among  States  (the  Arizona  portions  of  the 
Gold-Butte  Pakoon  and  Beaver  Dam  Slope  Desert  Wildlife  Management  Areas  are 
approximately  60  percent  and  25  percent,  respectively  -Arizona's  share  of  the  costs 
might  be  proportional).  The  tables  show  $95,000  for  Fiscal  Year  1994  and  $120,000  for 
Fiscal  Year  1995  for  the  Gold-Butte  Pakoon  Desert  Wildlife  Management  Area,  and 
$195,000  for  Fiscal  Year  1994  and  $565,000  for  Fiscal  Year  1995  for  the  Beaver  Dam  Slope 
Desert  Wildlife  Management  Area.  No  recovery  dollars  have  been  obligated  as  yet  for 
these  desert  wildlife  management  areas. 

Table  8.    Estimated  costs  l$1.000sl  and  proposed  scheduling  of  management  actions  identified  in  the 
Recovery  Plan  for  the  Beaver  Dam  Slope  DWMA. 


TASK  DESCniPTION 

TOTAL 
COST 

FY94 

FY95 

FY  96 

FY  97 

FY  98 

FY  99 

FY  00 

FY  01 

DWMA  ManflgnmnnI  PInn 

200 

100 

100 

Secure  Habitat 

TBO 

Sign  ft  Fence  Boundaries 

TBO 

Arfmifxstraf'on 

TBD 

Landfill  Management 

TBO 

Environmental  Education 

TBO 

E«tabti*h  Visitor  Center/Drop 
OMire  Site 

TBD 

Law  Enlorrement 

680 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

nr!^tn»e  Haliitat 

80 

20 

20 

20 

20 

Wiil»draw  Mming 

35 

20 

15 

Withdraw  Grating 

35 

35 

Cl*"^**  Roads 

20 

10 

ICf 

ID  BarMPt  Areas 

10 

10 

Br*avf>r  Dam  Bnrier 

MS 

80 

65 

1  15  Barrier 

625 

300 

325 

fttghwav  91  Barrier/Culverts 

400 

200 

200 

Establish  Breeding  Pfogram 

TBO 

1315 


2 
o 
o 


o 

> 


Ifl 

00 


CO 

0) 

> 
o 


o 

> 


If) 

00 


c 
0. 


cs 
O 

>- 


If) 
00 


0) 

> 
o 
o 

0) 
DC 
V 


o 

> 


o 

o 

>- 


IT) 
00 


00 


O 

CM 


o 

CM 


■D 
0) 


C 
0) 

« 

c 
o 


>■ 


00 
u. 


O 


IT) 
00 


in 

00 


O 

CM 


o 

CM 


c 
« 
E 

0) 
O) 
10 

c 

(0 

E 


en 

>- 

u. 


U) 
CO 


Ifl 
oo 


in 

00 


o      o 

T-       ■•-       \a 


c 

3 
■a 

0) 


M 

o 

a. 
o 


■a 
c 

fS 

•i 
O 
O 
O 


in 


o    o 
I-  o 


in 


in 

CD 


in 

00 


o 


o 

00       in 

H        1^ 


n 


O 

m 


Q 

00 


00 

1- 


o 

u 

z 
g 

?5 

h- 
Q. 

i  Q 

CC 

m    c 

U 

|ij    O 

tn 

O 

m 

■    -a 
O    ra 

Q 

.-  Q. 

J*: 

0)     0) 

W) 

2  C 

< 

(0     3 

1- 

t-   CD 

IS 

■o 
c 


3 

C 

o 

O 

0) 

3 

c 

CO 

E 

•a 

(0 

o 

c 

c 
q 

0) 
O) 

re 

m 
re 

Ol 

2 
re 

X 

u. 

i3 

c 
re 

c 

5 

•o 

c 
E 

S 

E 

< 

o 

c 

(TJ 

c 

c 
re 

c 
o 

'> 
c 

o 

CO 


0) 

in 


o. 
o 


c 
o 


o      o      o      o 
00       •-       >-       •- 


<      -J 


c 

■  V 

E 
u 


re 
I 
a> 
o 
in 

0) 

oc 


en 

at 

c 

c 

H 

c 

re 

5 

5 

re 


$        5 


o 
oc 

V) 

o 
o 


< 

re 
00 

O 


1316 


Question:  Would  additional  funds  meet  recovery  objectives  for  these  species 
any  sooner  if  they  were  available? 

Answer  Yes,  additional  funds  would  enhance  recovery  of  these  species. 

Question:  What  additional  funds  are  needed  to  meet  recovery  objectives  and 
how  much  sooner  would  these  objectives  be  made? 

Answer.  Colorado  River  Fishes:  The  amount  of  money  needed  is  difficult  to 
estimate,  and  would  depend  upon  the  scope  of  the  expanded  program,  the  need  or 
additional  hatchery  reared  fish,  the  number  of  isolated  sites  to  be  established  and  other 
factors.  Additional  funding  for  Colorado  fish  recovery  could  be  used  to  expand  these 
ongoing  programs  in  the  same  areas  or  establish  new  programs  in  other  watersheds. 
This  would  contribute  to  recovery  in  that  habitat  and  other  work  could  be  initiated  for 
these  new  populations  to  try  and  achieve  self-sustaining  populations.  The  present  status 
of  these  fish  make  it  difficult  to  assess  how  much  time  to  recovery  would  be  saved 
under  this  scenario. 

Answer  Desert  Tortoise:  Funding  of  recovery  actions  for  the  desert  tortoise 
would  speed  recovery.  As  noted  above,  the  following  funding  for  state  activities  have 
been  identified  by  the  recovery  team:  $95,000  for  Fiscal  Year  1994  and  $120,000  for 
Fiscal  Year  1995  for  the  Gold-Butte  Pakoon  Desert  Wildlife  Management  Area,  and 
$195,000  for  Fiscal  Year  1994  and  $565,000  for  Fiscal  Year  1995  for  the  Beaver  Dam  Slope 
Desert  Wildlife  Management  Area.  It  is  important  to  note,  however,  that  desert  tortoise 
populations  are  not  capable  of  dramatic  growth,  thus,  recovery  will  necessarily  be  a 
slow  process.  A  key  delisting  criteria  is  that  the  population  within  a  recovery  unit 
shows  a  statistically  significant  upward  trend  for  12  years.  Delisting  could  therefore 
occur  in  12  years,  but  this  would  be  dependent  upon  not  just  the  status  of  the  Gold- 
Butte  or  Beaver  Dam  populations,  but  also  the  status  of  populations  throughout  the 
northeastern  Mojave  Recovery  Unit.  Given  factors  such  as  disease,  fire,  etc.,  an  upward 
trend  may  not  occur  for  quite  some  time,  particularly  if  viewed  on  the  scale  of  the 
recovery  unit,  rather  than  focusing  on  specific  areas  in  Arizona.  Although  desert 
tortoise  recovery  will  be  slow,  the  sooner  recovery  actions  are  initiated,  the  sooner 
recovery  will  occur. 

Question:  What  impacts  will  the  proposed  designation  of  critical  habitat  on 
the  Colorado  River  have  on  recreational  and  other  uses  of  the  river? 

Answer  The  designation  of  critical  habitat  for  Colorado  fishes  is  not  likely  to 
affect  present  river  uses  in  any  significant  manner.  The  surrent  "jeopardy"  standard 
covers  most  of  the  effects  to  the  species  from  river  operations  and  uses;  there  is  little 
more  that  is  covered  only  by  the  "adverse  modification"  under  the  proposed  critical 
habitat.  We  do  not  anticipate  any  major  changes  in  river  operations  that  would  prevent 
delivery  of  entitled  or  apportioned  water.  We  hope  to  work  within  the  overall  confines 
of  the  system  to  identify  possible  changes  to  present  operations  that  would  benefit  the 
fish.  Similarly,  we  do  not  anticipate  changes  in  the  types  of  recreation  available, 
although  there  may  be  some  changes  in  specific  issues  such  as  location  or  timing  of 
activities. 

HABITAT  CONSERVATION 

Question:  What  is  the  status  and  what  actions  are  planned  for  the  Wetland 
Reserve  Program  in  Arizona? 

Answer  The  Wetlands  Reserve  Program  has  been  implemented  by  the 
Agriculture  and  Conservation  Stabilization  Service  in  only  a  limited  number  of  States. 
Arizona  is  not  one  of  the  States  that  has  participated  to  date.  States  have  been  included 
on  the  basis  of  the  Statewide  number  of  acres  of  wetlands  that  are  farmable.  Arizona 
ranks  number  50  among  all  States  in  acres  eligible  according  to  U.S.  Department  of 
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Agriculture  statistics.    No  actions  are  planned  in  Arizona  in  Fiscal  Year  1994.   In  FY 
1995,  however,  the  program  will  be  implemented  nationwide. 

Question:  Have  all  agricultural  lands  been  evaluated  for  wetland 
delerminalions? 

Answer  Yes,  all  wetlands  that  are  farmable  and  are  on  farms  enrolled  in  U.S. 
Department  of  Agriculture  programs  have  been  evaluated  (75  acres). 

Question:  What  is  the  impact  of  these  determinations  to  dale? 

Answer  There  has  been  no  impact  from  the  Wetlands  Reserve  Program  in 
Arizona.  Under  the  Partners  for  Wildlife  Program,  however,  575  acres  of  wetland  and 
riparian  habitat  are  under  agreement  for  restoration  in  Arizona.  The  Partners  for 
Wildlife  Program  has  habitat  restoration  purposes  similar  in  some  ways  to  the  Wetlands 
Reserve  Program.  It  is  administered  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  enlists  the 
participation  of  cooperating  landowners. 


Question:  What  land  conversion  activities  are  planned  along  the  Santa  Cruz 
Riparian  Corridor? 

Answer:  Because  of  its  proximity  to  both  Interstate  19  and  the  Nogales  Port  of 
Entry,  a  variety  of  land  conversion  activities  are  occurring  along  the  Santa  Cruz 
Riparian  Corridor.  In  addition,  the  majority  of  the  riparian  corridor  is  privately  owned, 
making  it  available  for  development.  Proposed  land  conversions  include  continued 
residential  development,  increased  surface  and  groundwater  withdrawal,  construction 
within  the  floodplain  of  warehousing  facilities,  roads,  bridges,  and  flood  protection 
structures,  expansion  of  Interstate  19  and  construction  of  additional  recreational 
facilities. 

Question:  What  protection  measures  do  you  anticipate  will  be  needed  to 
protect  the  unique  habitats  found  along  the  river? 

Answer  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  believes  protection  measures  needed  will 
include  monitoring  of  surface  and  groundwater  quality  and  quantity,  participation  with 
local  planners  to  protect  riparian  habitat  from  development,  increased  voluntary 
landowner  participation  in  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's  habitat  restoration  program, 
intergovernmental  cooperation,  land  acquisition  by  conservation  agencies  and  interest 
groups,  and  continued  implementation  of  Section  404  of  the  Clean  Water  and  the 
Endangered  Species  Acts. 

Question:  What  conflicts/opportunities  do  you  expect  from  the  proposed  land 
conversion  activities? 

Answers:  Conflicts  over  land  conversions  and  protective  efforts  along  the  Santa 
Cruz  River  riparian  corridor  occur  primarily  over  private  property  rights.  The 
Cattlemen's  Association  and  Wise  Use  are  active  in  decision-making  in  this  area. 
Decisions  to  preserve  portions  of  the  corridor  through  conservation  easements  or 
property  acquisition  often  meet  with  strong  opposition,  as  do  recommendations  for 
protection  of  threatened  and  endangered  species.  The  use  of  surface  and  groundwater 
also  will  continue  to  be  an  issue  as  water  demands  increase.  In  addition,  there  are 
occasional  conflicts  over  water  rights  issues  and  the  responsibility  for  cleanup  of 
contaminants  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico. 

Opportunities  for  riparian  corridor  protection  along  the  Santa  Cruz  River  will  occur 
through  local  groups  active  in  planning  decisions  such  as  the  Santa  Cruz  River  Corridor 
Planning  Process  and  Friends  of  the  Santa  Cruz  River,  acquisition  of  property. 
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development  of  projects  through  the  Partners  for  Wildlife  program,  creation  by  the 
State  Legislature  of  the  Santa  Cruz  Active  Management  Area  to  address  water  supply 
issues  and  management,  additional  funding  under  to  address  North  American  Free 
Trade  Agreement-related  growth  issues,  and  potential  creation  of  a  wetland  at  Guevavi 
Ranch  by  the  City  of  Nogales  for  treatment  of  wastewater. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  CONTAMINANTS 

Question:  What  are  the  results  of  the  irrigation-induced  contamination 
reconnaissance  studies  conducted  on  the  Lower  Colorado  River  in  1994? 

Answer  No  reconnaissance  studies  were  funded  or  conducted  on  the  lower 
Colorado  River  in  1994.  The  last  reconnaissance-type  investigation  on  the  lower 
Colorado  River  was  a  pre-reconnaissance  effort  completed  in  1992.  A  completion  report 
entitled  "Pre-reconnaissance  Investigation  of  Water  Quality,  Bottom  Sediment,  and 
Biota  Associated  with  Irrigation  Drainage  in  the  Yuma  Valley,  Arizona"  was  finalized  in 
November  1992. 

Question:  Are  any  actions  needed,  prescribed  or  required  as  a  result  of  the 
studies? 

Answer  Authors  of  the  pre-reconnaissance  investigation  report  recommended 
that  the  Yuma  Valley  irrigation  drainage  area  be  elevated  to  a  full  reconnaissance-level 
study  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  Irrigation  Drainage  Task  Group. 


Question:  What  is  the  status  of  the  Havasu  National  Wildlife  Refuge 
underground  storage  tank  leak  clean  up  project  that  was  initiated  in  1994? 

Answer  Five-Mile  Landing,  Havasu  National  Wildlife  Refuge  (Project  2C12). 
The  vapor  extraction  system  has  been  shut  down  since  January  and  is  being  tested 
monthly  to  confirm  that  vapors  continue  to  meet  State  requirements.  The  water 
remediation  system  is  also  shut  down,  and  quarterly  samples  are  being  taken  for 
closure.  The  last  sample  is  expected  to  be  taken  in  early  July.  We  are  preparing  a 
modification  to  the  contract  for  the  soil  boring,  sampling  and  analysis,  and  for  the  final 
report  required  by  the  State  for  site  closure.  If  soil  samples  confirm  the  site  has,  in  fact, 
been  remediated,  the  site  should  be  closed  out  by  late  summer  or  early  fall. 

Catfish  Paradise,  Havasu  National  Wildlife  Refuge  (Project  2C12  adjunct)  -  The  State  of 
Arizona  has  requested  that  additional  water  samples  be  taken  and  analyzed  for 
contamination  of  gas  before  closure.  The  State  has  indicated  that  they  are  prepared  to 
close-out  the  site  if  water  samples  meet  all  water  quality  standards  and  requirements 
for  clean  up. 

Question:  Are  additional  funds  needed  to  complete  this  project? 

Answer  At  this  time,  no  additional  funds  are  needed  to  complete  clean  up 
projects  at  Five-Mile  Landing  and  Catfish  Paradise,  Havasu  National  Wildlife  Refuge, 
Arizona. 

REFUGE  OPERATIONS  AND  MAINTENANCE 

Question:  What  is  the  status  of  the  water  right  adjudication  on  the  Santa  Cruz 
river  and  how  and  which  National  Wildlife  Refuges  will  be  impacted? 

Answer  The  Santa  Cruz  River  adjudication  will  affect  the  Buenos  Aires  National 
Wildlife  Refuge  as  this  refuge  is  situated  in  the  upper  Santa  Cruz  Basin.  The  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  is  currently  preparing  for  this  adjudication  by  filing  permits  on  all 
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stock  ponds  and  tanks  within  the  refuge.  The  Service  has  been  investigating  the  very 
senior  claim  held  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  along  Arivaca  Creek.  We  are 
substantiating  the  claim  as  to  its  pre-1919  priority  date,  the  continuous  use  of  the  v^ater 
since  the  priority  date,  the  quantity  used,  the  location  of  use  and  the  purpose  of  the  use. 

According  to  the  State  of  Arizona,  the  adjudication  process  v^ill  not  begin  on  the  Santa 
Cruz  Watershed  for  at  least  another  five  years.  There  are  other  adjudications  occurring 
at  present  (Verde  and  San  Pedro)  that  v^ill  take  time  to  reach  a  final  decree. 

Question:  What  is  the  status  of  recovery  efforts  for  the  three  Federally-listed 
endangered  fish  species  on  the  San  Bernardino  NWR? 

Answer.  A  Notice  of  Availability  of  a  Draft  Recovery  Plan  for  the  Endangered 
and  Threatened  Fishes  of  the  Rio  Yaqui  for  Review  and  Comment  has  been  submitted 
for  publicahon  in  the  Federal  Register.  These  were  published  June  7, 1994,  for  the  general 
public  to  comment  and  respond  to.  After  the  60-day  public  comment  period,  which 
ends  August  6,  1994,  the  Service  will  consider  all  information  presented  during  the 
public  comment  period.  The  Plan  should  be  finalized  by  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year. 
Efforts  by  the  Service  at  this  time  are  limited  to  providing  refugia  on  the  San  Bernardino 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  for  these  Federally-listed  endangered  fish  species.  There  are 
actually  four,  instead  of  three,  listed  endangered  fish  species:  Beautiful  shiner,  Yaqui 
minnow,  Yaqui  chub,  and  the  Yaqui  catfish. 

Question:  I'm  concerned  about  your  observations  that  natural  desert  springs 
are  being  drawn  down  as  a  result  of  increased  groundwater  pumping  and 
agricultural  development  in  Mexico.  Are  sufficient  resources  available  to  evaluate 
the  hydrology  of  the  aquifer  underlying  the  area  to  determine  how  best  to  address 
this  problem? 

Answer  The  Service  plans  to  evaluate  the  hydrology  of  the  aquifer  underlying 
the  area  using  a  subsurface  groundwater  model.  A  major  data  collection  effort  will  be 
conducted  before  the  modeling  project  can  be  started. 

Question:  Have  you  been  successful  in  getting  assistance  from  the 
International  Boundary  and  Water  Commission  in  assessing  and  addressing  this 
problem?  It  is  imperative  that  we  complete  this  evaluation  as  soon  as  possible  in 
order  to  protect  the  endangered  species,  but  also  to  prevent  more  significant  impacts 
to  agriculture  and  proposed  development  in  the  future  as  a  result  of  the  Endangered 
Species  Act,  for  failure  to  address  these  issues  now. 

Answer  At  this  time,  the  International  Boundary  Water  Commission  is  not 
actively  involved  in  this  issue.  The  Service  has  corresponded  with  them  informing 
them  of  the  suspected  impacts  or  drawdown  of  the  aquifer  associated  with 
agricultural/industrial  achvities  in  Mexico. 

Question:  What  specific  actions  are  you  proposing  to  implement  in  the  Border 
Refuges,  namely  the  San  Bernardino,  Buenos  Aires  and  Cabeza  Prieta  NWRS? 

Answer  Project  proposals  addressing  water  issues  have  been  written  for  all 
three  refuges.  The  proposal  for  the  Buenos  Aires  National  Wildlife  Refuge  involves 
water  resources  monitoring,  assessment,  and  computer  modeling.  The  proposal  for  the 
San  Bernardino  National  Wildlife  Refuge  involves  monitoring  and  computer  modeling 
of  the  San  Bernardino  Artesian  Aquifer.  The  proposal  for  Cabeza  Prieta  National 
Wildlife  Refuge  consists  of  inventory,  assessment  and  monitoring  of  water  resources  on 
the  refuge.  These  proposals  deal  with  monitoring  water  availability,  degradation  of 
water  availability,  and  water  quality  in  the  fragile  desert  ecosystem.  These  proposals 
are  included  in  the  Fiscal  Year  1995  refuge  increase  request  for  North  American  Free 
Trade  Agreement  (NAFTA). 
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Question:  I  am  pleased  to  hear  that  the  Service  is  implementing  an  ecosystem 
based  approach  to  resource  management  on  its  refuges.  What  specific  actions  are 
being  taken  to  restore  the  riparian  habitats  on  the  Bill  Williams  NWR? 

Answer  One  major  effort  to  restore  riparian  habitat  on  the  Bill  Williams  River 
National  Wildlife  Refuge,  is  the  formation  of  the  Interagency  Bill  Williams  River 
Technical  Committee.  The  Committee  consists  of  Arizona  Game  and  Fish  Department, 
Arizona  State  Parks,  Arizona  Department  of  Water  Resources,  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  The 
Committee  is  taking  a  watershed  ecosystem  approach  to  the  Alamo  Lake  and  Corps  of 
Engineers  operation  of  the  Alamo  Dam.  They  have  successfully  devised  and  are 
proposing  a  management  scenario  that  considers  and  provides  for  the  individual 
interests  of  each  agency  to  be  met.  The  Corps  of  Engineers,  after  signatory  technical 
agency  approval,  will  initiate  a  new  Lake  Alamo  Dam  Operation  Plan  along  with  the 
associated  NEPA  process. 

Another  effort  has  been  the  development  of  a  groundwater  flow  model  in  1993  for  the 
Bill  Williams  River,  which  simulates  the  system  to  reproduce  observed  hydrologic 
conditions.  The  information  from  this  effort  will  aid  in  the  management  of  the 
hydrologic  resources  occurring  within  the  river  system  to  rehabilitate  the  declining 
riparian  forest. 

The  Service,  through  the  Partners  for  Wildlife  Program,  is  working  with  the  City  of 
Scottsdale  to  revegetate  a  portion  of  Planet  Ranch,  which  the  city  owns.  This  portion  of 
the  ranch  located  next  to  the  refuge,  would  be  replanted  with  cottonwoods  and  willows. 
This  is  a  demonstration  of  ecosystem  management,  as  Planet  Ranch  and  the  refuge  are 
part  of  the  same  ecosystem. 

With  the  aid  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  piezometers  were  recently  installed  to 
monitor  groundwater.  Information  gathered  from  these  monitoring  wells  will  aid  in  the 
selection   of   reforestation   sites   that   have   the   greatest   potential    for   success. 

Question:  Appearance,  access,  and  suitability  of  Refuge  offices,  work  stations, 
and  other  facilities  is  very  important  to  the  public  as  well  as  employees.  What 
criteria  are  used  to  determine  priorities  for  allocation  of  facilities  maintenance 
funding? 

Answer  The  criteria  for  prioritizing  use  of  facility  maintenance  funds  are  given 
below: 

High 

1.  Emergency  or  safety  related  items  requiring  immediate  attention; 

2.  Critical  functional  deficiencies  of  "mission  essential"  facilities  or  equipment 
required  for  ongoing  field  operations. 

Medium 

3.  Operational/functional  problems  of  facilities  and  equipment  requiring  near 
term  correction. 

Low 

4.  Routine  operational/functional  problems  that  can  be  deferred  for  the  near- 
term  without  adverse  effects. 

Question:  How  many  high  priority  maintenance  projects  were  funded  on 
refuges  in  Arizona? 

Answer  A  total  of  44  maintenance  projects  were  funded  on  Arizona  refuges  in 
Fiscal  Year  1994. 
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Question:  Where  are  these  project  located  and  how  much  money  was  allocated 
to  these  projects? 

Answer    The  projects  in  Arizona  and  associated  information  follow: 


#of 

Refuge  Name 

Projects 

Allocation 

Bill  Williams  NWR 

3 

$  60,000 

Buenos  Aires  NWR 

8 

$165,000 

Cabeza  Prieta  NWR 

4 

$  64,000 

Cibola  NWR 

4 

$  85,000 

Havasu  NWR 

4 

$  48,000 

Imperial  NWR 

8 

$  84,000 

Kofa  NWR 

4 

$71,000 

San  Bernardino  NWR 

9 

$47,000 

Total  44  $624,000 

Question:   How  many  more  Arizona  refuge  maintenance  projects  remain  on 
the  backlog  list  and  how  much  money  is  needed  to  complete  them? 

Answer  Backlogged  refuge  maintenance  projects  for  Arizona: 

#  of      Funding 

Appropriation Projects  Needed 

Resource  Management         255  $6,520300 

Construction 2 $1.17Q.QQQ 

Total  258  $7,690300 


LAW  ENFORCEMENT 

I  am  pleased  to  see  the  increased  emphasis  on  law  enforcement  along  the  U.  S. 
border. 

Question:  How  many  of  the  15  FTEs  that  are  allocated  for  NAFTA  related 
work  are  being  allocated  to  Arizona? 

Answer  Two  of  the  FTEs  identified  for  NAFTA  related  work  will  be  allocated  to 
Arizona. 

Question:  Why  isn't  Nogales  included  in  your  list  of  priority  ports  of  entry? 

Answer  In  the  Service's  NAFTA  proposal,  Nogales  was  designated  as  a  priority 
port  of  entry.  The  Service  intends  to  staff  the  port  with  NAFTA  funding  and  Full  Time 
Equivalent  allocations. 

MIGRATORY  BIRD  MANAGEMENT 

Question:  When  do  you  expect  to  complete  the  Intermountain  West  Joint 
Venture  and  where  and  how  do  you  expect  this  venture  to  impact  Arizona? 

Answer  The  Intermountain  West  Joint  Venture  (IWJV),  like  other  joint  ventures 
of  the  North  American  Waterfowl  Management  Plan,  is  based  on  the  concept  of  the 
development  of  partnerships  to  meld  resources  for  maximizing  financial, 
organizational,  and  other  in-kind  support  toward  a  common  objective.  A  preliminary 
planning  meeting  of  the  IWJV  was  held  last  October  (1993)  and  a  coordinator  was  just 
recently  hired.  Although  a  concept  plan  for  the  IWJV  has  been  completed,  initially  the 
newly  selected  coordinator  will  be  expected  to  develop  a  draft  Implementation  Plan 
which  will  direct  the  IWJV.  Development  of  this  draft  plan  will  be  done  in  concert  with 
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State  action  groups  to  identify  focus  areas,  refine  and  reevaluate  wetlands  acreage 
objectives,  develop  population  objectives,  and  establish  strategies  to  accomplish  those 
objectives  (i.e.,  the  where  and  how  the  IWJV  will  impact  Arizona).  A  separate 
management  board  comprised  of  representatives  of  the  joint  venture  partners 
establishes  priorities  and  direction  for  each  joint  venture.  The  management  board  for 
the  IWJV  has  not  yet  been  established,  but  it  will  include  a  representative  from  the 
Arizona  Game  and  Fish  Department. 


HATCHERY  OPERATIONS  AND  MAINTENANCE 

Question:  What  criteria  are  used  to  determine  priorities  for  allocation  of 
facilities  maintenance  funding  to  hatcheries  and  related  facilities? 

Answer  Prioritization  of  hatchery  maintenance  projects  is  determined  at  two 
levels.  Regional  and  Washington  Office.  The  Regional  Office  prepares  the  initial 
prioritized  list  of  projects.  Projects  from  all  regions  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  are 
then  reviewed  at  the  Washington  level  for  funding  of  projects  deemed  to  be  of  the 
highest  National  priority.  The  regions  fund  remaining  projects  within  funding 
allocations  to  their  region.  This  funding  level  is  determined  by  the  percentage  of  each 
region's  funding,  relative  to  the  entire  Fisheries  Operations  budget. 

Question:  How  many  high  priority  maintenance  projects  were  funded  at 
hatcheries  in  Arizona? 

Answer.  The  Service  funded  10  maintenance  projects  at  hatcheries  in  Arizona. 

Question:  Where  are  these  projects  located  and  how  much  money  was 
allocated  to  these  projects? 

Answer  Four  maintenance  projects  were  funded  at  the  Willow  Beach  National 
Fish  Hatchery: 

Repair  Worn  Pumps  and  Flow  Meter  ($15,000) 
Rehab  Main  Electrical  System  ($25,000) 
Replace  Passenger  Van  with  over  125,000  miles  ($12,000) 
Replace  3/4-ton  Pickup  with  over  96,000  miles  ($13,200) 

Six  maintenance  projects  were  funded  at  the  Alchesay/Williams  Creek  National  Fish 
Hatchery  Complex: 

ALCHESAY  NFH 

Replace  Obsolete  Telephone  Key  System  ($5,000) 

Dismantle  Illegal  Solid  Waste  Incinerator,  Restore  Landfill  Site  ($5,000) 

WILLIAMS  CREEK  NFH 

Replace  Rusted  Main  Interior  Water  Line  in  Tankhouse  ($170,000) 

Replace  Obsolete,  Unreliable  Telephone  System  ($7,600) 
Dismantle  Illegal  Solid  Waste  Incinerator,  Restore  Landfill  Site  ($5,000) 
Rehab  Domestic  Waterline  to  Main  Spring,  Connect  Disinfection  Station  Supply 
Line  to  Fire  Pump  Intake  ($13,000) 

Question:  How  many  more  Arizona  hatchery  maintenance  projects  remain  on 
the  backlog  list  and  how  much  money  is  needed  to  complete  them? 
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Answer  A  combined  total  of  58  maintenance  projects  remain  on  the  backlog  list. 
This  backlog  for  Arizona  hatcheries  totals  $2,730  million;  $0,180  million  at  Willow  Beach 
NFH,  $1,095  million  at  Alchesay  NFH,  and  $1,455  million  at  Williams  Creek  NFH.  To 
eliminate  the  backlog  at  these  facilities  would  require  additional  funding  of  $2,730 
million. 

LAND  ACQUISITION 

Question:  It  is  my  understanding  that  parcels  of  land  in  Arivaca  Creek  in  the 
Buenos  Aires  NWR  are  the  highest  priorities  for  acquisition.  Since  these  areas  will 
provide  additional  habitat  for  the  endangered  Masked  Bobwhite  Quail  and  the 
Kearney's  bluestar  plant,  shouldn't  additional  funds  be  requested  to  secure  all  of  the 
remaining  lands  as  soon  as  possible? 

Answer  The  amount  included  in  the  President's  Budget  for  Fiscal  Year  1995 
reflects  the  Service's  ability  to  acquire  valuable  habitats  in  both  areas  from  owners  who 
have  made  their  properties  available  for  sale. 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  PETE  DOMENICI 
MIDDLE  RIO  GRANDE  INITIATIVE 

Question:  I  appreciate  the  attention  you  have  given  to  the  Middle  Rio  Grande 
Initiative  —  the  Bosque  Initiative,  as  we  call  it.  As  you  know,  the  Bosque  is  New 
Mexico's  most  critical  flyway  and  wintering  grounds  for  migratory  birds,  home  to 
federally  and  state  protected  plants  and  animals,  the  source  of  water  for  over  100,000 
people  and  nearly  90,000  acres  of  irrigated  lands.  The  reach  of  the  Rio  Grande 
between  Cochiti  and  Elephant  Butte  is  the  oldest  continually  inhabited  region  in  the 
United  States,  and  for  centuries  has  been  home  to  six  American  Indian  pueblos. 

Because  of  my  concern  for  the  well-being  of  the  Bosque,  I  launched  the  effort 
to  study  and  preserve  this  critical  resource.  I  have  to  tell  you  that  I  am  very  pleased 
with  the  progress  that  has  been  made  so  far.  What  we  have  seen  in  the  Bosque  is 
coordinated  effort  of  federal,  state,  and  local  agencies.  I  am  particularly  pleased  with 
the  efforts  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  for  their  role  in  coordinating  this  effort. 
Do  you  believe  this  project  can  serve  as  a  model  for  ecosystem  management  for  other 
federal  conservation  efforts? 

Answer  This  project  is  an  excellent  example  of  what  can  be  accomplished 
toward  ecosystem  management  with  the  ^rooperation  of  Federal,  State,  and  local 
agencies,  other  interested  groups  and  individuals,  and  Congressional  support.  The 
Southwest  Region  has  identified  the  middle  Rio  Grande  as  one  of  the  ecosystems  that 
will  be  emphasized  in  ongoing  management  efforts.  Accomplishments  resulting  from 
the  Middle  Rio  Grande  Initiative  have  been  used  as  examples  of  what  can  be  achieved 
by  taking  an  "ecosystem  approach"  to  management. 

Question:  I  have  been  advised  by  the  budget  office  that  $400,000  is  included 
in  the  base  program  to  continue  the  bosque  initiative  in  Fiscal  Year  1995.  What 
specific  activities  will  be  supported  with  those  funds? 

Answer.  Once  the  riparian  coordinator  position  has  been  filled  by  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  he  or  she  will  work  with  Federal  agencies  with  management 
responsibilities  along  the  middle  Rio  Grande,  including  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  to 
implement  additional  recommendations  in  the  Biological  Management  Plan.  To  carry 
out  the  recommendations  of  the  Biological  Management  Plan  and  of  the  citizen's 
committees,  a  riparian  council  will  be  established  that  will  serve  as  a  forum  for 
interested  parties  who  will  be  implementing  the  Biological  Management  Plan.    In 
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addition,  funds  will  be  dedicated  toward  continued  research  and  monitoring,  habitat 
enhancement  on  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  non-Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  lands, 
public  education/outreach,  and  agency  coordination  and  oversight. 

Question:  What  is  the  current  status  of  implementation  of  the  biological 
management  plan? 

Answer.  The  projects  listed  below  are  a  direct  result  of  recommendations  in  the 
Biological  Management  Plan.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  dedicated  staff  and 
funding  to  establish  a  riparian  coordinator  position  to  serve  as  a  link  between  State  and 
Federal  agencies,  and  other  entities.  A  number  of  projects  have  been  initiated  to 
monitor  long-term  changes  in  the  bosque  as  well  as  the  results  of  management 
activities,  to  conduct  biological  research  to  increase  scientific  understanding  of  the 
ecosystem  and  to  provide  information  for  management,  and  to  support  the  growing 
commitment  of  private  landowners  to  establish  and  maintain  native  habitat  on  the 
lands  within  the  river's  corridor.  Specific  projects  started  this  year  include:  (1)  effects  of 
controlled  groundwater  salinity  concentrations  on  germination,  first-year  establishment 
and  growth  of  Rio  Grande  cottonwood  and  salt  cedar;  (2)  vertebrate  use  of  artificially 
revegetated  and  naturally  vegetated  riparian  sites  on  Bosque  del  Apache  National 
Wildlife  refuge,  Socorro,  New  Mexico;  (3)  research  on  patch  size,  biodiversity,  and 
wildlife  values  in  fragmented  Rio  Grande  Bosque  (the  example  of  non-contiguous 
habitats);  and  (4)  Geographic  Information  System  support  for  the  Middle  Rio  Grande 
Implementation  Team.  Five  habitat  restoration  projects  have  been  initiated  on  non-Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  lands  thus  far  in  1994. 


BOSQUE  DEL  APACHE  NATIONAL  WILDLIFE  REFUGE 


On  a  similar  note,  many  existing  facilities  at  the  Bosque  del  Apache  NWR  have  been 
inadequately  maintained  for  decades  due  to  lack  of  funds.  Management  of  the 
refuge  requires  intensive  manipulation  of  water  and  habitat.  The  heavy  equipment 
required  for  this  work  must  be  stored  outside  because  the  outdated  shop  buildings 
cannot  accommodate  it. 

The  popularity  of  the  Bosque  del  Apache  and  high  auto  tour  use  have  resulted  in  a 
need  for  frequent  repair  of  the  auto  tour  route  road.  Facilities  rehabilitation  and 
construction  needs  at  the  Bosque  del  Apache  include  $880,000  for  construction  of  new 
service  and  storage  facilities  to  protect  and  maintain  vehicles  and  heavy  equipment 
used  for  road,  dike,  and  water  delivery  system  repair  and  maintenance;  $550,000  to 
complete  replacement  of  obsolete  heavy  equipment,  and  $370,000  for  rehabilitation 
and  upgrading  of  refuge  roads  and  water  deliver  systems. 

Question:  These  are  well  documented  needs  dating  back  for  several  years. 
Does  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  have  a  plan  to  begin  to  address  these  backlogged 
maintenance  needs? 

Answer  Yes,  the  Service  allocates  funding  based  on  the  relative  size  of  the 
backlog  in  each  region.  Maintenance  Management  System  (MMS)  funds  are 
apportioned  among  all  refuges  with  additional  funds  targeted  for  highest  priority 
projects.  Highest  priority  projects  are  generally  emergency  and  safety  projects. 

Question:  What  are  the  criteria  used  in  setting  priorities  to  address  such 
ongoing  maintenance  needs? 

Answer  The  criteria  for  prioritizing  use  of  facility  maintenance  funds  are  given 
below: 
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High 

1.  Emergency  or  safety  related  items  requiring  immediate  attention; 

2.  Critical  functional  deficiencies  of  "mission  essential"  facilities  or  equipment 
required  for  ongoing  field  operations. 

Medium 

3.  Operational/functional  problems  of  facilities  and  equipment  requiring  near 
term  correction. 

Low 

4.  Routine  operational /functional  problems  that  can  be  deferred  for  the  near- 
term  without  adverse  effects. 


SEVILLETA  AND  BOSQUE  DEL  APACHE  EDUCATIONAL  OUTREACH  AND 
EDUCATION/ADMINISTRATIVE  FACILITY 


The  needs  and  potential  for  development  of  a  public  outreach  program  of 
interpretation  and  environmental  education  at  Bosque  del  Apache  and  Sevilleta  are 
enormous.  Currently,  the  Rio  Grande  Nature  Center  in  Albuquerque  is  the  only 
environmental  educational  facility  in  the  Middle  Rio  Grande  Valley.  The  Sevilleta 
and  Bosque  del  Apache  offer  outstanding  outdoor  classroom  experiences.  Research 
currently  being  conducted  on  the  Sevilleta  Refuge  under  the  University  of  New 
Mexico  Long  Term  Ecological  Research  Program  will  provide  excellent  material  for 
interpretations. 

A  facility  for  conducting  elementary,  secondary  and  teacher  education  classes  and 
presentations  is  needed  at  the  Sevilleta.  The  facility  would  also  include  office  space 
for  the  refuge  headquarters.  The  University  of  New  Mexico  and  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  have  been  cooperating  in  the  development  of  a  proposal  for  a  joint 
education/administration  facility  in  which  to  conduct  environmental  education.  The 
university  has  agreed  to  provide  joint  funding  to  construct  such  a  facility,  under  its 
research  partnership  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

Question:  Could  you  provide  this  committee  with  an  update  on  this  effort? 

Answer   Currently,  funding  is  needed  to  do  a  feasibility  study.  The  University 
of  New  Mexico  is  still  committed  to  this  project. 

Question:  Is  funding  all  that  is  needed  to  begin  this  project? 

Answer  Funding  for  a  feasibility  study  is  necessary  before  initiating  this  project. 

Question:  If  so,  how  would  this  project  be  prioritized? 

Answer  This  project  is  ranked  fourth  on  the  Regional  Ranking  of  Visitor  Centers 
for  the  Southwest  Region. 


SOUTHWESTERN  FISHERIES  TECHNOLOGY  CENTER 


The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  made  progress  toward  construction  of  the 
Southwestern  Fisheries  Technology  Center  designed  in  FY  1993.  I  understand  that 
available  appropriations  will  be  fully  obligated  by  the  end  of  this  fiscal  year,  yet  no 
additional  construction  money  is  proposed  for  FY  1995.  Without  additional  funding, 
the  entire  project  will  be  left  incomplete. 
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To  date,  $9  million  has  been  appropriated  for  Mora,  and  $1,428  million  has  been 
appropriated  for  Dexter,  which  will  comprise  the  Southwestern  Fisheries  Technology 
Center.  The  combined  facility  will  require  an  additional  $10,725  million  --  $6,024 
million  at  Dexter,  $4,701  million  at  Mora)  in  construction  funds  to  complete  the 
project.  Completing  the  projects  in  unison,  as  opposed  to  completing  each  one 
separately,  will  save  the  government  $5,885  million  over  the  life  of  the  project. 

At  the  Mora  unit,  facilities  will  be  constructed  for  threatened  and  endangered  fish 
production,  testing  of  water  conservation  measures  for  hatcheries  and  water  reuse 
methods,  genetic  testing,  and  physiological  study. 

The  facility's  program  is  critical  to  the  restoration  of  listed  species  of  fish  which  are 
threatened  or  endangered.  However,  these  efforts  are  severely  hampered  by  outdated 
and  deteriorating  buildings,  raceways,  and  lack  of  state-of-the-art  facilities. 

Combination  of  functions,  expertise,  and  facilities  will  improve  technology  center 
capabilities,  increase  management  capabilities  for  endemic  fish,  and  result  in  greater 
administrative  efficiency  due  to  the  economy  of  scale. 

Question:  Why  was  no  funding  requested  for  construction  at  the 
Southwestern  Fisheries  Technology  Center? 

Answer  The  Service  FY  1995  Construction  request  represents  the  Service's 
highest  priority  programmatic/construction  needs  within  FY  1995  funding  targets. 

Question:  If  no  funding  was  requested  for  Southwestern  Fisheries 
Technology  Center  to  make  room  to  fund  projects  considered  to  be  of  higher  priority, 
please  explain  how  these  projects  were  prioritized,  and  why  the  Center  was  not 
higher  on  that  list? 

Answer    Each  Region  develops  a  prioritized  list  of  projects  based  on  their 
Maintenance  Management  System  backlog  and  other  high  priority  program  needs.  The 
lists  are  evaluated  and  considered  among  one  of  the  following  priorities: 

High  Priority  Health,  safety,  and  pollution  abatement. 

Medium  Priority  Habitat  management;  production/protection  of 

wildlife  values;  fishery  management  and 
production;  and,  energy  management/conservation. 

Low  Priority  Public  use;  and  other  projects. 

Thus  a  final  list  is  developed  that  represents  the  Service's  highest  priority 
programmatic/construction  needs. 

Question:  How  much  do  you  anticipate  is  needed  for  construction  at  the 
Southwestern  Fisheries  Technology  Center? 

Answer  To  complete  construction  of  the  Southwestern  Fisheries  Technology 
Center,  a  total  of  $10,725  million  is  needed.  The  Service  has  recommended  a  phased 
approach  for  this  project.  Phase  I  of  the  plan  is  nearly  complete.  To  complete  Phase  II 
of  the  project  in  Fiscal  Year  1995,  $5,816  million  is  needed. 

Construction  of  a  new  production  facility  at  the  Dexter  Unit  comprises  Phase  I, 
(scheduled  for  completion  in  FY  1994.)  To  make  room  to  build  the  new  facility,  it  was 
necessary  to  demolish  the  current  administration,  wet  laboratory,  and  storage  buildings. 
A  54-year  old  residence  is  being  used  as  a  temporary  and  very  cramped  office.  The 
Technology  Center  is  operating  without  a  laboratory. 
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Phase  I  of  the  Mora  Unit  constructs  the  well  field,  pipes,  and  the  shell  of  the  production 
building  (scheduled  for  completion  in  July  1995). 

PHASE  n  -  $5,816  million 

At  Dexter,  Phase  II  constructs  a  combined  administration  and  dry  laboratory  facility,  as 
well  as  a  new  storage  and  maintenance  building.  These  buildings  are  needed  to  resume 
full  operational  capability.  ($3,011  million) 

To  enable  production  and  technology  development  of  native,  threatened,  and 
endangered  fish  at  the  Mora  Unit,  Phase  II  will  equip  and  outfit  the  production 
building.  ($2,805  million) 

PHASE  m  -  $4  909  million 

Phase  III  at  the  Dexter  Unit  will  construct  exterior  raceways  and  outdoor  ponds  to 
enhance  native,  threatened,  and  endangered  fish  production  and  refugia;  and  to 
conserve  water  and  increase  efficiency,  outdoor  ponds  will  be  lined.  ($3,013  million) 

Phase  III  at  Mora  will  construct  the  office  and  vehicle  storage  buildings.  These  building 
are  essential  for  full  operation.  ($1,301  million) 

Site  work  will  complete  Phase  III  construction  at  Mora.  This  portion  of  the  phase 
includes  paving  the  roadway,  constructing  a  protective  retaining  wall,  and  landscaping. 
($0,595  million) 

Question:  What  amount  do  you  believe  is  appropriate  —  and  can  be  spent  in 
FY  1995  -  for  construction  at  the  facility? 

Answer  To  complete  construction  of  the  Southwestern  Fisheries  Technology 
Center,  a  total  of  $10,725  million  is  needed.  In  Fiscal  Year  1995,  $5,816  million  would  be 
appropriate  to  complete  Phase  II  of  the  three  phases.  This  funding  could  be  obligated  in 
Fiscal  Year  1995. 

Question:  Is  an  appropriation  of  $900,000  adequate  to  begin  operations  and 
maintenance  activities? 

Answer  The  Southwest  Region  believes  $900,000  is  adequate  to  begin 
operations  and  maintenance  at  the  Southwest  Fisheries  Technology  Center  in  Fiscal 
Year  1995. 

Question:  If  not,  what  amount  do  you  believe  is  appropriate? 

Answer  $900,000  is  an  adequate  amount  to  begin  operations  and  maintenance  at 
the  Mora  Unit  of  the  Southwest  Fisheries  Technology  Center  and  to  enhance  operations 
at  the  Dexter  Unit  in  Fiscal  Year  1995. 

STORRIE  I  AKE  DAM 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  through  the  Las  Vegas  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  is  a 
major  shareholder  in  the  Storrie  Lake  Water  Users  Association.  The  Storrie  Lake 
Dam,  which  is  owned  by  the  Association  and  is  the  source  of  water  for  the  refuge, 
requires  major  repairs.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  through  its  Dam  Safety  Office, 
has  undertaken  an  assessment  of  repair  needs  and  construction  design  of  the 
required  repairs.  Progress  has  been  made  by  cooperating  organizations  in  obtaining 
funding,  and  design  work  is  nearly  complete. 
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The  dam  cost  estimates  have  been  updated  and  revised  to  $4,426  million  if  all  repairs 
can  be  constructed  at  one  time.  The  Service  received  $2  million  in  FY  1993  and  is 
obligated  to  cover  57.4%  of  the  total  construction  costs.  An  amount  of  $440,000  has 
been  identified  as  the  remaining  portion  of  FWS  funding. 

The  New  Mexico  Interstate  Stream  Commission  provided  a  $1  million  grant  to  the 
Storrie  Project  Water  Users  Association.  The  New  Mexico  Department  of  Game  and 
Fish  is  currently  working  to  obtain  funding  in  its  next  budget  cycle. 

In  speaking  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  in  New  Mexico,  they  feel  it  would  be 
in  the  best  interest  of  public  safety  and  of  the  refuge  if  the  additional  funds  --  the 
$440,000  --  could  be  allocated  either  by  reprogramming  or  new  funding.  The  various 
entities  involved  in  this  project  have  different  funding  cycles  and  an  early  addition 
of  funds  would  put  the  Service  on  cycle  with  the  cooperating  State  agencies.  If 
Service  funding  is  delayed  to  FY  1996,  the  project  will  most  likely  have  to  be  phased, 
which  would  add  another  $500,000  to  the  project. 

Question:  Is  an  additional  $440,000  adequate  to  complete  this  project? 

Answer  Yes,  $440,000  will  complete  the  Service's  share  of  the  design  and 
construction  costs  for  this  project. 

Question:  If  not,  how  long  do  you  anticipate  will  be  needed  to  complete  this 
project,  and  at  what  cost? 

Answer  Not  Applicable. 

Question:  Does  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  propose  to  reprogram  these 
funds? 

Answer  No,  $440,000  will  be  allocated  from  the  emergency  construction  fund. 
NORTH  AMERICAN  FREE  TRADE  AGREEMENT  IN  NEW  MEXICO 

Question:  There  is  concern  that  the  North  American  Free  Trade  Agreement 
(NAFTA)  may  accelerate  resource  development  and  use  along  the  international 
border  without  accompanying  environment  safeguards,  particularly  as  it  involves 
water  quality  in  the  lower  Rio  Grande,  and  in  groundwater  quality  and  quantity. 

Under  NAFTA,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  will  be  collecting  data  on  the  current 
status  of  the  shared  natural  resources  at  the  border.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
has  developed  a  U.S./Mexico  Border  Action  Plan  to  protect  fish  ,  wildlife,  and  plants 
in  the  region,  as  well  as  implement  conservation  plans  for  ecosystems  that  restore 
important  habitats.  Has  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  begun  collecting  any  data  at 
the  border?  If  yes,  to  what  extent? 

Answer  Past  studies  along  the  New  Mexico  border  that  have  been  supported  by 
United  States/Mexico  funds  include  three  status  surveys  for  category  2  candidate  plant 
species.  Studies  of  listed  and  candidate  plant  and  animal  species  have  been  undertaken 
by  the  State  of  New  Mexico  Department  of  Game  and  Fish  and  Energy,  Minerals  and 
Natural  Resources  Department  with  funding  from  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  through 
agreements  signed  under  Section  6  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act. 

Question:  Do  you  anticipate  that  this  data  collection  at  the  border  will 
eventually  be  assumed  by  the  National  Biological  Survey? 

Answer  As  the  research  arm  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  the  National 
Biological  Survey  should  play  a  major  role  in  future  work  in  the  border  area.  However, 
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the  Ecological  Services  State  Office  in  New  Mexico  will  continue  to  be  involved  in 
studies  relating  to  issues  of  listing,  recovery,  and  ecosystem  management  in  the  area  of 
its  responsibility.  Right  now.  National  Biological  Survey  may  not  have  staff  with  the 
botanical  expertise  to  assume  all  of  the  relevant  data  collection. 

Question:  What  kinds  of  activity  do  you  anticipate  will  be  necessary  at  the 
border  to  carry  out  the  objectives  of  the  Action  Plan? 

Answer  On-the-ground  survey,  collection,  and  identification  of  plant  and 
animal  species;  determination  of  wildlife  needs;  vegetation  type  and  habitat  mapping 
and  ground-truthing;  watershed  studies  including  surface  and  ground  water 
monitoring;  cross-training  for  United  States  and  Mexican  biologists;  acquiring  or 
utilizing  existing  data  storage  and  retrieval  capabilities  (including  Geographic 
Information  System);  coordinating  meetings,  agreements,  and  data-sharing  efforts 
among  the  United  States  and  Mexican  natural  resource  agencies,  businesses,  and 
landowners  in  the  border  area;  and  short-  and  long-term  plarming  for  conservation  and 
management  of  the  region's  natural  resources. 


FOCUSING  ON  THE  SOUTHWEST 

With  the  new  focus  of  this  year's  budget  on  the  Pacific  Northwest  and  the 
Southern  Florida  Ecosystem,  I  am  curious  as  to  what  this  means  to  the  ecosystems  in 
the  southwestern  portion  of  the  United  States.  I'm  sure  many  of  my  constituents  who 
have  been  told  they  cannot  use  land  or  a  river  or  stream  because  of  the  squawfish,  or 
Rio  Grande  Silvery  Minnow,  or  the  Southwestern  Willow  Flycatcher,  or  any  number 
of  species,  would  argue  that  we  are  rapidly  reaching  ~  or  have  reached  —  a  critical 
mass  in  the  southwest  that  is  equally  as  deserving  of  the  kind  of  special  attention 
given  to  the  Pacific  Northwest. 

It  may  very  well  be  the  case  that  the  southwest  has  not  experienced  the  same 
dramatic  economic  and  environmental  "train  wrecks"  that  we  are  seeing  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest  and  in  the  Everglades.  However,  if  we  don't  do  something  in  the 
southwest  soon,  it  may  very  well  be  too  late  to  remedy  the  situation  before  such  a 
train  wreck  occurs. 

Let  me  say  that  I  believe  the  tu,u  ^iialVildlife  Service  is  doing  a  good  job,  at 
least  in  my  state,  of  trying  to  keep  the  public  informed  of  its  actions.  I  believe  they 
are  doing  the  best  they  can  with  their  limited  resources  to  run  "damage  control"  on 
many  of  these  issues.  I  do  not  argue  that  we  should  not  focus  on  the  Pacific 
Northwest  and  the  Florida  Ecosystem.  However,  without  a  concerted  effort  to 
address  some  of  these  issues  in  the  Southwest,  without  the  department  making  this  a 
priority,  I  believe  you  are  very  soon  going  to  see  that  more  is  needed  than  just 
damage  control. 

Question:  How  long  —  meaning  in  how  many  more  fiscal  years  —  do  you 
anticipate  the  department  will  be  placing  such  an  emphasis  on  these  two  sections  of 
the  country? 

Answer  The  FY  1995  President's  Budget  includes  a  requested  increase  of  $20.2 
million  for  Service  activities  in  support  of  the  President's  Forest  Plan  for  a  Sustainable 
Econont]/  and  Sustainable  Environment ,  released  on  July  1,  1993.  The  Forest  Plan  is  a 
comprehensive  and  innovative  blueprint  for  forest  management,  economic 
development,  and  agency  coordination  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  and  Northern 
California.  The  FY  1995  budget  also  includes  a  requested  increase  of  $2.9  million  to 
support  activities  related  to  restoration  of  the  South  Florida/  Everglades  ecosystem. 
The  Service  will  continue  participation  in  the  inter-agency  South  Florida  Ecosystem 
Restoration  Task  Force  established  in  1993,  and  implement  resource-based  activities. 
The  Service  will  evaluate  ongoing  efforts  in  support  of  the  Forest  Plan  and  the  South 
Florida  Ecosystem  when  developing  future  budget  requests. 
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In  addition  to  these  initiatives,  the  FY  1995  budget  request  includes  an  increase 
request  of  $10.9  million  for  fish  and  wildlife  resource  conservation  activities  in  support 
of  the  North  American  Free  Trade  Agreement  (NAFTA).  Proposed  projects  have  been 
identified  for  Arizona,  California,  New  Mexico,  and  Texas,  as  well  as  some  within 
Mexico.  The  Service  proposes  to  address  potential  impacts  to  endangered,  threatened, 
and  candidate  species,  and  to  restore  and  protect  habitat.  The  activities  implemented 
under  this  initiative  will  also  be  evaluated  when  developing  future  budget  requests 
since  the  Service  expects  impacts  from  NAFTA's  implementation  to  continue. 

Question:  What  is  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  --  and  Interior  —  doing  to 
ensure  better  public  input  and  education  in  the  Southwest? 

Answer.  The  Service  is  undertaking  an  ambitious,  agency-wide  initiative  based 
on  major  ecosystems  across  the  United  States  to  improve  field  level  customer  service, 
decisionmaking  and  communications  with  the  public.  This  "ecosystem  approach"  to 
conservation  involves  establishing  self-managing  teams  comprised  of  all  Service 
disciplines  to  address  resource  issues  at  the  field  level.  These  ecosystem  teams  will 
work  with  landowners,  other  agencies,  conservation  and  user  groups,  the  general  public 
and  other  partners  within  an  ecosystem  to  identify  resource  issues  and  cooperatively 
implement  conservation  programs. 

In  addition,  the  Southwest  Region  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  plans  to  increase 
outreach  to  the  public  on  biodiversity,  ecosystems,  and  endangered  species.  The  goals 
of  this  effort  are  to  explain  the  values  to  society  of  maintaining  biodiversity  through 
better  conservation  and  management  of  ecosystems,  alert  a  greater  segment  of  the 
public  to  problems  facing  declining  plan  and  wildlife  species,  and  involve  more 
Americans  in  conservation  activities. 

The  Service  is  also  working  with  the  National  Park  Service  and  other  partners  to 
produce  an  education  package  on  the  Rio  Grande  (centering  on  wildlife  and  cultural 
resources,  water  quality  and  management,  etc.)  for  distribution  in  English  and  Spanish 
to  middle  schools  along  the  river  in  the  United  States  and  in  Mexico.  The  package  will 
consist  of  two  28-minute  videotapes,  teacher  activity  guides  and  other  materials. 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's  Southwest  Region,  under  a  comprehensive  Servicewide 
outreach  plan,  has  begun  formulating  an  outreach  action  plan  specific  to  the  Southwest. 
To  date,  target  audiences  have  been  prioritized,  and  a  list  of  outreach  techniques /tools 
have  been  developed.  The  Southwest  Region's  Endangered  Species  Act  outreach 
program  is  currently  of  high  priority  in  the  Southwest  Region. 

National  Fishing  Week  activities  also  provide  excellent  public  education  tools  that  the 
Fisheries  Program  uses  to  inform  the  public.  In  addition,  public  outreach  is 
incorporated  into  new  initiatives  to  enhance  communication  with  the  public.  The 
Arizona  Fishery  Resources  Office  (FRO)  is  developing  a  new  brochure  on  the 
threatened  Apache  trout,  the  Corpus  Christi  FRO  is  designing  a  poster  depicting  the 
aquatic  resources  on  the  Texas  Coast,  and  the  Dexter  National  Fish  Hatchery  and 
Technology  Center  has  recently  completed  an  updated  brochure  on  endangered  fish  at 
that  facility. 

Question:  In  what  areas  (i.e.  recovery,  public  education)  could  more  funding 
be  put  to  immediate  and  good  use  to  prevent  such  and  explosion  of  controversy  from 
occurring  in  the  Southwest  that  we  saw  in  the  Pacific  Northwest? 

Answer  Increased  public  outreach  and  public  awareness  of  the  Service's 
activities  is  the  most  advantageous  method  of  avoiding  potential  "trainwrecks"  in  the 
Southwest.  Although  they  will  never  be  fully  avoidable  because  of  conflicting  opinions, 
informed  citizens  and  good  communication  can  reduce  the  potential.  The  public 
perception  of  natural  resource  issues  is  often  distorted  simply  by  lack  of  knowledge 
about  those  activities.   News  releases  familiarize  the  public  with  these  issues  through 
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projects  and  goals  of  the  Service  and  produce  immediate  results  in  public  outreach. 
Additional  funding  for  that  purpose  would  be  well-spent. 

The  Northwest  Region  completed  an  endangered  species  outreach  plan  for 
implementation  by  Ecosystem  Teams  at  the  field  level.  Increased  funding  for  regional 
Public  Use  and  Public  Affairs  programs  would  result  in  increased  training  for  all 
Service  employees  in  the  effective  use  of  outreach  techniques,  and  on  the  "mechanics"  of 
the  Endangered  Species  Act.  This  training  will  focus  on  recently  announced 
administrative  changes  to  the  Act.  The  funding  will  also  increase  the  development  and 
dissemination  of  informational  materials  to  landowners,  user  groups,  and  others  with  a 
stake  in  Service  programs. 

Funding  areas  that  would  probably  go  the  furthest  in  preventing  "explosions  of 
controversy"  would  include  consultation  to  develop  comprehensive,  multispecies, 
ecosystem  management  plans,  to  be  developed  as  habitat  conservation  plans  under 
section  10(a)(1)(B)  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  Emphasis  would  be  on  both  listed 
and  candidate  species,  with  the  hope  of  preventing  future  listings  whenever  possible  in 
these  ecosystems,  managing  species  already  listed,  and  allowing  acceptable  economic 
returns  from  involved  lands.  Preliminary  steps  have  been  taken  to  explore  such  plans 
in  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Ecosystem  and  the  upper  Gila  Mountain  area.  An  integral 
part  of  these  plans  involves  cooperation  from  Indian  tribes,  particularly  in  the  Gila 
Mountain  analysis  area.  Funding  would  be  helpful  in  gaining  tribal  cooperation  and  in 
funding  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's  necessary  work  force  commitment  to  these 
efforts. 

MEXICAN  WOLF  RECOVERY 

Question:  The  Recovery  plan  objective  for  the  Mexican  wolf  calls  for  the  long- 
term  maintenance  of  a  captive  population  and  the  re-establishment  of  the  wolf 
through  a  controlled  reintroduction  into  the  wild.  The  Departments  of  the  Interior 
and  Defense  were  sued  in  1990  for  alleged  failure  to  implement  the  Wolf  Recovery 
Plan.  That  litigation  settlement  requires  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to  expedite 
recovery  efforts  and  to  evaluate  the  White  Sands  Missile  Range  as  a  possible 
reintroduction  area.  A  draft  environmental  impact  statement  is  to  be  released  in  late 
1994. 

The  Administration  has  recommended  an  appropriation  o  $400,000  for  FY  1995 
to  complete  the  draft  EIS,  conduct  public  meetings,  and  begin  construction  of  a 
breeding  facility.  An  additional  $150,000  is  needed  to  complete  the  breeding  facility, 
develop  educational  materials,  and  revise  the  recovery  plan.  Would  $550,000  total 
(the  funds  needed  to  complete  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  those 
needed  to  complete  a  breeding  facility)  complete  action  on  the  Mexican  Wolf 
Recovery  Project  or  will  additional  funds  be  needed  for  the  final  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  and  record  of  decision  that  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
anticipates  will  be  completed  by  late  1995? 

Answer  An  appropriation  of  $550,000  for  Fiscal  Year  1995  would  be  sufficient  to 
complete  the  draft  and  final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service's  proposed  reintroduction  of  Mexican  wolves.  The  record  of  decision  may  lapse 
into  Fiscal  Year  1996,  which  would  require  some  addihonal  funding.  Completion  of  the 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  marks  the  end  of  planning  for  Mexican  wolf 
reintroduction.  If  the  record  of  decision  authorizes  reintroducHon  of  Mexican  wolves, 
then  continuing  funding  would  be  required  to  implement  the  approved  proposal.  The 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  anticipates  that  proposed  Mexican  wolf  reintroduction  would 
require  an  annual  expenditure  of  from  $400,000  to  $600,000  for  at  least  the  next  10  years. 
If  reintroduction  is  not  authorized,  considerably  less  funding  would  be  needed. 

Question:  Could  you  please  provide  this  committee  with  an  update  on  the 
status  of  this  project? 
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Answer  The  Mexican  Wolf  Environmental  Impact  Statement  Interdisciplinary 
Team  has  met  six  times.  A  rough  internal  draft  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
addressing  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's  proposal  to  reintroduce  Mexican  wolves  and 
three  other  alternatives  will  be  completed  in  August  1994.  The  draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  will  be  available  for  public  review  in  December  1994  or  January  1995. 
The  United  States  captive  population  of  Mexican  wolves  has  increased  to  78  animals 
and  should  exceed  100  by  this  time  next  year.  Planning  and  design  work  for  a  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  breeding  and  holding  facility  for  Mexican  wolves  are  nearly  complete. 
A  revision  of  the  recovery  plan  will  commence  soon.  Surveys  to  determine  the  status  of 
Mexican  wolves  in  the  wild  in  Mexico  are  under  way.  A  biologist  has  been  hired  to 
coordinate  public  outreach  efforts  regarding  Mexican  wolf  recovery. 

Question:  Does  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  currently  have  the  resources  to 
carry  out  the  reintroduction  of  the  wolf  expeditiously? 

Answer  The  President's  Budget  provides  sufficient  funding  for  the  highest 
priority  recovery  tasks  for  the  Mexican  Wolf.  Additional  funding  could  be  used  to 
construct  the  Service's  captive  breeding  and  holding  facility  and  to  accelerate  its 
recovery  activities  such  as  conducting  public  meetings  on  the  draft  environmental 
impact  statement;  conducting  information  and  education  activities  and  developing 
materials;  revising  the  Mexican  Wolf  Recovery  Plan;  increasing  coordination  with 
Mexico;  and  conducting  investigations,  evaluations  and  research. 

Question:  Can  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  meet  these  objectives  with  the 
proposed  reductions  in  agency  Full  Time  Equivalents? 

Answer  The  Service  will  appeal  to  the  Department  and  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget  for  additional  FTE  after  final  Congressional  action  on  the  1995 
Budget.  If  no  FTE  are  allocated,  the  Service  could  either  undertake  the  activities  under 
cooperative  agreements  and/or  contracts,  or  reduce  staffing  in  other  areas  better  suited 
for  this  type  of  temporary  employment. 


BITTER  LAKE  NATIONAL  WILDLIFE  REFUGE. 
WHITE  FARM  OPERATIONS  AND  MAINTENANCE 

Question:  The  While  Farm  was  added  to  the  Bitter  Lake  NWR  in  1989  to 
increase  the  availability  of  quality  water,  provide  cropland  for  waterfowl  and 
enhance  the  waterfowl  management  opportunities.  The  original  water  management 
system  is  obsolete  and  energy  intensive,  with  leaky  pipes,  broken  drainage  tiles,  and 
non-functional  irrigation  ditches.  This  results  in  a  considerable  water  loss  where 
conservation  of  water  is  critical. 

A  bend  in  the  Pecos  River  is  also  eroding  during  high  water  flow,  and  if  not  stopped 
will  result  in  the  loss  of  one  of  the  fields  on  the  White  Farm.  The  former  owners 
used  old  cars  and  debris  in  an  attempt  to  stop  the  erosion.  This  debris  needs  to  be 
removed  and  a  gabion  constructed  to  stop  erosion  and  prevent  loss  of  the  field. 

Renovation  of  the  water  management  system  to  slop  water  waste  and  permit  crop 
irrigation,  to  improve  food  crop  production  through  renovation  of  the  drainage  tile, 
and  to  halt  the  erosion  of  the  river  will  require  $200,000. 

How  would  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  prioritize  the  renovation  of  this  area? 

Answer  Renovation  of  the  refuge's  water  management  system  and  erosion 
control  on  the  Pecos  River  are  were  ranked  380th  (Operations)  and  48th  (Construction) 
Regionally  on  the  Refuge  Operations  Needs  for  Fiscal  Year  1994.  These  rankings  are 
both  in  the  top  50%  of  Regionally  listed  projects. 
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QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  J.  BENNETT  JOHNSTON 

AUDUBON  INSTITUTE'S  AUDUBON  CENTER  FOR  RESEARCH 
ON  ENDANGERED  SPECIES  (ACRES)  PROIECT 

Question:  From  our  visit  to  Louisiana  last  week,  I  know  you  are  personally 
familiar  with  the  ACRES  project  which  this  subcommittee  funded  in  1991  and  1992. 
Phase  I  of  this  project  is  well  underway  and  will  provide  for  the  construction  of 
laboratory  facilities  for  research  on  endangered  animals  at  the  Audubon  Institute's 
Species  Survival  Center  and  Wilderness  Park.  Do  you  believe  the  Service's 
affiliation  with  the  Audubon  Institute  has  been  successful  and  beneficial? 

Answer  The  Southeast  Region  has  been  working  closely  with  the  Audubon 
Institute  on  the  Mississippi  sandhill  crane  captive  propagation  project.  To  date,  this 
Region's  affiliation  with  the  Institute  has  been  successful  and  beneficial. 

Question:  Would  an  improved  relationship  in  the  future  be  useful  and  cost 
effective  as  the  Service  tries  to  address  its  many  responsibilities  in  the  area  of 
endangered  plant  and  animal  species? 

Answer  The  Service  has  not  investigated  the  feasibility  of  establishing  other 
programs  at  the  Institute  that  would  benefit  both  the  mission  and  needs  of  the  Service 
and  the  needs  of  the  Institute. 

Question:  Are  there  needs  in  this  area  which  the  Service  is  currently  unable  to 
meet? 

Answer  The  Service's  interests  would  be  focused  on  implementing  recovery 
plans  for  listed  threatened  and  endangered  species  within  the  boundaries  of  the  United 
States.  As  an  example,  the  Audubon  Institute  has  accepted  8  pairs  of  Mississippi 
sandhill  cranes  that  were  formerly  housed  at  the  National  Biological  Survey's  Patuxent 
Environmental  Science  Center.  Because  this  is  now  an  operational  captive  propagation 
program  which  lacks  a  research  component,  it  is  outside  the  role  of  the  National 
Biological  Survey. 

Question:  What  role  do  you  envision  in  the  future  for  the  Audubon  Institute 
and  other  nongovernmental  organizations  in  captive  propagation  programs? 

Answer  Because  of  discretionary  budget  and  personnel  constraints,  the  Service 
will  have  to  turn  more  and  more  to  nongovernmental  organizations  for  these  types  of 
programs.  The  Service  generally  does  not  provide  funding  to  support  these  facilities. 

Question:  -  -  Just  this  year  as  I  understand  it,  the  Audubon  Institute  has 
agreed  to  enter  into  a  partnership  with  the  Service  to  accept  Mississippi  sandhill 
cranes  from  the  Patuxent  Refuge.  The  Audubon  Institute  has  raised  $75,000  in  private 
funds  for  this  effort  and  in  addition  will  be  providing  up  to  $100,000  annually  in 
operating  costs  to  continue  the  captive  propagation  program  for  this  almost  extinct 
species  for  the  next  five  years.  Do  you  believe  the  Institute  could  play  a  role  in  other 
captive  propagation  programs? 

Answer  Of  the  $15  million  in  Federal  construction  funds,  the  Audubon  Institute 
only  set  aside  $300,000  for  construction  of  the  Mississippi  sandhill  crane  captive 
breeding  facilities.  They  will  require  a  total  of  $600,000  to  complete  the  facilities.  They 
will  raise  $75,000  in  private  funds  and  have  applied  for  a  $50,000  challenge  grant  to  the 
National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation.  In  addition,  the  Southeast  Region  is  providing 
the  remaining  $175,000  from  Endangered  Species  base  funds.  The  Service  has  not 
investigated  the  feasibility  of  establishing  other  programs  at  the  Institute  that  would 
benefit  both  the  mission  and  needs  of  the  Service  and  the  needs  of  the  Institute. 
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Question:  The  Audubon  institute  has  proposed  to  expand  the  ACRES  project 
by  adding  an  additional  wing  to  this  facility  to  house  additional  laboratories  for 
research  on  endangered  animals,  insects  and  plants  and  to  construct  additional 
animal  holding  facilities  as  well  as  a  greenhouse.  This  expansion  would  require  $4 
million  in  Federal  construction  funds,  with  the  Audubon  Institute  agreeing  to 
assume  future  operations  and  maintenance  costs.  I  have  submitted  a  request  to  the 
Chairman  for  $4  million  as  an  addition  to  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  budget  to 
provide  for  this  expansion.  Can  you  give  me  some  indication  at  this  time  of  the 
Service's  assessment  of  this  request? 

Answer  Because  this  project  is  primarily  a  research  facility,  funding  should  be 
considered  along  with  other  construction  needs  for  research  facilities  in  appropriations 
for  the  National  Biological  Survey  which  has  the  programmatic  lead  on  all  research, 
data  gathering  and  inventorying  activities  for  the  Department.  As  stated  above,  the 
Service's  recovery  activities  with  the  Audubon  Institute  has  been  limited  to  working 
cooperatively  on  the  Mississippi  sandhill  crane  captive  propagation  project.  With  a 
specialization  in  research  and  prevention  of  insect-related  damage  to  historic  structures, 
this  facility  would  benefit  from  a  direct  relationship  with  the  Agency  that  has  expertise 
in  these  areas-  the  National  Biological  Survey.  The  Service  does  not  have  this  mission, 
nor  does  it  have  expertise  in  this  area. 

LOUISIANA  BLACK  BEAR  CONSERVATION 

Question:  In  October  of  1990,  the  Black  Bear  Conservation  Committee,  a 
public-private  partnership  including  landowners,  state  and  federal  natural  resource 
agencies  (including  USFWS),  private  conservation  organizations,  forest  industry, 
agricultural  interests  and  the  academic  community  held  their  first  meeting  to  devise 
collaborative  approaches  to  restore  the  Louisiana  Black  Bear.  Since  that  time,  this 
diverse  group  of  stakeholders  has  made  great  strides  toward  bringing  competing 
interests  together  in  a  productive  effort  to  protect  the  Louisiana  Black  Bear.  Through 
cooperation  rather  than  conflict,  the  BBCC  has  applied  the  concepts  of  ecosystem 
management  and  has  shown  that  the  Endangered  Species  Act  has  the  flexibility  to 
work. 

One  of  the  most  important  efforts  of  the  BBCC  has  undertaken  is  landowner 
outreach  workshops  and  other  educational  efforts  designed  to  provide  a  dialogue 
between  private  land  owners,  industry  representatives  and  conservation 
organizations  based  on  voluntary  restoration  efforts.  These  efforts  have  helped  to 
forge  cooperative  working  relationships  among  all  stakeholders  to  address  and 
obtain  input  on  conflicting  issues  involving  private  property  concerns  and  mandates 
under  the  Endangered  Species  Act  such  as  the  development  of  the  recovery  plan  and 
the  proposed  rule  on  the  designation  of  "critical  habitat. 

Does  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  support  expansion  of  the  BBCC  concept 
and  the  work  of  this  organization  to  restore  the  Louisiana  black  bear  and  other 
threatened  species  that  arc  so  much  a  part  of  our  cultural  and  wildlife  heritage? 

Answer  The  Service  fully  supports  the  work  of  the  BBCC  and  its  commitment  to 
restoration  of  the  Louisiana  black  bear  and  other  threatened  and  endangered  species. 
The  limitation  of  this  concept  is  that  voluntary  landowner  participation  can  provide  no 
legal  protection  against  habitat  destruction,  which  is  the  primary  cause  of  the  bear's 
current  status. 

Question:  Will  the  $50,000  included  in  the  FY  1995  budget  request  enable  the 
BBCC  to  expand  any  additional  outreach  efforts  such  as  informational  publications 
and  landowner  workshops  during  the  coming  year? 
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Answer  The  $50,000  included  in  the  FY  1995  budget  will  cover  the  BBCC 
coordinator  position  and  limited  outreach  efforts.  Funds  additional  to  those  requested 
in  the  President's  Budget  will  be  necessary  to  expand  any  additional  outreach  efforts 
during  the  coming  year. 

Question:  If  not,  how  much  funding  will  be  needed  during  the  coming  fiscal 
year  to  expand  additional  outreach  efforts? 

Answer  An  additional  $70,000  would  be  needed  during  the  coming  fiscal  year 
to  expand  ongoing  outreach  efforts.  Directing  this  effort  from  within  funds  would 
negatively  impact  the  ability  of  the  Service  to  conduct  high  priority  endangered  species 
activities  as  proposed  in  the  President's  Budget. 

Question:  What  is  the  status  of  the  critical  habitat  issue  and  what 
justifications  were  considered  regarding  the  proposed  "critical  habitat"  designation? 

Answer  The  Service  is  analyzing  comments  received  during  comment  periods, 
landowner  workshops,  and  public  hearings.  Preliminary  contacts  have  been  made  with 
an  economist  to  conduct  the  assessment  of  the  economic  effects  of  designating  critical 
habitat.  Based  on  the  economic  impact  analysis  and  comments  received  on  that  as  well 
as  the  proposed  designation,  the  Service  will  make  a  final  determination  on  critical 
habitat  designation. 

Apparently  there  is  some  confusion  over  what  areas  actually  constitute  critical 
habitat.  The  proposed  critical  habitat  designation  included  several  maps  with  boundary 
lines  drawn  to  provide  the  public  with  a  general  guide  to  the  location  of  critical  habitat. 
These  boundary  lines  encompass  approximately  3  million  acres,  but  they  are  not 
intended  to  define  critical  habitat.  More  than  half  of  the  land  area  included  within  the 
map  areas  has  nothing  to  do  with  critical  habitat.  The  proposed  rule  explains  that 
critical  habitat  is  limited  to  the  areas  that  contain  the  characteristics  necessary  for  the 
species'  conservation.  These  are  woodland  areas,  the  actual  critical  habitat,  and  total 
approximately  1.25  million  acres.  The  Service  considers  this  area  as  being  necessary  for 
the  long-term  survival  and  recovery  of  the  Louisiana  black  bear.  Unfortunately,  many 
people  misunderstood  this  and  led  others  to  similar  erroneous  conclusions  regarding 
possible  effects  of  critical  habitat  designation  on  non-forested  areas. 

Some  land  acquisition  for  the  Louisiana  black  bear  is  currently  in  progress. 
Approximately  5,000  acres  was  recently  acquired  for  addition  to  the  Tensas  River 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  at  a  cost  of  approximately  $3.0  million.  Additional  land  has 
been  identified  for  future  acquisition  contingent  upon  Service  priorities  and  the 
availability  of  funds. 

Question:  What  portion  of  the  proposed  critical  habitat  designation"  is 
privately  owned? 

Answer  Approximately  half  of  the  proposed  critical  habitat  is  privately  owned. 

Question:  If  the  majority  of  private  land  owners  oppose  designating  critical 
habitat,  what  are  the  advantages  of  such  a  designation? 

Answer  The  habitat  loss  that  resulted  in  listing  of  the  Louisiana  black  bear  was 
piece-meal  in  nature,  i.e.,  the  cumulative  loss  of  small  tracts.  The  jeopardy  standard  of 
Section  7  would  in  most  cases  do  little  to  stem  this  kind  of  habitat  loss  since  we  are 
dealing  with  a  threatened  (as  opposed  to  endangered)  species.  By  contrast,  the  adverse 
modification  threshold  of  the  critical  habitat  provision  of  Section  7,  which  is  triggered 
by  lesser  impacts  to  the  species,  may  preclude  such  losses.  Therein  lies  the  benefit  of 
critical  habitat  designation. 
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Question:  Would  critical  habitat  designation  discourage  voluntary  efforts  to 
help  restore  the  bear? 

Answer  It  is  likely  that  the  vast  majority  of  private  landowners  oppose  critical 
habitat,  and  the  disadvantages  (misunderstandings  and  resulting  opposition)  weigh 
against  the  advantages  of  designating  critical  habitat.  The  Service  also  acknowledges 
that  it  is  possible  that  voluntary  restoration  efforts  may  be  discouraged  through  such 
designation.  However,  given  statutory  language  and  relevant  court  decisions  regarding 
critical  habitat,  it  is  clear  that  if  a  critical  habitat  designation  will  benefit  the  species,  the 
Service  does  not  have  the  discretion  to  not  propose  it. 

Question:  Can  the  bear  population  be  restored  to  a  level  that  would  warrant 
delisting  consideration  without  designating  critical  habitat? 

Answer:  The  Service  is  unable  to  predict  whether  the  bear  could  be  restored 
without  designahon  of  critical  habitat.  However,  from  a  legal  standpoint  this  is  a  moot 
issue  since  the  crihcal  habitat  proposal  is  not  a  discretionary  matter. 


NATIONAL  WILDLIFE  REFUGES 

Bayou  Sauvage  National  Wildlife  Refuge 

Question:  What  is  the  status  of  the  general  management  plan  for  the  Bayou 
Sauvage  Refuge,  which  was  authorized  in  1986  and  established  in  1990? 

Answer.  The  Bayou  Sauvage  National  Wildlife  Refuge  (NWR)  Master 
Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  was  initiated  November  1,  1992,  and  will 
be  completed  October  30, 1994.  The  Final  EIS/Master  Plan  will  recommend  Alternative 
2,  Comprehensive  Diverse  Habitat  Enhancement. 

Question:  What  sorts  of  environmental  education  programs  and  visitor 
facilities  do  you  envision  for  this  refuge? 

Answer  The  proposed  environmental  education  programs  and  visitor  facilities 
are  projected  to  accommodate  up  to  750,000  visitors  annually.  A  Visitor/Interpretive 
Center,  Administrative  and  Maintenance  Complex,  Environmental  Education  Center, 
and  attendant  environmental  education  and  public  recreational  programs  are 
envisioned  at  a  cost  of  $15-20  million. 

Question:  In  these  days  of  personnel  cut  backs,  it  seems  to  me  that  a 
constructive,  cost  effective  role  could  be  carved  out  for  NGOs  in  this  area,  such  as  the 
Society  for  Environmental  Education  which  plans  to  merge  with  the  Audubon 
Institute.  Do  you  agree?  How  do  you  envision  such  a  partnership? 

Answer.  Yes  we  agree  that  the  presence  of  such  a  diverse  and  unique  refuge 
resource  based  in  an  urban  setting  coupled  with  the  facilities  proposed  presents  an 
opportunity  for  environmental  education  for  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System. 
Introductory  discussions  have  occurred  between  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Southeast 
Louisiana  Refuges,  Project  Leader  Howard  Poitevint  and  the  Audubon  Institute. 

Question:  Would  you  need  additional  authority  for  such  a  role  or  is  your 
existing  authority  sufficient? 

Answer  A  Cooperative  Agreement  implemented  pursuant  to  existing 
authorities  would  be  the  instrument  for  realization  of  a  partnership,  should  one 
develop. 
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LOUISIANA  REFUGE  FUNDING  NEEDS 

In  the  last  decade,  four  new  wildlife  refuges  have  been  established  in 
Louisiana  —Bayou  Cocodrie,  Bayou  Sauvage,  Cameron  Prairie  and  Lake 
Ophelia/Grand  Cote.  All  four  of  these  refuges  offer  exceptional  opportunities  for 
environmental  education,  recreation  and  other  visitor  use,  but  for  this  potential  to  be 
met  additional  start  up  funds  are  needed. 

Question:  Please  provide  for  the  record  current  resources  available  to  these 
refuges,  and  what  additional  resources  will  be  necessary  to  enhance  visitor  use  at 
these  areas. 

Answer 

1)  Bayou  Cocodrie  NWR:  Bayou  Cocodrie  NWR  is  staffed  at  the  "custodial  level"  with 
the  Refuge  Manager  serving  as  the  only  employee.  Bayou  Cocodrie  NWR  was  allocated 
a  total  of  $51,000  for  FY  95.  To  implement  optimal  visitor  programs,  the  refuge  would 
need  an  office/visitor  contact  station,  a  minimum  of  four  employees,  a  4-wheel  drive 
and  other  vehicles,  ATVs  and  Operations  and  Maintenance  funds  including  $1  million 
one  time  funds  and  annual  support  of  $280,000.  Personnel  and  equipment  mentioned 
here  will  be  in  addition  to  current  resource  levels. 

2)  Bayou  Sauvage  NWR:  Current  resources  for  Bayou  Sauvage  NWR  include  3  tit  and 
$188,000  for  environmental  education.  Additional  resources  needed  to  expand  visitor 
use  include  $850,000  start-up  funds  and  annual  support  of  $580,000  Operations  and 
Maintenance  funds  and  5  FTE. 

3)  Cameron  Prairie:  Current  operation  of  the  Cameron  Prairie  refuge  visitor  center  is  5 
days  per  week  with  no  additional  outreach.  To  enhance  visitor  use  and  environmental 
education  opportunities,  additional  resources  of  two  FTE  and  $80,000  annually  would 
be  necessary  to  implement  visitor  center  activities  and  to  operate  the  center  7  days  per 
week. 

4)  Lake  Ophelia  NWR:  FY  1995  funding  for  Lake  Ophelia  NWR  is  $329,000  and  7  FTE. 
However,  resources  were  concentrated  on  such  expenses  as  utilities,  fuel,  and 
mandatory  travel  and  training  and  materials  and  supplies  necessary  for  critical 
waterfowl  management  activities  for  which  the  refuge  was  established. 

Question:  Given  the  tight  budget  constraints  facing  existing  refuges  and  the 
establishment  of  new  refuges  in  Louisiana  and  throughout  the  nation,  I  am  told  that 
many  recommend  public  use  and  refuge  enhancements  as  well  as  educational 
programs  have  been  not  been  able  to  be  intplemented.  What  considerations  were 
given  to  this  issue  in  the  FY  1995  budget  request? 

Answer  These  needs  for  Louisiana  refuges  were  recognized  and  cortsidered 
along  with  many  other  priority  needs  in  the  Service,  however  there  were  insufficient 
funds  available  to  meet  all  the  priority  needs  within  the  Service. 

Question:  Can  you  please  provide  for  the  record  a  list  and  funding  needs  of 
ongoing  and  any  proposed  public  use  and  refuge  enhancements  as  well  as  special 
educational  programs  that  have  been  recommended  for  the  refuge  system  in 
Louisiana? 

Answer 

1)  Bayou  Cocodrie:  Bayou  Cocodrie  essentially  has  no  public  use  program  or  facilities 
and  has  little  opportunity  to  accommodate  the  public  until  some  road  and  trail 
development  is  completed.  Planning  and  mirumum  staffing  and  facilities  are  needed 
and  will  be  essential  to  initiating  the  hunting  program  when  the  plan  is  completed. 
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Qpe-Tiflie  Start-up  Costs: 

Construction 

Office/ Visitor  Contact  Station  &  Maintenance  Area  --  $500,000. 

Operations  and  Maintenance 

Equipment  for  Developing  Roads  and  Public  Use  Areas  ~  $400,000. 

~  Crawler  Tractor,  Backhoe,  Grader,  Tractor  and  attachments 
Vehicles  and  Communications  —  $100,000. 

~  4-wheeled  Drive  Vehicles 

-  Communication  radios  (LE,  Safety) 

-ATVs 

Subtotal  $1,000,000 

Annual  Costs: 

Additional  Staff  (4  employees)  -  $280,000. 

--  Asst.  Manager  (GS-9/11) 

-  Office  Asst.  (GS-5) 

-  Heavy  Equip.  Operator  (WG-8/10) 

-Refuge  Officer  (GS-7/8) 

Subtotal  $280,000 

Total  $1,280,000 

2)  Bayou  Sauvage:  Bayou  Sauvage  public  use  developments  w^ould  require  one  million 
for  architectural  and  engineering  designs,  and  approximately  16  million  would  be 
required  to  begin  construction  of  these  facilities. 

3)  Cameron  Prairie:  To  provide  increased  recreation  facilities  at  Cameron  Prairie, 
wildlife  trails,  a  wildlife  drive,  interpretive  ponds  and  walks  could  be  constructed  and 
maintained  for  an  estimated  initial  cost  $200,000  with  annual  maintenance  funding  of 
$50,000  f)er  year.  Two  public  use  professionals  are  needed  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$90,000. 

Funding  needs  for  refuge  enhancements  at  Cameron  Prairie  include:  hydraulic 
excavator  $200,000;  75hp  tractor  plus  ditch  bank  mower  $60,000;  bull  dozer  $100,000; 
grounds  maintenance  equipment  $40,000  as  well  as  other  implements  and  items. 
EsHmated  total  costs  $500,000  for  above  listed  items.  Additionally,  a  large  tractor  truck 
and  low  boy  trailer  is  needed  to  move  heavy  equipment  around  between  refuges  in 
Southwest  Louisiana  to  expedite  equipment  sharing  and  wetlands  management.  Cost 
estimate  $250,000. 

East  Cove  Unit  (Cameron  Creole  Watershed  Project):  High  priority  ecosystem  -- 
Replacement  salinity  meters  are  needed  at  a  cost  of  $3,000.  An  all-weather  cabin  boat 
with  associated  radios  and  safety  gear  is  also  needed-estimated  cost  $18,000.  Wetland 
restoration  and  pumping  objectives  could  be  accomplished  with  $60,000  annually. 

4)  Lake  Ophelia /Grand  Cote  NWR:  Lake  Ophelia/Grand  Cote  NWR's  have  excellent 
potential  for  increased  visitor  use,  recreation,  and  environmental  education.  However, 
for  full  operation  of  such  programs,  the  development  of  facilities  such  as  an 
office/visitor  center,  wildlife  observation  areas,  nature  trails,  and  funds  for 
informational/  interpretive  signs  and  badly  needed  road  improvements  would  be 
required.  To  meet  the  full  potential  of  environmental  education  opportunities,  an 
interpretive  specialist  position  would  need  to  be  added  since  the  present  staff  would  not 
have  sufficient  time  to  devote  to  these  activities. 

A  public  use  review  in  1993,  recommended  expanding  hunting  and  fishing 
opportunities  at  Lake  Ophelia,  exploring  fishing  opportunities  at  Grand  Cote,  and 
developing  observation  areas,  trails,  outdoor  classroom  sites,  interpretive  brochures, 
and  wildlife  checklists  for  the  Refuge.     Lake  Ophelia  funding  needs  for  refuge 
enhancements  are  identified  below: 
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One-time  Costs: 

Office /visitor  center  facility 

Road /parking  area  improvements 

Interpretive  kiosks 

Informational  signs 

Brochures,  leaflets 
Annual  Costs: 

Interpretive  Specialist  fbase  with  1  Mb) 

$2,500,000 

100,000 

3,000 

3,000 

1,000 

60.000 

Total 

2,667,000 

Question:  Has  any  consideration  been  given  to  establishing  any  outreach 
programs  targeting  minorities  and  the  disabled?  What  if  any  such  programs  exist  in 
Louisiana? 

Answer  Bayou  Savage  Environmental  Education  programs  are  provided  to  the 
Orleans  Parish,  Louisiana,  public  school  system  which  has  90%  minority  children. 
Public  facilities  that  are  developed  will  be  designed  to  standards  for  handicapped 
accessibility  and  to  encourage  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  them  by  all  the  public.  Lake 
Ophelia  developed  a  fishing  access  point  and  boardwalk  for  the  disabled.  Special 
accommodations  are  made  for  disabled  hunters.  The  new  Cameron  Prairie 
Office/Visitor  Center  is  fully  accessible  for  disabled  people.  An  accessible  public 
fishing  area  is  currently  under  construction.  Borrow  pits  constructed  to  provide  fill  for 
new  building  at  the  refuge  could  be  modified  for  a  youth/disabled  fishing  site  at  an 
estimated  cost  $50,000.  Presently,  there  are  no  public  uses  on  Bayou  Cocodrie  NWR. 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  PATRICK  LEAHY 

LAKE  CHAMPLAIN  BASIN  ECOSYSTEM 

Question:  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  continues  to  play  a  critical,  and  very 
difficult,  role  in  managing  biotic  resources  in  the  face  of  a  growing  population  with 
increasing  demands.  In  the  1980s,  the  Service  shirked  this  role  and  avoided  difficult 
decisions.  Today  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is  working  more  creatively  to 
conserve  our  irreplaceable  biotic  resources. 

I  am  very  pleased  to  have  Mollie  Seattle  leading  the  crusade  to  turn  around  an 
agency  that  had  slipped  to  far  into  confrontation  and  heavy-handed  problem  solving. 
The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  protects  many  of  the  ecological  services  that  our  free- 
market  economy  leaves  out  ~  insects  that  pollinate  our  crops,  molds  and  fungi  that 
cure  our  diseases,  predators  that  control  pests,  and  genetic  resources  that  increase  our 
potential  to  produce  food.  In  addition,  the  Service  is  the  caretaker  of  the  living 
American  heritage  that  we  pass  on  to  our  children  -  -  heritage  like  timber  wolves, 
black  bears,  healthy  salmon  runs,  and  functioning  ecosystems.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  has  an  important  role  to  play,  and  I  am  pleased  to  see  the  Service  seize  these 
responsibilities  with  such  alacrity. 

I  have  two  sets  of  questions  on  Vermont  ecosystems,  a  few  questions  on 
national  policy  and  some  miscellaneous  items  that  I  want  to  submit  for  the  record. 

A  few  weeks  ago  I  asked  Secretary  Babbit  about  his  thoughts  on  the 
Department  of  the  Interior's  role  in  the  Lake  Champlain  Basin  beyond  fiscal  year 
1995.  He  agreed  that  the  Department  should  continue  to  support  activities  on  Lake 
Champlain  and  continue  the  ecosystem-based  approach  to  the  Basin.  The  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  has  moved  into  an  ideal  facility  in  Essex  Junction  where  they  are 
playing  a  critical  role  in  research,  monitoring,  planning  and  clean-up  in  the  Basin.  I 
understand  that  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  budgeted  $500,000  for  the  Lake 
Champlain  Fish  and  Wildlife  Resources  Office  in  FY  1995.  Will  you  continue  to  fund 
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the  critical  ongoing  work  in  the  Basin  after  the  Lake  Champlain  Special  Designation 
Act  of  1990  expires? 

Answer  In  March,  the  Service  developed  a  concept  document  outlining  how  we 
will  apply  the  principles  of  an  ecosystem  approach  to  fish  and  wildlife  conservation 
across  the  United  States.  We  identified  the  Lake  Champlain  watershed  as  one  of  52 
ecosystems.  The  sigruficance  of  the  Lake  Champlain  ecosystem  is  underscored  by  its 
designation,  by  the  United  Nations  Educational,  Scientific  and  Cultural  Organization,  as 
an  International  Biosphere  Reserve.  In  addition,  the  Lake  Champlain  Special 
Designation  Act  of  1990  elevated  the  Lake  Champlain  basin  into  a  conservation 
category  that  is  shared  by  only  a  handful  of  national  lakes  and  estuaries.  The  wetlands 
of  the  Lake  Champlain  watershed  are  so  significant  that  a  1993  grant  application  to  the 
North  American  Wetlands  Conservation  Council  for  Phase  1  of  a  three-phase 
acquisition  program  ranked  second  in  the  Nation  among  numerous  competitors  and 
was  funded. 

Because  Lake  Champlain  is  an  interstate  and  international  water  body,  conservation  of 
the  Lake's  fish  and  wildlife  is  an  important  function  of  the  Service.  The  Lake 
Champlain  Fish  and  Wildlife  Resources  Office  has  responsibility  for  numerous  aspects 
of  natural  resources  conservation,  including  non-native  species  assistance,  wetlands  and 
other  wildlife  habitat  restoration,  and  fisheries  restoration  throughout  the  basin.  A 
Service  Law  Enforcement  Agent  is  collocated  with  this  office.  Ecological  Services  offices 
in  New  York  and  New  Hampshire  work  on  contaminants,  wetland  regulation, 
endangered  species,  and  other  aspects  of  Federal  interagency  consultation 
responsibilities  of  the  Service.  Missisquoi  National  Wildlife  Refuge  and  Pittsford 
National  Fish  Hatchery  are  also  located  in  the  basin. 

The  Lake  Champlain  basin's  substantial  conservation  agency  infrastructure  and  the 
legislative  foundation  for  ecosystem-based  natural  resources  management  have 
produced  an  ideal  operating  climate  for  our  ecosystem  management  initiative.  For 
example,  the  Lake  Champlain  Management  Conference,  established  to  guide  natural 
resource  management  in  the  watershed,  has  been  developing  Action  Plans  that  will 
serve  as  valuable  tools  to  help  set  the  Service's  course  and  keep  us  on  track.  As  long  as 
we  have  funding,  we  intend  to  maintain  our  commitment  to  Lake  Champlain. 

VERMONT  COOPERATIVE  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  RESEARCH  UNIT 

Question:  In  the  past,  the  cooperative  research  unit  was  funded  through  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  budget  from  the  Lake  Champlain  Resources  Office. 
However,  in  1995  the  Cooperative  Reserach  Unit  will  serve  as  a  satellite  office  of  the 
National  Biological  Survey.  I  am  assuming,  therefore,  that  funding  will  no  longer 
come  from  the  Lake  Champlain  Fish  and  Wildlife  Resources  Office  but  rather  from 
the  National  Biological  Survey  budget.  Is  this  your  understanding  as  well?  How 
much  is  requested  for  the  research  unit? 

Answer:  The  Service's  Lake  Champlain  Fish  and  Wildlife  Resources  Office 
allocated  $100,000  per  year  during  1992  -  1994  to  serve  as  "seed  money"  to  fund  Coop 
Unit  research  projects  on  fish,  wildlife  and  habitat  topics  of  concern  in  the  Lake 
Champlain  Basin.  The  Unit  plays  an  important  role  in  providing  critical  information 
necessary  to  provide  a  sound  ecological  basis  for  future  management  of  the  lake 
ecosystem.  The  Service  is  hopeful  that  the  National  Biological  Survey  will  establish 
dedicated  funding  to  continue  these  activities.  The  Service  does  not  plan  to  repeat  the 
$100,000  allocation  to  the  Coop  Unit  in  1995  or  beyond. 

MISSISOUOI  NATIONAL  WILDLIFE  REFUGE 

Question:  The  present  Refuge  headquarters  in  Highgate,  Vermont  cannot 
provide  the  necessary  facilities  to  operated  the  refuge  effectively.  There  is  no  room 
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for  a  visitor  reception  area,  interpretation  displays,  or  public  restrooms.  The  building 
is  built  on  a  flood  plain  and  therefore  it  cannot  be  improved.  The  total  cost  of 
building  a  new  facility  in  a  secure  location  may  be  about  $2  million.  I  understand 
that  your  budget  is  very  tight,  but  I  wonder  if  you  can  give  me  an  idea  of  when  we 
might  be  able  to  address  this  persistent  problem? 

Answer    The  funding  for  the  construction  of  a  new  headquarters  for  the 
Missisquoi  National  Wildlife  Refuge  is  important;  it  is  ranked  number  3  on  the  Region  5 
FY  1995  Construction  project  listing.  However,  unless  higher  priority  construction 
needs  are  met,  the  Service  will  be  unable  to  address  this  project. 


LAKE  CHAMPLAIN  BASIN  ECOSYSTEM 

The  Senate  passed  an  amendment  to  the  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  this  year  which 
made  Lake  Champlain  eligible  for  Great  Lakes  programs  to  control  nonindigenous 
aquatic  nuisance  species.  Under  the  existing  Nonindigenous  Aquatic  Nuisance 
Prevention  and  Control  Act  of  1990,  P.L.  101-646,  the  Director  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  is  authorized  to  expend  over  $10  million  to  address  nonindigenous  species  in 
general,  and  zebra  mussels  in  particular.  The  opportunity  exists  on  Lake  Champlain 
to  combat  the  zebra  mussel  problem  before  infestation  develops,  and  my  amendment 
authorizes  the  Federal  government  to  take  advantage  of  this  opportunity. 

Question  :  What  is  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  doing  to  address  the  zebra 
mussel  problem  nationwide? 

Answer:  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS)  has  assumed  a  leadership  role  in 
the  implementation  of  the  Nonindigenous  Aquatic  Nuisance  Prevention  and  Control 
Act  of  1990  (Act).  Both  Research  and  Development  and  Fisheries  components  have 
been  actively  involved.  The  Assistant  Director  —Fisheries  serves  as  the  Director's 
representative  on  the  Aquatic  Nuisance  Species  (ANS)  Task  Force  acting  as  co-chair. 
Fisheries  staff  have  been  actively  involved  in  providing  support  to  the  ANS  Task  Force 
and  developing  and  implementing  the  Aquatic  Nuisance  Species  Program.  The  FWS 
has  established  Nonindigenous  Species  Coordinators  in  each  Region  to  facilitate  the 
transfer  of  information,  provide  technical  assistance,  and  initiate  detection  and 
monitoring  programs  on  aquatic  systems  subject  to  zebra  mussel  and  other  aquatic 
species  infestations. 

Since  the  introduction  of  the  zebra  mussel  their  spread  has  continued  virtually 
unabated  throughout  the  Great  Lakes  and  connecting  waterbodies.  They  are  now  found 
throughout  the  entire  length  of  the  Mississippi  River  including  the  Arkansas  River  in 
Oklahoma  and  have  continued  to  spread  along  the  Ohio  River,  the  Tennessee  River,  and 
the  Cumberland  River.  Those  connecting  waterways  through  which  substantial  barge 
traffic  passes  have  had  the  highest  incidence  and  the  greatest  frequency  of  occurrence  of 
zebra  mussels.  Unfortunately,  no  early  attempts  were  made  to  reduce  the  dispersal  of 
zebra  mussels  and  it  is  unlikely  that  efforts  short  of  eliminating  barge  traffic  would  have 
been  successful.  Efforts  by  the  FWS  to  control  the  subsequent  spread  of  zebra  mussels 
include  public  education  efforts  and  technical  assistance  to  affected  entities. 
Educational  efforts  were  developed  to  enlighten  the  public  on  the  potential  for 
recreational  watercraft  to  spread  zebra  mussels,  how  to  minimize  the  risk  of  transport  of 
the  mussel  on  watercraft,  especially  in  live  bait  wells,  and  programs  to  keep  the  zebra 
mussel  from  invading  ecologically  sensitive  areas. 

The  FWS  is  conducting  several  efforts  to  slow  or  stop  the  spread  of  harmful 
nonindigenous  species,  particularly  zebra  mussels.  The  FWS,  in  cooperation  with  the 
National  Park  Service,  States,  and  local  agencies,  has  developed  and  implemented  a 
Zebra  Mussel  Response  Program  on  the  St.  Croix  River  on  the  border  of  Minnesota  and 
Wisconsin.  The  objective  of  this  program  is  to  slow  or  stop  the  spread  of  the  mussel  to 
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the  St.  Croix  National  Scenic  River  where  several  species  of  endangered  mussels  are 
found.  Components  of  this  program  include  information  and  education,  monitoring, 
inspections  and  access  management,  and  remediation. 

The  FWS  is  also  cooperating  with  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  the  Corps  of  Engineers, 
and  the  western  States  to  prevent  the  spread  of  zebra  mussels  west  of  the  continental 
divide.  Efforts  currently  underway  include:  developing  an  informahon  and  educahon 
program  on  nonindigenous  species  and  encouraging  States  to  develop  such  programs; 
assisting  State  and  provincial  governments  to  assess  their  capabilities  to  establish 
inspection  stations  to  prevent  transport  of  zebra  mussels  to  unir\fested  areas;  evaluating 
the  potential  risks  and  impacts  of  zebra  mussels  on  western  ecosystems  and  facilities; 
and,  developing  partnerships  with  other  agencies. 

Question  :  What  is  being  done  on  Lake  Champlain? 

Answer  The  zebra  mussel  was  verified  in  Lake  Champlain  in  August  1993. 
Detection  and  monitoring  and  public  education  has  been  the  line  of  defense  against  the 
further  spread  of  the  mussel.  The  FWS  will  continue  to  expand  the 
education/prevention  partnership  programs  with  the  states.  Sea  Grant,  local 
governments,  and  private  entities  to  prevent  or  slow  the  further  spread  of  the  zebra 
mussel.  Specific  educational  activities  being  undertaken  include:  parhcipating  in  the 
preparation  and  implementation  of  state  management  plans;  providing  information  to 
the  news  media;  and,  providing  educational  materials  to  the  public. 

Biological  and  ecological  concerns  are  being  assessed  through  the  evaluation  of  the 
increasing  impact  the  zebra  mussels  are  having  on  native  shellfish  and  then  identifying 
and  implementing  remediation  and  protection  measures.  In  addition,  the  FWS  is 
evaluating  the  energy  flow  redistribution  caused  by  the  zebra  mussel  and  its  impact  on 
the  fish  carrying  capacity  of  the  Great  Lakes  by  refining  the  Lake  Erie  and  Ontario 
investigatior\s  and  applying  these  models  to  Lake  Champlain. 

The  Lake  Champlain  Basin  Program  and  the  Lake  Champlain  Management  Conference, 
initiated  by  the  Lake  Champlain  Special  Designation  Act  of  1990,  have  been  extremely 
active  in  supporting  and  promoting  zebra  mussel  education,  outreach  and  assessment 
programs.  The  Service  is  a  key  member  of  the  Basin  Program  and  Management 
Conference,  especially  where  zebra  mussels  and  other  living  resource  issues  are 
involved.  Indeed,  the  Lake  Champlain  Fish  and  Wildlife  Resources  Office's  Project 
Leader  chairs  the  Management  Coriference's  Living  Natural  Resources  Subcommittee, 
which  developed  the  Conference's  draft  "Action  Plan  for  Managing  Non-native 
Nuisance  Aquatic  Plants  and  Animals"  due  to  be  released  in  July. 

The  Lake  Champlain  Fish  and  Wildlife  Resources  Office  recently  initiated  a  zebra 
mussel  monitoring  effort  which  is  also  an  excellent  example  of  how  cooperation  among 
Federal  agencies  can  maximize  the  efficiency  of  our  efforts.  With  assistance  from  the 
U.S.  Coast  Guard  during  their  periodic  inspection  of  buoys  on  Lake  Champlain,  the 
Service  is  collecting  zebra  mussel  samples  to  supplement  other  status  and  distribution 
information. 

Question  :  Will  the  efforts  on  Lake  Champlain  or  other  areas  of  the  nation 
control  the  zebra  mussel? 

Answer  Once  the  zebra  mussel  it\fests  an  open  waterbody  there  is  little 
probability  of  eradication;  however,  control  methods  may  be  effectively  employed 
where  the  larval  stages  or  mature  organisms  can  be  confined  in  locations  such  as  water 
intakes.  In  these  areas  chemical  and  some  nonchemical  controls  are  effective.  Natural 
biological  controls  such  as  diving  ducks  and  the  freshwater  drum  may  be  able  to  control 
isolated  low  density  colonies  in  some  situations,  but  their  overall  effectiveness  as 
control  measures  are  yet  to  be  fully  demonstrated.    However,  in  every  situation  the 
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water  users,  industry,  anglers,  recreationists,  etc.,  must  be  knowledgeable  of  the 
harmful  effects  created  by  this  invasive  mussel  and  be  prepared  to  use  the  most 
appropriate  and  effective  control. 

Education  may  be  one  of  the  most  effective  methods  for  preventing  the  introduction 
and  spread  of  harmful  nonindigenous  species,  such  as  the  zebra  mussel.  Public 
information  and  education  campaigns  must  be  directed  to  a  wide  range  of  audiences, 
including  industrial  users  of  water,  anglers,  boaters,  aquarium  owners,  aquaculture  and 
aquarium  industries,  professional  and  trade  groups,  researchers,  resource  managers, 
and  the  general  public.  The  education  component  of  the  Aquatic  Nuisance  Species 
Program  provides  an  excellent  framework  to  develop  an  effective  education  and 
information  strategy.  All  of  the  prevenHon  programs  developed  by  the  Service  have  an 
education  component  that  is  integral  to  the  overall  success  of  the  programs.  All 
prevention  and  control  programs  developed  and  implemented  by  other  agencies  should 
also  have  an  information  and  education  component  to  inform  the  public  and  the 
technical  community  on  the  problems,  the  progress  made  through  research,  and 
potential  solutions  to  problems. 

The  Great  Lakes  Panel  on  Nonindigenous  Species  of  the  ANS  Task  Force  has  develop)ed 
an  information  and  education  strategy  for  the  Great  Lakes  community,  which  could  be 
applied  to  other  areas. 


SILVIO  CONTE  NATIONAL  WILDLIFE  REFUGE 

Question:  New  Hampshire  and  Vermont  have  the  privilege  of  enjoying 
relatively  clean  water  in  the  Connecticut  River  Valley  -  -  a  privilege  that  our  southern 
neighbors  envy.  Nonetheless,  there  is  some  degradation  that  deserves  attention  and 
some  persistent  threats  to  the  Valley  that  could  change  the  face  of  the  River  Valley 
permanently. 

In  order  to  coordinate  and  support  local  conservation  efforts,  the  Connecticut 
River  delegation  has  worked  to  implement  the  Silvio  O.  Conte  Refuge  Act.  Senators 
Jeffords,  Smith,  Gregg,  and  I  have  posted  open  meetings  in  Connecticut  Valley 
communities  to  discuss  the  opportunities  for  conservation.  Some  people  are  wary  of 
the  process  because  they  fear  Federal  regulations  will  further  burden  their 
communities  without  providing  desirable  community  benefits.  I  have  stated  to  this 
subcommittee  and  in  the  subcommittee  report  that  the  Conte  Refuge  will  be  a  non- 
traditional  refuge  that  helps  willing  landowners  and  interested  communities 
conserve  the  resources  they  value.  The  public  process  was  set  up  to  ensure  that 
communities  have  the  information  to  make  decisions  that  support  their  long-term 
goals.  What  is  the  status  of  the  Conte  Refuge? 

Answer:  A  four  step  planning  process  was  initiated  two  years  ago.  The  end 
product  of  the  process  will  be  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  which  will 
chart  the  course  of  the  Conte  Refuge  for  many  years.  The  process  steps  and 
accomplishments  are: 

Step  1.  Identify  the  important  fish  and  wildlife  species  and  their  habitats. 

Accomplishments:  The  most  complete  Geographic  Information  System  data  base  for  an 
area  of  the  size  of  the  Connecticut  River  basin  is  functional  and  complete  enough  to 
support  the  remaining  steps  of  the  plarming  process.  More  information  is  needed  and 
this  gathering  process  will  continue.  The  data  base  will  become  the  biological  heart  of 
the  resource  management  of  the  future  Conte  Refuge. 

Step  2.  Identify  the  important  resource  issues  and  action  options. 
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Accomplishments:  The  planning  team  has  held  150  meetings  with  over  500  groups, 
organizations,  agencies  and  others  with  resource  interest  or  concerns  about  the 
Connecticut  River  basin  and  the  Conte  Refuge.  Included  in  the  150  meetings,  were  27 
public  meetings.  All  of  the  public  meetings  were  sponsored  by  either  a  Senator(s)  and  or 
Representatives.  The  purposes  of  the  meetings  were  to  inform  and  to  be  informed.  The 
information  the  team  wanted  was  identification  of  issues  and  concerns,  and  to  gain 
insight  into  what  actions  would  be  supported  by  interested  publics  in  the  basin.  This 
phase  of  the  planning  process  is  virtually  complete.  We  will  continue  to  meet  with 
interested  publics  when  they  request  a  meeting.  The  issues  and  actions  identified 
became  the  basis  for  Step  3. 

Step  3.  Identify  different  ways  to  conserve  fish  and  wildlife  and  resolve  issues. 

Accomplishments:  Four  weekend  long  workshops  were  held  in  April.  The  workshops 
were  held  in  Connecticut,  Massachusetts,  southern  Vermont/New  Hampshire  and 
northern  Vermont/New  Hampshire.  About  30  invitees  from  the  groups  we  met  with  in 
Step  2,  were  invited  to  look  at  the  issues  and  options  identified.  They  were  also 
provided  biological  information  gathered  in  Step  1.  They  were  asked  to  provide 
consensus  action  statements  on  the  issues  and  actions  developed  in  Step  2  while 
protecting  the  resources  in  Step  1. 

Step  4.  Prepare  and  distribute  an  "Action  Plan"  and  hold  public  hearings  to  gather 
comments. 

Accomplishments:  The  Action  Plan  will  be  the  Proposed  Action  portion  of  the  EIS.  An 
interdisciplinary  team  has  been  formed  and  trained  in  the  requirements  of  NEPA  and 
how  to  write  an  quality  EIS.  The  writing  will  begin  this  summer  and  a  draft  EIS  will  be 
available  for  public  comment  early  in  1995.  A  final  EIS  should  be  ready  by  the  end  of 
FY%. 

Question:  How  much  is  budgeted  for  FY  1995? 

Answer  Approximately  $48,000  of  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Funds  will  be 
carried  over  into  FY  1995.  In  addition,  $99,000  of  Refuge  Operations  funding  will 
support  Conte  planning  effort. 

Question:  What  are  some  of  the  opportunities  you  may  extend  to  people  if 
they  choose  to  participate? 

Answer  The  planning  team  has  stressed  that  in  order  to  protect  the  fish  and 
wildlife  resources  of  the  Connecticut  River  basin  that  we,  the  people  and  conservation 
organizations,  will  have  to  work  in  partnerships.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has 
several  programs  like  Partners  for  Wildlife  that  works  coop)eratively  with  landowners  to 
enhance  wildlife  habitat  on  their  land. 

Question:  What  are  some  of  the  possibilities  for  cooperative  agreements  with 
interested  citizens? 

Answer  In  addition  to  the  programs  listed  in  the  answer  for  question  2,  we  see  a 
great  number  of  potential  areas  to  work  cooperatively  with  the  citizens  and 
organizations  within  the  basin.  Areas  include  matching  grants  to  help  land  trusts 
purchase  valuable  wildlife  habitat.  Working  cooperatively  with  the  already  strong 
environmental  education  infra-structure  to  enhance  their  work  by  developing  new 
programs  for  new  audiences.  We  are  already  working  with  several  colleges  and 
universities  to  help  in  our  resource  data  collection.  Data  we  collect  will  be  available  to 
cooperators  like  state  resource  agencies,  regional  planning  agencies,  land  trusts  and 
other  organizations  with  ability  to  protect  or  enhance  wildlife  habitat.  We  are  already 
working  cooperatively  with  a  group  of  teachers  to  jointly  develop  an  integrated  river 
ecosystem  curriculum. 
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FFPFRAI.  FNERGY  REGULATION  COMMISSION  LICENSE  RENEWALS 

Question:  Vermont  has  several  hydropower  dams  due  for  relicensing  in  1995. 
Vermonters  have  realized  that  this  is  an  opportunity  for  communities  to  influence  the 
permitting  process  to  meet  local  needs.  In  order  for  communities  to  make  informed 
decisions,  they  need  information  that  portrays  the  range  of  options  accurately  and 
fairly.  I  have  written  to  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  already  on  one  relicensing 
application  in  Northern  Vermont  on  the  Clyde  River,  and  I  am  interested  in  the 
Service's  involvement  in  other  dams  as  well.  How  will  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
support  the  process  of  reviewing  applications  for  FERC  license  renewals? 

Answer  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  been  involved  throughout  the 
relicensing  proceedings  on  all  ten  Vermont  hydropower  projects  whose  licenses  expired 
in  1993.  The  next  projects  due  for  relicensing  in  Vermont  are  the  Vergennes  #9  project 
on  Otter  Creek  in  1999,  and  the  Waterbury  22,  Vail  Station,  and  Fifteen  Mile  Falls 
(Moore,  Comerford  and  Mclndoes  dams)  projects  on  the  Waterbury,  Passumpsic  and 
Connecticut  rivers,  respectively,  in  2001.  Given  FERC's  extended  pre-licensing 
consultation  process,  the  Service  expects  consultation  on  these  projects  to  begin  up  to 
five  years  prior  to  license  expiration.  Due  to  statutory  responsibilities  and  specific 
requirements  of  FERC's  regulations,  the  Service  expects  to  be  closely  involved  in  the 
relicensing  of  these  projects  from  the  start  of  these  proceedings.  In  the  past,  local 
governments,  non-government  organizations  and  citizens  may  not  have  been  fully 
informed  or  connected  to  these  fishing  rights  proceedings.  In  an  effort  to  allow  for 
better  local  input,  the  Service  staff  will  be  involved  in  locally  held  public  meetings  on 
the  projects,  are  available  to  assist  or  provide  information  on  fish  and  wildlife  issues, 
and  can  provide  copies  of  our  correspondence  to  local  governments  and  other 
interested  parties. 

SALMON  FISHING  RIGHTS 

Question:  We  have  been  working  to  restore  the  salmon  fishery  on  the 
Connecticut  River  for  many  years.  Where  salmon  used  to  return  by  the  thousands, 
we  are  counting  returns  by  the  dozens.  Most  New  Englanders  have  never  seen  a  30 
inch  Atlantic  Salmon  lying  along  the  shady  gravel  beds  of  Vermont's  smaller 
streams.  If  we  could  bring  this  fish  back,  we  would  also  bring  back  the  economic 
value  of  trout  salmon  sport  fishing  industry  and  countless  other  benefits.  Currently, 
however,  the  salmon  is  a  candidate  for  endangered  species  listing.  What  is  the  status 
of  the  petition  to  list  the  salmon? 

Answer.  On  January  20,  1994,  the  Service  and  the  National  Marine  Fisheries 
Service  (NMFS)  jointly  announced  that  the  petition  presented  substantial  information 
indicating  that  the  requested  action  maf  be  warranted.  The  Service  is  currently 
gathering  information  on  the  status  of  Atlantic  salmon  to  respond  to  the  petition. 
Numerous  public  comments,  along  with  a  great  deal  of  data,  have  been  received  in 
response  to  our  Federal  Register  notice.  A  decision  is  likely  by  October  1,  1994  on 
whether  to  list  the  species  as  endangered  or  threatened  pursuant  to  the  Endangered 
Species  Act. 

Question:  How  much  is  budgeted  to  buy  the  fishing  rights  from  Greenland 
fishing  boats? 

Answer  No  funds  were  allocated  in  the  FY  1995  President's  Budget  to  buy  the 
fishing  rights  from  Greenland  fishing  boats. 

Question:  How  will  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  help  to  bring  the  Atlantic 
salmon  back  to  Vermont's  streams  and  rivers? 
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Answer  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is  the  lead  agency  and  coordinator  of  all 
aspects  of  the  Connecticut  River  Atlantic  salmon  restoration  program.  Important 
fishery  habitats  and  related  resource  issues  are  being  identified  that  will  be  shared  with 
the  Conte  Fish  and  Wildlife  Refuge  planning  effort.  Restoration  of  Atlantic  salmon 
requires  a  strong  hatchery  component  to  develop  a  river  specific  broodstock.  The 
Service,  along  with  the  states  and  other  federal  agencies  involved,  will  continue  to 
survey  and  assess  habitat  in  the  receiving  waters  and  the  quality  and  performance  of 
hatchery  products  released  into  these  areas.  Efforts  are  underway  through  the 
Connecticut  River  Atlantic  Salmon  Commission  (CRASC)  to  establish  the  genetic 
baseline  of  the  Connecticut  River  salmon  stock  at  this  point  in  the  restoration  program. 
The  Service  continues  to  work  with  the  hydroelectric  power  companies  to  establish  fish 
passage  for  both  upstream  and  downstream  migration  of  Atlantic  salmon  and  other 
anadromous  species.  The  Service  is  working  with  the  four  basin  states  through  CRASC 
to  revise  the  1982  Strategic  Plan  that  guides  most  activities  affecting  the  restoration  of 
Atlantic  salmon.  This  strategic  plan  is  used  by  reviewers  of  section  10/404,  National 
Pollution  Discharge  Elimination  System  (NPDES),  water  withdrawal,  and  FERC  permit 
applications,  and  by  hydroelectric  dam  operators  throughout  the  basin. 

nSH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE  COOPERATION  WITH 

AGRICULTURE  PROGRAMS 

WFTIAND  ACQUISITION  AND  RESTORATION 

Question:  I  understand  that  the  level  of  funding  provided  to  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  is  only  enough  to  acquire  or  restore  200,000  to  300,000  acres  of 
wetlands  per  year.  Is  this  an  accurate  estimate  of  the  current  level  of  effort? 

Answer  The  current  level  of  wetland  restoration  and  acquisition  is  likely  to  fall 
in  the  200,000  to  250,000  acre  range.  Our  land  acquisition  and  habitat  restoration 
projects  generally  involve  a  combination  of  both  wetland  and  non-wetland  areas.  In 
addition,  some  habitat  projects  improve  existing  habitats  but  do  not  actually  restore  the 
full  range  of  wetlands  functions  and  values  (e.g.,  seasonal  flooding  of  crop  stubble  for 
waterfowl  and  shorebird  use).  Therefore  wetland  acres  acquired  and  restored  will  be 
somewhat  less  that  the  300,000  acres  identified  in  the  question. 

Question:  Given  the  continuing  threats  to  wetland  resources,  do  you  think 
this  adequately  meets  the  needs  for  wetland  acquisition? 

Answer  Identified  wetlands  acquisition  needs  far  exceed  any  available  funding. 

Question:  Will  you  be  asking  for  increased  funding  in  FY  1996  to  accelerate 
your  wetland  acquisition  and  restoration  efforts? 

Answer  Budget  decisions  relative  to  FY  1996  are  still  being  formulated. 
However,  in  light  of  the  present  and  future  constraints  on  discretionary  budget 
authority  fiscal  situation  it  is  difficult  to  envision  that  substantial  increases  for  wetlands 
acquisition  or  restoration  will  be  possible. 


SWAMPBUSTER 

Question:  In  the  1990  Farm  Bill,  we  came  a  long  way  toward  creating  a 
wetland  protection  program  within  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  that  truly 
protects  wetlands  while  being  flexible  enough  to  meet  farmers'  needs.  Given  the 
limited  funding  available  for  wetland  acquisition,  the  protection  of  wetlands  on 
private  lands  is  critical  to  maintaining  the  quality  and  quantity  of  our  wetland 
resources.  Exempting  wetlands  that  have  been  farmed  for  6  out  of  10  years  from 
protection,  for  example,  would  eliminate  10  million  acres  of  seasonal  wetlands  that 
are  vital  to  waterfowl  populations.  Adequate  funding  for  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
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FTEs  to  carry  out  their  responsibilities  for  minimal  effect  determinations  and 
mitigation  plans  are  absolutely  essential  to  solving  farmers'  real  problems  with 
Swampbuster  and  eliminating  pressure  for  relaxing  wetland  protection.  I  would  like 
to  know  what  level  of  effort  you  think  is  necessary  to  carry  out  your  responsibilities 
under  the  farm  bill? 

Answer  The  proposed  funding  level  accurately  reflects  the  amount  necessary 
for  the  Service  to  effectively  participate  in  priority  field  activities  associated  with  these 
programs  in  Fiscal  Year  1995.  The  Service's  request  provides  for  a  total  funding  level  of 
$5,266,000  to  carry  out  Farm  Bill  responsibilities.  Of  this  total  approximately  $766,000  is 
for  Farmers  Home  Administration  conservation  easement  identification  and  evaluation, 
$2,000,000  for  Wetlands  Reserve  Program  easement  area  selection  and  restoration  plan 
development,  and  $2,500,000  for  Swampbuster  based  wetlands  delineation,  minimal 
effect,  and  minimal  effect  mitigation  assistance. 

Question:  Are  the  increases  you  are  asking  for  enough  to  meet  these  critical 
needs? 

Answer:  The  Administration  request  is  sufficient  to  meet  critical  needs  for 
participating  in  priority  field  activities.  For  the  Service  to  participate  fully  in  all  field 
project  activities  called  for  in  the  Farm  Bill  would  require  an  additional  $3,000,000  of 
which  $2,000,000  would  be  utilized  to  implement  swampbuster  field  activities. 

RED-COCKADED  WOODPECKERS 

Question:  Both  the  red-cockaded  woodpecker  and  the  northern  spotted  owl 
choose  old  growth  forests  for  their  primary  nesting  habitat.  The  northern  spotted 
owl  has  shut  down  all  timber  sales  in  west  side  forests  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  since 
1991.  On  the  other  hand,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  handled  the  red-cockaded 
woodpecker  quite  differently  and  the  effects  have  been  less  destructive  and  divisive. 
Can  you  explain  the  difference  in  the  approach  for  implementing  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  for  each  of  these  old-growth  species? 

Answer:  An  imjx)rtant  consideration  is  that  the  red-cockaded  woodpecker  has 
been  protected  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act  (Act)  since  October  13, 1970,  when  it 
was  listed  as  endangered.  Since  the  listing  of  this  species,  there  has  been  nearly  a 
quarter  of  a  century  for  the  Federal  government.  States,  private  landowners,  and 
interested  parties  to  develop  mechanisms  and  strategies  for  the  conservation  of  this 
species.  Like  the  Northern  spotted  owl,  the  red-cockaded  woodpecker  was  endangered 
by  habitat  loss,  largely  widespread  clearcutting  of  the  southeastern  longleaf  pine  forest 
habitat. 

Most  land  in  the  southeastern  United  States  is  in  private  or  state  ownership.  It  is  still 
unresolved  whether  the  red-cockaded  woodpecker  can  be  recovered  solely  on  federal 
landholdings.  The  species  are  not  treated  differently  but  the  land  ownership  patterns 
differ  greatly  between  the  two  species.  The  red-cockaded  woodpecker  does  not  have  to 
have  old-growth  forest,  the  Northern  spotted  owl  does.  In  fact,  no  old-growth  longleaf 
pine  forest  is  believed  to  still  exist  in  the  southeastern  United  States.  The  last  old- 
growth  longleaf  pine  forest,  the  preferred  habitat  for  red-cockaded  woodpeckers,  was 
probably  cut  early  this  century.  It  is  true  that  the  red-cockaded  woodpecker  requires 
large  pine  trees,  and  often  these  large  pines,  depending  on  the  conditions  where  they 
occur,  will  be  anywhere  from  60  to  hundreds  of  years  old. 

Question:  In  general  how  will  Endangered  Species  Act  implementation  differ 
under  the  Qinlon  Administration  than  from  the  Reagan/Bush  years? 

Answer  The  Administration  believes  the  Endangered  Species  Act  is  a  strong  yet 
flexible  law,  and  that  these  inherent  flexibilities  can  be  better  used  to  improve 
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implementation.  New  policy  directives  announced  June  14,  1994,  are  designed  to 
streamline  and  improve  implementation  procedures  by  using  comprehensive  scientiHc 
information  and  review,  and  by  maintaining  an  ecosystem  focus.  Early  involvement  in 
resource  management  and  plarming  issues  is  also  recogruzed  as  key  to  prevention  of 
species  and  habitat  declines  that  may  lead  to  listing  under  the  Act. 

In  addition,  the  1995  President's  Budget  includes  significant  increases  for  the 
implementation  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  Over  $23  million  in  increase  requests 
will  allow  the  current  Administration  to  make  significant  strides  in  the  Act's 
implementation  of  the  listing,  consultation,  and  recovery  programs.  This  is  a  39% 
increase  over  1994  enacted  levels  for  these  programs. 

Question:  How  soon  will  critics  have  concrete  examples  of  your  approach  to 
species  protection  and  ecosystem  management  by  which  they  can  evaluate  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  and  consider  ideas  for  reform? 

Answen  New  policies  announced  on  June  14,  1994,  formalized  an  ecosystem- 
based  approach  for  species  conservation  that  is  provided  for  in  the  Section  2(b)  of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act.  Several  examples  of  multi-species  and  ecosystem  based 
listings  and  recovery  plans  that  have  been  developed  in  recent  years  are  currently 
available  for  review.  In  particular,  ecosystem  management  principles  have  been 
applied  in  the  Pacific  Northwest,  South  Florida,  US/Mexico  border.  Southern 
California,  and  many  other  areas  that  have  unique  natural  resources  that  must  be 
conserved  for  future  generations.  The  implementation  of  the  new  policies  will  increase 
the  emphasis  on  this  approach,  which  will  shift  the  focus  away  from  individual  species 
management  where  choices  are  limited  and  costs  are  high. 

Why  have  the  perceived  economic  impacts  from  listing  the  Red-cockaded 
woodpecker  been  so  different  from  those  associated  with  the  Northern  spotted  owl? 

Answer  An  important  consideration  is  that  the  red-cockaded  woodpecker  has 
been  protected  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act  (Act)  since  October  13, 1970,  when  it 
was  listed  as  endangered.  Since  the  listing  of  this  species,  there  has  been  nearly  a 
quarter  of  a  century  for  the  Federal  government.  States,  private  landowners,  and 
interested  parties  to  develop  mechanisms  and  strategies  for  the  conservation  of  this 
species.  Like  the  Northern  spotted  owl,  the  red-cockaded  woodpecker  was  endangered 
by  habitat  loss,  largely  widespread  clearcutting  of  the  southeastern  longleaf  pine  forest 
habitat. 

Most  land  in  the  southeastern  United  States  is  in  private  or  state  ownership.  It  is  still 
unresolved  whether  the  red-cockaded  woodpecker  can  be  recovered  solely  on  federal 
landholdings.  The  species  are  not  treated  differently  but  the  land  ownership  patterns 
differ  greatly  between  the  two  species.  The  red-cockaded  woodpecker  does  not  have  to 
have  old-growth  forest,  the  Northern  spotted  owl  does.  In  fact,  no  old-growth  longleaf 
pine  forest  is  believed  to  still  exist  in  the  southeastern  United  States.  The  last  old- 
growth  longleaf  pine  forest,  the  preferred  habitat  for  red-cockaded  woodpeckers,  was 
probably  cut  early  this  century.  It  is  true  that  the  red-cockaded  woodpecker  requires 
large  pine  trees,  and  often  these  large  pines,  depending  on  the  conditions  where  they 
occur,  will  be  anywhere  from  60  to  hundreds  of  years  old. 


WIND  ENERGY  GENERATION  AND  BALD  EAGLE  CONSERVATION 

Question:  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  recently  issued  policy  direction 
indicating  that  the  Service  would  enforce  P.L.  76-567  as  it  affects  wind  energy.  The 
Service  also  promised  to  work  with  the  wind  generation  industry  to  help  them  make 
their  products  compatible  with  eagles.  How  does  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
expect  to  do  this?  What  has  been  done  so  far? 
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Answer.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is  participating  in  the  National  Wind 
Coordinating  Committee  (Committee),  a  collaborative  of  interest  groups  established  by 
the  Department  of  Energy  to  address  a  range  of  issues  associated  with  anticipated 
expansion  of  the  windpower  industry.  Among  the  issues  being  addressed  by  this 
Committee  is  the  problem  of  bird  mortality  associated  with  operating  wind  turbines. 
Migratory  bird  management  staff  of  the  Service  are  participating  actively  in  the  Avian 
Subcommittee  of  this  Committee,  with  the  objective  of  defining  the  scope  of  bird 
mortality  and  identifying  approaches  to  solving  it. 

The  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act  (MBTA)  has  been  one  of  the  nation's  most  effective  and 
successful  conservation  laws,  because  it  imposes  very  stringent  protection  standards  for 
all  migratory  birds,  especially  nongame  species.  As  the  lead  agency  for  migratory  bird 
management,  the  Service  is  cognizant  of  local  impacts  on  populations  of  species  like 
golden  eagles,  as  well  as  the  impact  that  an  expanding  windpower  industry  can  have  on 
all  populations.  This  expansion  could  result  in  a  major  cumulative  impact  over  time. 
The  Service  is  in  the  process  of  accumulating  available  information  on  avian  mortality  at 
wind  turbines  to  determine  the  severity  of  current  impacts. 

Based  upon  deliberations  of  the  Avian  Subcommittee,  the  Service  expects  the 
windpower  industry  to  take  whatever  steps  are  recommended  (e.g.  proper  siting  of 
facilities,  innovative  turbine  designs)  to  bring  windfarm  operations  into  compliance 
with  the  MBTA.  The  Service  also  recognizes  the  many  environmental  benefits  of  non- 
polluting,  alternative  sources  of  energy  like  windpower.  Accordingly,  the  Service  will 
fully  explore  new  regulatory  options  under  MBTA  that  could  allow  the  industry  to 
expand  in  a  measured  fashion  consistent  with  sound  migratory  bird  conservation. 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  DON  NICKLES 
SOUTH  FLORIDA  ECOSYSTEM  INITIATIVE 


Question:  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's  budget  request  includes  increases 
for  most  of  the  Department's  FY  1995  initiatives.  $8.0  million  is  requested  for  the 
South  Florida  Ecosystem  initiative,  which  is  a  $2.9  million  increase  (+57  percent) 
above  the  FY  1994  enacted  level.  $23.3  million  is  proposed  for  the  Pacific  Northwest 
Forest  Plan,  which  is  a  $20.3  million  increase  (+2030  percent).  The  FWS's  budget  also 
includes  $10.9  million  for  North  American  Free  Trade  Agreement  (NAFTA) 
environmental  activities;  FY  1994  NAFTA  activities  are  $425,000. 

The  Department's  total  identified  need  for  the  South  Florida  Ecosystem  is 
$57.3  million,  which  is  a  $28.9  million  increase  (+100  percent)  above  the  FY  1994 
enacted  level.  During  the  Secretary's  hearing  we  were  told  that  the  South  Florida 
project  could  require  $l-$2  billion  over  the  next  15  years,  with  the  bulk  of  the 
resources  probably  realize  that  the  outlook  for  future  appropriations  bills  does  not 
look  good.  Please  explain  why  the  additional  $2.9  million  for  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  is  needed. 

Answer  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is  the  Federal  government's  fish  and 
wildlife  expert.  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  South  Florida  Ecosystem  Initiative  is 
designed  to  put  into  place  a  comprehensive  restoration  program  for  the  Everglades. 
The  Service  requires  a  $2.9  million  increase  for  involvement  in  the  initiahve.  Primarily, 
the  Service  would  be  the  lead  Federal  agency  in  the  following: 

1.  Development  of  a  coastal  restoration  program  to  implement  "on-the-ground" 
restoration  projects  such  as:  seagrass  restoration;  mangrove  replanting;  restoration  of 
tidal  inundation;  water  quality  improvement;  and  many  others. 


1350 


2.  Development  of  a  multi-species  recovery  plan  for  threatened  and  endangered  species 
to  address  individual  species  issues  in  a  holistic  manner  and  remove  burdens  on  land 
owners. 

3.  Development  of  a  comprehensive  wetland  mitigation  program  under  Section  404  of 
the  Clean  Water  Act  to  mitigate  for  thousands  of  acres  of  wetland  losses  each  year  as  a 
result  of  Department  of  the  Army  permits. 

4.  Develop  a  comprehensive  water  quality  and  quantity  program  for  South  Florida. 
This  effort  is  designed  to  restore  the  timing,  distribution  and  quantity  of  water  to  the 
greater  Everglades  ecosystem.  The  Service's  Environmental  Contaminants  program  is  a 
leader  in  the  identifying  the  effects  that  mercury  and  nutrient-laden  water  has  on  the 
Everglades  fish  and  wildlife  resources. 

5.  Provide  guidance  and  direction  to  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers'  Central  and 
Southern  Florida  Flood  Control  Project  Re-shidy  under  the  authority  of  the  1986  Water 
Resources  Development  Act.  The  entire  Kissinunee-Okeechobee-Everglades  hydrologic 
system  is  a  very  large  Civil  Works  project  authorized  by  Congress.  As  such.  Congress 
has  authorized  a  re-evaluation  of  the  project  to  identify  opportunities  to  protect, 
conserve  and  restore  fish  and  wildlife  resources.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  needs 
adequate  funding  to  be  an  integral  partner  in  this  effort. 

Question:  Is  the  FWS  anticipating  a  comparable  funding  level  in  FY  1996? 

Answer  The  FY  1996  Budget  is  currently  being  formulated.  If  comparable 
funding  for  the  next  fiscal  year  are  requested,  however,  it  would  allow  the  Service  to 
continue  to  meet  its  obligations  under  the  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MOA)  signed 
by  a  Taskforce  of  Assistant  Secretaries  of  six  federal  Departments.  The  MOA  is  for  a 
minimum  of  five  years,  and  is  expected  to  be  renewed  at  that  time.  The  Ecosystem 
Initiative  is  a  long-term  commitment  to  restoring  the  health  of  South  Florida  and  its 
internationally  significant  resources. 

Question:  What  are  the  agency's  future  needs  over  the  next  15  years? 

Answer.  The  Service  anticipates  maintaining  its  leadership  role  in  the  South 
Florida  ecosystem.  Increases  in  funding  over  time  are  needed  to  begin  the  restoration 
process  through  "on-the-ground"  projects  in  the  coastal  zone,  conduct  Environmental 
contaminant  studies,  resolve  endangered  species  conflicts  and  to  provide  the  necessary 
guidance  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  where  most  of  the  Congressional  appropriations 
will  be  directed  in  order  to  initiate  major  water  projects. 

Question:  What  is  the  FWS's  number  one  priority  of  the  FY  1995  South  Florida 
initiative?  Please  prioritize  each  component  of  the  South  florida  initiative. 

Answer  The  Service's  number  one  priority  in  FY  1995  is  to  establish  a  Coastal 
Restoration  Program  in  order  to  implement  "on-the-ground"  projects  to  restore  coastal 
habitats.  Florida  is  obviously  a  coastal-oriented  state  where  most  of  the  population 
lives  on  the  coasts  and  in  the  Florida  Keys.  A  major  component  of  this  program  is 
partnering  with  other  Federal,  State  and  local  partners  to  "pool"  funds  to  accomplish 
more  meaningful  restorations.  The  Service  anticipates  that  up  to  60%  of  all  funds 
appropriated  will  "pass  through "  and  have  a  direct  benefit  for  coastal  resources. 

Service  priorities  of  the  South  Florida  Initiative  are  as  follows: 

1.  Restore  adequate  water  quality  and  quantity  to  the  Everglades. 

2.  Establish  a  coastal  restoration  program. 

3.  Provide  guidance/assistance  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers  Civil  Works 

program. 
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4.  Develop  a  comprehensive  wetland  mitigation  program. 

5.  Develop  a  multi-species  recovery  plan. 

6.  Identify  and  ameliorate  environmental  contaminant  problems. 

7.  Contribute  to  outreach  and  public  education  of  environmental  values. 


PACIFIC  NORTHWEST  FOREST  PLAN 

The  FY  1995  Pacific  Northwest  Forest  Plan  initiative  request  is  $176  million, 
including  the  Forest  Service's  portion  of  $102  million.  The  Department  of  the 
Interior's  share  totals  $73.5  million.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  request  is  $23.3 
million,  which  is  32  percent  of  the  total  for  the  Department. 

Question:  What  is  the  status  of  the  Forest  Plan? 

Answer  The  President's  Forest  Plan  is  being  implemented  by  the  Forest  Service, 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  other  Federal  agencies  and  bureaus,  as  detailed  in  the 
Record  of  Decision  for  Amendments  to  Forest  Service  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Plarming  Documents  Within  the  Range  of  the  Northern  Spotted  Owl  and  the  Standards 
and  Guidelines  for  Management  of  Habitat  for  Late-Successional  and  Old-Growth 
Forest  Related  Species  Within  the  Range  of  the  Northern  Spotted  Owl. 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  continues  the  effort  to  develop  a  4(d)  rule  that  will 
provide  for  the  conservation  of  the  northern  spotted  owl  on  nonfederal  lands  and 
relieve  prohibitions  against  take  in  certain  nonfederal  areas  so  that  timber  harvesting 
activities  can  proceed.  The  earliest  date  by  which  a  draft  4(d)  rule  and  a  draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  could  be  published  in  the  Federal  Register  is  September 
1994.  Following  the  publishing  of  the  draft  rule  in  the  Federal  Register,  public  comment 
will  be  received  for  a  period  of  at  least  60  days.  Assuming  an  additional  90  days  for 
review  of  comments  and  completion  of  the  analysis  and  final  rule,  publishing  of  a  final 
4(d)  rule  could  be  expected  no  sooner  than  early  1995.  The  delay  in  publishing  the  4(d) 
rule  is  primarily  attributable  to  the  lack  of  data  regarding  land  cover  attributes  on 
nonfederal  lands.  This  information  is  needed  to  complete  the  analyses  of  impacts 
associated  with  the  proposed  4(d)  rule. 

Question:  From  a  March  31,  1994,  spreadsheet  (supplied  by  the  Department's 
budget  office),  I  see  that  the  FWS  is  planning  to  spend  $5  million  in  FY  1994.  The 
budget  justification  indicates  that  $1  million  would  be  spent  in  FY  1994.  The  FY  1994 
Supplemental  Appropriations  Bill  contained  an  additional  $2  million  for  Forest  Plan 
activities,  bringing  the  FWS's  Forest  Plan  total  to  $3  million.  Please  explain  the 
difference  in  the  numbers. 

Answer  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's  (Service)  Budget  Justification  showed 
that  $1  million  was  appropriated  to  the  Department  in  1994  for  Service ]obs-in-the-Woods 
ecosystem  restoration  projects.  These  projects  are  designed  to  put  unemployed  timber 
workers  back  to  work  on  riparian  projects  and  other  ecosystem  improvement  projects. 
There  are  several  other  components  of  the  Service's  Forest  Plan  budget,  however.  These 
components,  summarized  on  page  viii  of  the  Budget  Justifications,  included  $2  million 
in  1994  of  base  funding  for  spotted  owl  recovery  activities.  An  additional  $2.1  million 
was  provided  in  1994  as  a  supplemental  appropriation  for  the  development  of  the  4(d) 
rule.  This  totals  $5.1  million  as  shown  on  the  March  31, 1994  funding  table.  Please  note 
that  the  Service  has  also  requested  a  reprogramming  of  $2.3  million  in  1994  for  Forest 
Plan  activities. 

Question:  Where  did  the  $5  million  come  from? 

Answer  The  $5  million  of  1994  Forest  Plan  funding  shown  on  the  table  includes 
$2  million  in  1994  of  base  funding  for  spotted  owl  recovery  activities,  an  additional  $2.1 
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million  provided  as  a  supplemental  appropriation  for  the  development  of  the  4(d)  rule, 
and  $1  million  for  Jobs-itt-the-Woods  ecosystem  restoration  projects.  This  totals  $5.1 
million  as  shown  on  the  March  31, 1994  funding  table. 

Question:  Did  Congress  approve  the  additional  $2  million?  If  not,  what 
approval  authority  does  the  FWS  have  to  spend  the  additional  money  on  Forest  Plan 
activities? 

Answer:  The  $2  million  in  1994  of  base  funding  for  spotted  owl  recovery 
activities  were  requested  from,  and  approved  by.  Congress  as  part  of  the  Service's  1994 
President's  Budget  Request  for  Endangered  Species  recovery  activities  (page  46  of  the 
1994  Budget  Justifications). 

Question:  What  new  activities  are  being  performed  by  the  FWS  in  FY  19947 
How  do  the  proposed  FY  1995  activities  differ  from  the  FY  1994  activities? 

Answer  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is  participating  in  activities  associated 
with  implementation  of  the  President's  Forest  Plan  including:  watershed  analyses, 
development  of  survey  and  management  protocols,  development  of  adaptive 
management  plans,  early  project  coordination  for  Section  7  consultation.  Section  10 
(Habitat  Conservation  Planning)  activities.  Section  4(d)  activities,  and  recovery 
planning  activities  for  the  northern  spotted  owl,  marbled  murrelet,  and  other  forest 
species.  In  addition  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is  providing  funding  and  staff  for  the 
Regional  Ecosystem  Office. 

The  Service  is  working  closely  with  the  Forest  Service  and  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  during  early  phases  of  the  planning  process  to  ensure  that  timber  sales 
and  other  activities  are  located  and  designed  to  avoid  and  minimize  impacts  to  listed 
species. 

Question:  Please  prioritize  the  FY  1995  Forest  Plan  funding  components  for 
the  FWS  and  submit  them  to  the  Committee. 

Answer  Priorities  within  the  Service's  Forest  Plan  budget  increase  requests  are 
as  follows  (shown  in  $5  million  increments): 

Priority  1.  Listing  +700 

Consultation  +2^00 

Recovery  ■t-2.000 

+5,000 

Priority  2.  Recovery  +5,000 

Priority  3.  Recovery  +1,250 

Jobs-in-the-Woods         +3.750 

+5,000 

Priority  4.  Jobs-in-the-Woods        +5,250 

Question:  What  are  the  agency's  anticipated  future  Forest  Plan 
implementation  funding  needs? 

Answer  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  anticipates  that  its  future  funding  needs 
for  implementation  of  the  Forest  Plan  will  increase  beyond  FY  1995  since  there  will  be 
corresponding  increases  in  the  workload  of  the  land  management  agencies,  e.g.  Bureau 
of  Land  Management,  Forest  Service,  as  they  ramp  up  to  full  implementation  in  1997 
and  1998. 
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In  addition  to  moving  forward  on  the  rule  making  process  in  1995,  the  Service  will  need 
to  initiate  the  following  activities  in  future  years:  revision  of  critical  habitat 
designations  for  the  spotted  owl  and  the  marbled  murrelet;  reassessment  of  the 
recovery  plan  for  the  spotted  owl;  and  development  of  the  marbled  murrelet  recovery 
plan.  The  Service  will  also  need  to  increase  its  Section  7  consultations  to  match  Forest 
Service  and  Bureau  of  Land  management  efforts  on  timber  plans  and  sales;  the 
ecological  timber  program;  standard  and  guidelines  for  recreation,  fish  and  wildlife  and 
range  projects;  east-side  Washington  timber  sales;  and  activities  associated  with 
adaptive  management  areas.  Monitoring  activities  for  the  owl  and  other  species  will 
also  need  to  be  undertaken  to  ensure  the  success  of  the  rule.  Finally,  the  Service  will 
increase  its  efforts  to  provide  information  and  assistance  to  nonfederal  landowners. 

Question:  The  Forest  Service  and  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  are  the 
primary  land  managing  agencies  in  Washington,  Oregon,  and  Northern  California. 
What  is  the  role  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service? 

Answer.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  intends  to  involve  most  of  its  programs  in 
the  implementation  of  the  Presidents  Forest  Plan.  Although  most  of  the  attention  to 
date  has  been  given  to  Section  7  consultaSon,  focus  is  shifting  from  listed  species  to 
other  species  and  to  an  ecosystem  management  approach.  This  shift  will  include  other 
Service  programs  such  as  Refuges,  Migratory  Birds,  Fisheries,  Private  Lands, 
Contaminants  and  Permits  and  Licenses. 

Question:  Using  the  Department's  March  31  spreadsheet,  it  is  noted  that  the 
FWS  is  displaying  a  $17  million  need  for  interagency  coordination.  Why  does  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  see  itself  as  the  key  coordinating  agency  rather  than  the 
agencies  responsible  for  managing  the  lands? 

Answer  Because  of  its  regulatory  responsibilities,  the  Service  sees  itself  as  a  key 
participant  in  the  implementation  of  the  President's  Forest  Plan.  Implementation  of  the 
Forest  Plan  will  depend  upon  early  Service  involvement  in  the  planning  phases  of  the 
land  management  agencies.  In  addition,  the  Service  will  play  a  major  role  in  working 
with  the  States  and  other  non-federal  entities  through  the  Endangered  Sf>ecies  Act  and 
other  authorities  (Private  Lands,  Fisheries). 

Please  note  however,  that  the  Department's  table  was  based  on  the  interagency  Forest 
Ecosystem  Management  Assessment  Team's  representation  of  Service  funding  needs. 
These  were  displayed  in  Forest  Service  budget  categories,  and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service's  listing,  consultation  and  recovery  activities  were  grouped  into  the 
"interagency  coordination"  category.  As  this  caused  confusion,  in  the  future 
Departmental  tables  will  show  separate  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  budget  categories. 

Question:  The  FY  1995  FWS  request  for  Forest  Plan  Implementation  includes 
$10  million  for  "Jobs  in  the  Woods."  Describe  the  FWS'  "Jobs  in  the  Woods"  program. 

Answer  The  "Jobs  in  the  Woods"  program  is  a  federal  interagency  program  for 
the  restoration  of  damaged  watersheds  within  the  range  of  the  northern  spotted  owl. 
Under  this  program,  displaced  forest  products  industry  workers  are  hired  at  family 
wages  ($10  to  $12  per  hour)  to  perform  the  work.  The  federal  agencies  involved  are  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  the  Forest  Service,  and  the 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs.  Generally,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  funding  is  used  to 
perform  ecosystem  restoration  on  non-federal  lands;  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  funding  is 
used  for  restoration  on  Tribal  and  adjacent  lands;  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and 
Forest  Service  funding  is  used  for  restoration  on  their  lands,  respectively.  Potential 
projects  include  decommissioning  roads,  slope  stabilization,  riparian  improvements 
such  as  fencing  and  plantings,  stand  improvements,  and  wetland  restoration.  There  is 
also  a  potenhal  for  a  significant  number  of  jobs  associated  with  monitoring  projects  after 
completion  for  compliance  with  specifications  and  for  effectiveness  of  ecosystem 
improvements. 
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Question:  Why  is  funding  being  requested  through  the  FWS  when  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management  and  the  Forest  Service  are  the  land  managing  agencies? 

Answer.  As  stated  above,  each  Federal  agency  involved  has  specific  expertise 
within  its  mission.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is  the  only  agency  that  can  perform 
restoration  projects  on  non-federal  lands.  To  maximize  this  expertise,  resource 
allocation  must  be  commensurate  with  the  level  of  involvement.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service's  participation  in  the  program  will  be  funded  through  direct  appropriation  for 
this  purpose.  The  Service  will  leverage  this  money  with  restoration  funding  from  other 
Service  programs  such  as  the  Washington  State  Ecosystems  Conservation  Program  and 
the  Puget  Sound  Program,  and  with  in-kind  services  and  funding  from  non-federal 
landowners  and  other  partners.  The  Service  will  also  match  monies  with  funding  from 
such  state  programs  as  the  state  of  Washington's  Jobs  for  the  Environment. 

For  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  the  Pacific  Northwest  Regional  Office  will 
allocate  the  funding  among  the  three  states  involved,  California,  Washington,  and 
Oregon,  to  the  appropriate  field  offices.  The  allocation  to  the  field  offices  will  be  based 
on  degree  of  preparedness  to  scope  out  and  complete  projects;  availability  of  potential 
projects;  availability  of  potential  partners  to  cost  share  projects;  potential  for  resource 
benefit,  particularly  benefits  to  listed  and  candidate,  threatened  and  endangered 
species;  and,  availability  of  displaced  forest  products  industry  workers.  The  various 
field  offices  will  fund  projects  that  have  been  identified  through  watershed  analysis. 
Projects  will  be  prioritized  based  on  benefits  to  anadromous  fish,  listed  and  candidate 
species,  and  other  species  of  concern;  potential  for  partnerships;  doability;  number  of 
displaced  workers  potentially  hired;  and  benefits  to  resources  important  to  treaty  tribes. 
Generally  the  offices  will  enter  into  cooperative  agreements  with  Conservation  Districts, 
state  agencies,  private  industry  councils,  tribes,  non-profit  organizations,  private  timber 
companies  and  other  groups  to  hire  the  displaced  workers  and  supervise  the  work. 
Funding  given  will  depend  on  the  extent  and  type  of  work  to  be  performed  and  the 
skills  and  the  equipment  needed  to  perform  the  work. 

Question:  The  Forest  Service  has  identified  $53  million  in  "Jobs  in  the  Woods" 
needs.  The  Administration  is  requesting  only  $16  million  (30  percent)  for  the  Forest 
Service.  The  "Jobs  in  the  Woods"  request  for  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  is  $17 
million,  53  percent  of  its  identified  need  of  $32.3  million.  The  FWS  is  requesting  $10 
million  (30  percent)  of  its  identified  needs.  How  did  the  Administration  coordinate 
the  Jobs  in  the  Woods  programs? 

Answer  The  Secretaries  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  and  Department  of 
Agriculture  signed  an  interagency  Memorandum  of  Understanding  committing  to 
funding  for  the  economic  assistance  portion  of  the  Forest  Plan.  The  Forest  Service 
commitment  was  for  $16  million.  The  Department  of  the  Interior  commitment  was  for 
$30  million.  These  were  the  levels  subsequently  requested  in  the  President's  Budget. 

Question:  What  were  the  priority  standards? 

Answer  The  Administration  believes  the  highest  priority  actions  will  be 
accomplished  within  the  levels  requested  in  the  President's  Budget.  The  Regional 
Ecosystem  Office  in  Portland  coordinated  the  Bureau  proposals  and  evaluated  project 
funding  levels  based  on  priority  watersheds  and  employment  opportunities.  The 
respective  Bureaus  provided  funding  opportunities  to  be  considered  by  the  two 
Departments.  These  were  evaluated  against  criteria  which  included  the  funding  targets 
we  were  under. 

NORTH  AMERICAN  FREE  TRADE  AGREEMENT 
CONSERVATION  ACTIVITIES 

Question:  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  budget  justification  states  that  the 
implementation  of  the  North  American  Free  Trade' Agreement  (NAFTA)  will  likely 
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result  in  increased  industrialization,  urbanization,  and  the  development  of  industry 
and  agriculture  in  several  areas  of  the  border  region.  The  FY  1995  request  includes 
$10.9  million  to  develop  adequate  protection  and  conservation  measures  for  fish  and 
wildlife  resources  and  their  habitat.  The  FY  1994  NAFTA-related  activities  total 
$425,000.  (Pagex) 

The  Ecological  Services  program  is  proposed  to  receive  $4.1  million  and  19  FTE's. 
These  funds  would  allow  the  Service  to  prevent  and  mitigate  potential  impacts  to 
endangered,  threatened,  and  candidate  species  through  prelisting,  listing, 
consultation,  and  recovery  activities  and  to  assist  Mexican  agencies  in  developing 
programs  needed  to  manage  these  species.  Is  the  Mexican  Government  going  to 
match  the  FWS's  proposal  with  a  comparable  funding  level  and  comparable  staffing? 
Explain.  Would  all  of  the  ecological  services  activity  be  performed  on  federal  lands? 
If  not,  why? 

Answer  Yes.  All  projects  carried  out  by  the  Service  in  Mexico  place  the  primary 
burden  of  project  costs  on  local  Mexican  cooperating  institutions.  The  Service  has 
found  that  such  local  commitments  are  a  prerequisite  for  the  long-term  viability  of  any 
program,  as  well  as  making  them  more  cost-effective. 

Not  all  ecological  services  activities  will  be  performed  on  federal  lands.  In  fact,  most 
significant  ecosystems  and  their  associated  wildlife  are  found  on  non-federal  lands,  and 
these  lands  must  be  addressed  in  order  to  have  an  impact  upon  serious  natural  resource 
problems.  Wherever  possible,  the  Service  will  develop  voluntary  agreements  with 
private,  state,  and  local  landowners  to  conduct  conservation  activities  on  these  lands. 

Question:  The  Refuges  and  Wildlife  program  is  proposed  to  receive  $5.9 
million  and  33  FTE's.  These  funds  would  establish  an  uninterrupted  range  of 
migratory  and  non-migratory  wildlife  species  in  the  United  States  and  Mexico.  Give 
examples  of  how  these  funds  would  be  used.  Would  any  of  this  money  be  passed 
directly  to  Mexico  for  establishment  of  refuges,  law  enforcement  programs,  or 
migratory  bird  programs? 

Answer  Some  examples  of  activities  to  be  funded  under  Refuges  and  Wildlife  (not  all 
relate  to  the  uninterrupted  range  or  "corridor"  concept): 

1.  Lower  Rio  Grande  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  Texas,  will  install  20  miles  of 
fence  annually  to  reduce  illegal  access  to  refuge  property,  thereby  protecting  up 
to  10,000  acres  of  wildlife  habitat. 

2.  Tijuana  Slough  NWR,  California,  will  revegetate  and  rehabilitate  sand  dune 
habitat  that  was  damaged  by  illegal  immigrant  foot  traffic.  This  restoration  will 
benefit  coastal  migrant  birds  and  endangered  species. 

3.  Santa  Ana  NWR,  Texas,  will  restore  and  manage  200  acres  of  flood  forest  and 
wetland  habitat  that  would  benefit  over  20  State  and  Federally  listed  endangered 
species. 

4.  The  Service  will  expand  its  law  enforcement  presence  along  the  border  with 
additional  wildlife  inspectors  and  special  agents.  The  addition  of  these  personnel 
will  attain  a  50  percent  wildlife  inspection  rate  at  designated  border  ports,  permit 
follow-up  investigations  into  incidents  of  illegal  smuggling,  and  assist 
coordination  efforts  with  Mexican  authorities. 

Some  of  the  NAFTA  funds  would  be  granted  to  Mexican  institutions  (not  the  Mexican 
Government),  in  cooperation  with  Mexican  authorities,  to  assist  in  the  implementation 
of  conservation  programs. 
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The  Fisheries  program  is  proposed  to  receive  $1.4  million  and  5  FTE's.  These 
funds  would  be  used  for  shared  aquifers  and  shared  aquatic  species.  Is  Mexico 
committed  to  providing  a  matching  amount  for  this  program?  If  not,  why? 

Answer  All  projects  involving  Mexico  will  require  participation  of  Mexican  staff 
and  institutions  that  will  bear  a  portion  of  the  costs. 

Question:  Funding  of  $2.3  million  is  proposed  for  a  NAFTA-related 
Cooperative  program.  Are  any  FTE's  associated  with  this  program? 

Answer:  No.  Projects  in  Mexico  will  be  implemented  by  local  Mexican 
institutions,  supplemented  by  existing  Service  staff  where  necessary. 

Question:  Would  this  pass-through  money  to  Mexico?  If  so,  why  should  we  be 
doing  this? 

Answer:  Most  of  these  funds  would  be  directed  to  local  Mexican  institutions 
such  as  universities  and  nongovernmental  organizations  to  carry  out  the  projects.  These 
projects  will  require  commitments  of  resources  by  the  Mexican  institutions.  Training 
programs,  for  example,  will  only  be  carried  out  with  institutions  that  have  made  written 
commitments  to  provide  ii\frastructure,  faculty,  and  other  resources,  and  to  increase 
this  commitment  over  time. 

Question:  How  long  is  this  expected  to  continue? 

Answer  At  this  time,  the  Mexican  Government  and  other  Mexican  entities  lack 
the  capacity  to  fully  implement  the  conservation  measures  called  for  in  the 
Environmental  Side  Agreement  and  required  under  Mexican  law.  Cooperation  with 
Mexico  is  essential  for  the  conservation  of  shared  watersheds  (Rio  Grande,  Tijuana 
River),  shared  ecosystems  (Sonoran  Desert,  Chihuahuan  Desert),  and  shared  species 
(migratory  birds,  hundreds  of  endangered,  threatened,  and  candidate  species).  Most  of 
the  cooperative  programs  in  Mexico  are  planned  to  achieve  financial  self-sufficiency 
after  several  years.  The  Service  would  provide  funding  at  the  proposed  FY  1995  level 
for  most  activities  in  the  immediate  future,  after  which  funding  levels  would  decrease 
substantially. 

Question:  $.7  million  of  the  $2.3  million  would  be  used  for  training.  Under  the 
training  component,  the  budget  justification  states  that  Mexico  does  not  have  a 
graduate  program  specifically  oriented  toward  wildlife  and  biodiversity 
management.  Will  this  money  be  used  to  establish  a  graduate  program? 

Answer:  Yes.  The  Service  and  our  Mexican  counterparts  will  identify  one  or 
more  institutions  in  Mexico  that  will  cooperatively  establish  or  expand  such  a  program. 
As  suggested  above,  this  will  only  be  done  with  institutions  willing  to  make  substantial 
commitments  of  their  own  resources. 

Question:  The  FWS  has  implemented  training  centers  in  Mexico  and  Latin 
America.  How  is  this  proposal  different  than  what  has  already  been  done? 

Answer  Demand  for  this  type  of  applied  training  far  exceeds  the  supply  in  Latin 
America  and  specifically  in  Mexico.  Service  efforts  in  this  field  have  so  far  targeted 
other  regions  of  Latin  America  (Costa  Rica,  Venezuela,  Brazil,  Argentina)  or  Latin 
America  as  a  whole  (RESERVA  training).  This  initiative  would  be  tailored  specifically 
to  Mexico  -  a  large  country  with  resource  management  needs  nationwide. 

Question:  $1.6  million  is  proposed  for  initiation  or  expansion  of  Mexican 
conservation  projects.  Please  explain  what  activities  would  be  funded.  What  are  the 
associated  costs  for  each  activity? 
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Answer  The  Service  would  emphasize  projects  within  watersheds  and 
ecosystems  that  contain  significant  protected  areas  not  adequately  managed  at  present 
and  potentially  subject  to  impacts  from  expanded  trade.  Most  of  these  sites,  in  the 
border  region  and  elsewhere  in  Mexico,  support  migratory  and  endangered  species  that 
the  United  States  is  also  attempting  to  conserve.  Attention  would  be  placed  on  overall 
ecosystem/watershed  management  with  particular  attention  to  involving  the  people 
living  in  the  vicinity  of  these  areas.  Among  the  types  of  projects  to  be  developed  are 
those  in  endangered  species  recovery  ($260,000),  habitat  management  and  restoration 
($815,000),  and  community  outreach  and  educahon  ($525,000).  Included  within  the  last 
item  are  funds  ($125,000)  for  Service  participation  in  the  Commission  on  Environmental 
Cooperation.  All  projects  in  Mexico  would  be  planned  in  cooperation  with  the  Service's 
Mexican  counterpart  agencies. 

WETLANDS  INITIATIVE 

Question:  Director  Beattie,  in  your  budget  justification,  you  have  identified  a 
$162.8  million  wetlands  initiative.  However,  when  comparing  the  FY  1995  proposal 
with  the  FY  1994  wetlands  activities,  the  initiative's  funding  drops  by  $6.2  million 
from  the  FY  1994  level  of  $174.5  million.  Is  this  principally  a  continuation  of  what 
has  been  done  in  the  past? 

Answer:  The  Service's  1995  Budget  requests  significant  funding  for  the 
acquisition,  restoration  and  conservation  of  wetlands  resources:  $30.3  million  is 
requested  for  the  restoration,  creation  and  enhancement  of  wetlands;  $10.3  million  is 
requested  for  Service  activities  related  to  wetlands  regulatory  programs;  $16.6  million 
is  requested  for  watershed  planning  and  coordination  with  other  state,  local  and  private 
entities;  $7.8  million  is  requested  for  mapping  and  monitoring;  $0.6  million  is 
requested  for  education  and  outreach;  and  $102.5  million  is  requested  for  wetlands 
project  acquisition. 

The  overall  decrease  of  $6.2  million  from  the  FY  1994  funding  level  is  due  to  decreases 
in  the  Service's  land  acquisition  request.  The  President's  Budget  includes  several 
program  increases,  however,  that  reflect  the  Service's  commitment  to  wetlands-related 
activities.  These  include  new  Wetlands  Restoration/Creation/  Enhancement  activities 
(+$3.1  million).  Wetlands  Regulation  activities  (+$2.5  million),  and  activities  related  to 
Watershed  Planning/Enhancing  Non-Federal  Roles  (+$1.4  million). 

Question:  If  not,  what  is  new? 

Answer  As  described  below,  the  Service's  1995  Wetlands  Initiative  is  composed 
of  existing  Service  programs  with  operational  increases  in  many  areas.  These  increases 
represent  efforts  such  as  increased  technical  assistance  needed  for  the  successful 
delivery  of  a  series  of  improvements  to  the  Federal  wetlands  program  that  was 
announced  by  the  Administration  on  August  24, 1993. 

Question:  How  is  this  proposal  different  than  what  is  being  done  in  FY  1994? 

Answer  The  proposal  requests  funding  for  several  programs  above  the  FY  1994 
funding  level.  These  are  summarized  below. 

Wetlands  Restoration /CreaHon/  Enhancement  activities  f+$3.1  million):  The  Service 
requested  an  increase  of  $2  million  in  the  Trust  Species  Habitat  program  to  restore  an 
estimated  7,000  acres  of  wetlands  through  voluntary  partnerships  with  private 
landowners.  Project  selection  will  be  focused  on  those  geographic  areas  where  projects 
can  be  clustered  to  provide  watershed  benefits  that  can  be  magnified  beyond  the 
specific  acres  involved  in  the  restoration  project.  Areas  where  the  greatest  potential  for 
benefiting  Federal  trust  species  of  concern  can  be  realized  will  also  be  given  high 
priority.  Areas  of  emphasis  will  include  but  not  be  limited  to: 
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•  Centennial  Valley,  Montana 

•  Blackfoot  River  Valley,  Montana 

•  Sandhills  Region,  Nebraska 

•  Nebraska  Rainwater  Basin 

•  Upper  Mississippi  River  Basin 

•  Connecticut  River  Valley,  Vermont 

•  Florida 

•  Lower  Mississippi  River  Valley 

In  addition,  the  Service  requested  a  progran\  increase  of  $1  million  in  the  Bay/Estuary 
program  for  wetlands  restoration  efforts  in  Everglades/South  Florida  coastal  areas, 
Albemarle-Pamlico  Sound  (NC,  VA),  Delaware  Bay,  Galveston  Bay/Texas  Coast,  Puget 
Sound  (WA),  San  Francisco  Bay,  and  Southern  New  England/New  York  Bight;  and 
$70,000  for  the  North  American  Wetlands  Management  Plan. 

Wetlands  Regulation  (+$2.5  million):  The  Service  requested  an  increase  of  $2.1  million 
in  the  Trust  Species  Habitat  program  to  provide  increased  technical  assistance  needed 
for  the  successful  delivery  of  a  series  of  improvements  to  the  Federal  wetlands  program 
that  was  announced  by  the  Administration  on  August  24, 1993.  Specific  areas  of  Service 
activity  within  the  Trust  Species  Habitats  program  area  that  require  increased  levels  of 
funding  in  response  to  this  announcement  are:  (1)  Swampbuster  technical  assistance 
efforts  associated  with  wetland  determinations  on  agricultural  wetlands;  (2)  Wetlands 
Reserve  Program  easement  evaluation  and  restoration  plan  formulation;  and  (3) 
Farmers  Home  Admiruslration  (FmHA)  voluntary  debt  restructure  easement  program 
implementation. 

In  addition,  the  Service  requested  increases  in  its  activities  related  to  the  Clean  Water 
Act  section  404  wetlands  regulatory  program  for  the  U.S./Mexico  border  area 
(+$400,000),  and  in  the  south  Florida/Everglades  ecosystem  (+$40,000). 

Watershed  Planning/Enhancing  Non-Federal  Roles  f+$1.4  million):  The  Service 
requested  a  program  increase  of  $1  million  in  the  Bay/Estuary  program  to  expand 
coordination  efforts  towards  implementing  solutions  to  living  resource  problems  in 
seven  of  the  nation's  key  coastal  areas.  Additional  funds  will  be  made  available  to  the 
Coastal  Wetlands  Grants  to  States  program  (+$513,000)  in  the  Sport  Fish  Restoration 
Account  due  to  the  completion  of  funding  for  the  Texas  National  Wetlands  Inventory. 
The  Service  proposed  to  decrease  lower  priority  activities  related  to  the  Rio  Grande 
Bosque  habitat  study  (-$100,000). 

Question:  It  is  often  hard  to  keep  track  of  the  Administration's  initiatives. 
Does  this  initiative  include  components  of  other  initiatives?  If  so,  please  identify 
each  initiative,  the  activity  being  requested  and  the  amount  of  funding  associated 
with  that  activity. 

Answer  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's  1995  Budget  Request  for  wetlands- 
related  activities  is  presented  as  part  of  the  Administration's  cross-cutting  Wetlands 
Initiative.  This  is  an  effort  to  concisely  present  one  of  the  Administration's  high  priority 
programs,  the  protection,  conservation  and  restoration  of  wetlands,  from  the  many 
accounts  and  programs  included  as  part  of  the  President's  Budget.  The  components  of 
the  Service's  wetland  initiative  that  are  also  included  in  South  Florida/Everglades 
initiative  are  the  program  increase  request  for  a  Florida  Everglades/Florida  Keys 
ecosystem  Bay/Estuary  program  (+$1  million)  and  the  increase  in  activities  related  to 
the  Clean  Water  Act  section  404  wetlands  regulatory  program  for  the  south 
Florida/Everglades  ecosystem  (+$40,000).  Similarly,  the  increase  for  activities  related  to 
the  Clean  Water  Act  section  404  wetlands  regulatory  program  for  the  U.S./Mexico 
border  area  (+$400,000)  is  also  presented  in  the  NAFTA  initiative. 
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Question:  An  increase  of  $2,000,000  in  the  Trust  Species  Habitat  program  is 
requested  to  restore  an  estimated  7,000  acres  of  wetlands  through  voluntary 
partnerships  with  private  landowners.  Is  this  a  new  program? 

Answer  This  program,  consisting  of  both  mandated  Farm  Bill  technical 
assistance  activities  and  habitat  restoration  work  in  cooperation  with  private 
landowners,  began  in  Fiscal  Year  1987.  In  subsequent  years  it  was  titled  either  Farm  Bill 
or  Private  Lands.  The  name  Trust  Species  Habitats  first  appeared  in  the  budget  in  Fiscal 
Year  1994.  It  was  selected  in  recognition  that  the  focus  of  the  program  is  primarily  on 
the  habitats  of  those  species  where  there  is  a  strong  Federal  interest  (e.g.,  migratory 
birds). 

Question:  What  will  be  the  matching  requirements  of  the  private  landowners? 

Answer  The  overall  program  cost  share  goal  is  40  percent.  With  cost  share 
participation  being  obtained  from  both  individual  landowners  as  well  as  other 
conservation  entities  (e.g..  The  Nature  Conservancy,  Soil  and  Water  Conservation 
Districts,  Pheasants  Forever,  State  Wildlife  Agencies,  etc.)  it  is  likely  that  the  goal  will  be 
exceeded. 

Question:  How  is  this  different  than  other  federal  wetlands  restoration 
programs? 

Answer.  This  program  is  implemented  under  guidelines  that  focus  heavily  on 
achieving  restoration  of  the  full  diverse  array  of  plant  and  arumal  species  that  naturally 
occupied  the  site  before  it  was  destroyed  or  degraded.  A  wide  diversity  of  habitats 
other  than  just  wetlands  are  restored  under  the  program  (e.g.,  prairie  grassland, 
riparian  habitats,  in-stream  habitats).  The  emphasis  on  biological  diversity  is  dominant 
in  project  implementation.  Management  emphasis  on  a  single  species  or  group  of 
species  is  not  a  part  of  the  program.  Projects  that  are  more  appropriately  labeled  as 
habitat  manipulation  to  achieve  some  specific  wildlife  management  objective  are  not 
included  in  the  program.  There  is  no  purchase,  rent  or  lease  of  land.  Voluntary 
participation  of  private  landowners  is  the  basis  for  the  program.  Restoration  sites  are 
mostly  inland  and  involve  agricultural  or  idle  lands  that  are  not  eligible  for  other 
programs  such  as  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  Wetlands  Reserve  Program. 


REORGANIZATION/STREAMLINING 

A  national  FTE  reduction  of  272,900  FTE's  is  established  over  the  next  6  years. 
The  Department  of  the  Interior  is  proposing  a  number  of  streamlining  and 
reorganization  efforts  in  support  of  the  National  Performance  Review  and  in  support 
of  the  recent  downsizing  agreements.  The  majority  of  the  Interior  Department 
agencies  have  significant  FTE  decreases  proposed  in  the  FY  1995  President's  Budget. 
However,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  with  a  FY  1995  FTE  level  of  6,208  is  only 
targeted  for  a  reduction  of  39  FTE's  (less  than  1  percent).  

Question:  Please  explain  why  your  budget  proposal  keeps  the  FTE  level  pretty 
much  intact  while  other  Department  bureaus  are  targeted  to  decrease  significantly. 

Answer  The  FY  1995  budget  request  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is  in 
support  of  the  President's  goal  to  reduce  Federal  employment  by  12%  by  the  end  of 
1999.  This  is  being  accomplished  through  the  process  of  administrative  streamlining 
and  restructuring  of  the  Service's  work  force.  The  FY  1995  FTE  level  will  be  decreased 
by  222  FTE  through  streamlining  of  administrative  services  at  the  National  and 
Regional  Office  levels.  This  decrease  will  be  balanced  by  an  increase  of  183  FTE  at  the 
field  level  related  to  high  priority  work  in  such  program  areas  as  the  Forest  Plan, 
endangered  species  and  habitat  conservation.  The  net  FTE  reduction  is  39. 
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Question:  Several  months  ago  we  were  told  that  the  Interior  Bureaus' 
personnel  organizations  were  to  be  reduced  by  approximately  50  percent  under  a 
consolidation  proposal.  This  effort  was  in  response  to  the  National  Performance 
Review.  I  understand  this  proposal  is  being  reworked.  Is  the  FWS  still  going  to  be 
held  to  the  50  percent  reduction  target  for  personnel  positions?  If  not,  what  is  the 
current  thinking? 

Answer.  The  proposal  to  reduce  personnel  positions  by  approximately  50 
percent  met  with  near  unanimous  objection  from  the  Bureau  Directors.  Since  that 
objection  was  initially  voiced,  a  series  of  reviews  has  been  undertaken  by  the 
Department  and  the  Bureau  Directors  to  determine  what,  if  any,  action  is  required 
regarding  the  personnel  organization.  Reviews  by  the  Bureau  Directors  and  by  a 
Department  group  were  very  consistent  in  recommending  a  much  smaller  reduction  in 
staff  and  were  more  cautious  with  regard  to  consolidation  recommendations.  Both 
groups  recommended  trial  personnel  processing  consolidation  for  Denver,  Colorado, 
activities  only.  However,  the  Department  is  pursuing  Departmentwide  personnel 
processing  consolidation.  With  regard  to  actual  reductions,  the  Service  does  not  believe 
that  a  reduction  of  50  percent  will  occur  since  a  reduction  of  that  magnitude  would 
preclude  Bureaus  from  conducting  personnel  programs  at  an  acceptable  level.  It  is 
possible  that  a  revised  reduction  for  the  Service  of  approximately  20  percent  may  be 
advanced  by  the  Department.  No  formal  announcement  of  a  final  plan  has  yet  been 
forthcoming  from  the  Department. 


Question:  What  other  reorganizing  and  streamlining  efforts  is  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  proposing  to  undertake? 

Answer  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is  colocating  field  stations,  where 
possible,  to  reduce  overhead  and  to  promote  an  ecosystem  approach  to  the 
management  of  resources.  The  Service  is  also  consolidating  administrative  functions  to 
eliminate  duplicative  functions. 


ENDANGERED  SPECIES 

Question:  Within  the  Resource  Management  appropriation,  the  Endangered 
Species  program  has  grown  from  a  $34.8  million  program  in  FY  1984  to  a  $58.7  million 
program  in  FY  1994  and,  finally,  to  a  $81.4  million  proposal  for  FY  1995  ($22.7  million 
increase  [+39%]  above  FY  1994).  The  requested  level  is  over  a  130  percent  increase 
since  FY  1994, 

The  consultation  activity  is  proposed  for  an  increase  of  5.6  million  (+39 
percent)  above  the  FY  1994  level  of  14.4  million.  The  workload  table  on  page  ES12 
does  not  reflect  a  40  percent  increase  in  workload.  Why  is  a  40  percent  increase  in 
dollars  needed  when  the  workload  is  not  increasing  at  the  same  rate? 

Answer  The  table  on  ESI 2  represents  the  Service's  best  estimate  of  the  number 
of  section  7  consultations  anticipated  for  F^  1995.  This  line  item  also  covers  section  10 
habitat  conservation  planning  activities.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  cannot  control 
the  actual  workload,  which  depends  on  how  the  expanding  list  of  threatenened  and 
endangered  species  overlaps  with  other  agency  and  private  activities. 

The  increase  requested  is  more  reflective  of  the  increasing  complexity  of  actions 
reviewed  under  sections  7  and  10.  The  Service  encourages  other  agencies  to  maximize 
the  size  and  scope  of  its  consultations  to  increase  efficiency.  Many  consultations  are 
now  conducted  on  multiple  species,  entire  ecosystems,  agency  programs,  or  throughout 
the  entire  range  of  a  species. 
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Also,  because  of  an  increase  in  the  public's  awareness  for  listed  species  and  the 
consequences  of  unauthorized  take,  the  Service  is  experiencing  increases  in  the  number, 
nature  and  scope  of  section  10(a)(1)(B)  pernnits  being  sought  by  the  private  sector.  If  the 
Service's  funding  does  not  increase  to  match  the  increased  demand,  the  likely  outcome 
will  be  delays  in  meeting  the  private  sector's  needs.  This  would  be  at  a  time  when  the 
Secretary  is  promising  better  service  to  the  private  sector. 

Question:  The  recovery  activity  request  is  $45.1  million,  which  is  $15.6  million 
(+53  percent)  above  the  FY  1994  level  of  $29.5  million.  With  this  budget  the  Service 
has  set  a  goal  to  elimination  of  the  recovery  plan  backlog  by  the  end  of  1996.  What  is 
the  number  of  established  recovery  plans? 

Answer  As  of  June  21,  1994,  there  were  886  sf)ecies  on  the  Endangered  Species 
List.  Excluding  species  for  which  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  has  lead 
administrative  responsibility  (whales,  seals,  and  salmon),  the  Service  has  the  recovery 
lead  for  869  of  these  886  species.  The  number  of  species  which  had  approved  final 
recovery  plans  as  of  June  21, 1994  was  461. 

Question:  What  is  the  backlog  number? 

Answer  Recovery  plans  are  not  anticipated  for  17  species,  which  are  thought  to 
be  extinct,  extirpated  from  U.S.  territory,  or  unlikely  to  benefit  from  the  development  of 
a  recovery  plan.  Therefore,  the  total  number  of  listed  species  without  approved 
recovery  plan  as  of  June  21,  1994,  is  391  species.  Draft  and  final  recovery  plans  are  in 
various  stages  of  completion  for  many  of  these  species;  recovery  planning  is  in 
preliminary  stages  for  species  listed  in  FY  1994. 

Question:  Does  the  1995  funding  request  include  dollars  for  recovery  plan 
updates. 

Answer  Yes,  the  FY  1995  funding  request  includes  dollars  for  recovery  plan 
updates. 

Question:  Why  would  recovery  plans  need  to  be  updated? 

Answer  The  Service  seeks  to  review  and  revise,  if  necessary,  final  plans  every 
five  years  to  assess  sjsecies'  recovery  progress,  evaluate  new  or  diminished  threats,  and 
apply  new  biological  information  and  technology  to  species  recovery.  This  update 
helps  the  Service  and  other  agencies  and/or  entities  to  prioritize  the  recovery  tasks  and 
allocate  funds  to  implement  them. 

Question:  Is  the  Service  moving  toward  multi-species  recovery  plans? 
If  so,  why? 

Answer  The  Service  has  been  involved  in  the  development  and  implementation 
of  multiple  species  recovery  plans  for  several  years.  With  the  increasing  attention  being 
given  to  the  necessity  to  manage  resources  and  the  environment  as  a  whole  more 
efficiently,  the  Service  is  expanding  efforts  to  develop  multiple  species  recovery 
planning  and  implementation  where  applicable.  The  Service  believes  that  this  approach 
will  promote  a  more  balanced  use  of  local  resources  and  provide  a  more  secure  land 
resource  base  for  the  needs  of  both  people  and  wildlife. 

Question:  Are  recovery  plans  revised  as  species  numbers  increase? 

Answer  The  increasing  number  of  listed  species  and  the  associated  recovery 
plan  development  workload  does  affect  the  rate  of  revision  for  approved  plans. 
Significant  new  information  and  accomplishments  are  the  primary  reasons  for  revising 
recovery  plans.  Also,  as  species  numl)ers  increase,  it  is  an  indication  or  measure  of  the 
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path  towards  meeting  the  orignal  recovery  objectives  contained  in  recovery  plans.  As 
recovery  plans  are  updated  and  revised,  the  Service  makes  every  attempt  to  incorporate 
individual  species  plans  into  multiple-species  or  ecosystem  recovery  plans. 

Question:  Would  this  action  lead  to  a  more  balanced  use  of  a  protected  land 
base? 

Answer:  We  believe  that  this  approach  will  promote  a  more  balanced  use  of 
local  resources  and  provide  a  more  secure  land  resource  base  for  the  needs  of  both 
people  and  wildlife. 

Question:  The  Service  has  identified  approximately  3,600  candidate  species  of 
which  more  than  300  are  species  that  warrant  listing.  Where  are  most  of  these  species 
located? 

Answer  Of  the  300  candidate  species  that  warrant  listing  as  of  September  30, 
1993,  165  are  in  California,  29  in  Oregon,  23  in  Arizona,  17  in  Washington,  15  in  both 
New  Mexico  and  Texas,  11  in  Nevada,  and  fewer  than  10  in  several  other  States  and 
Territories.  Of  the  3,600  total  number  of  candidate  species  (which  includes  the  above 
300)  as  of  September  30, 1993,  nearly  1,100  are  in  California;  over  400  are  in  Hawaii;  300 
are  in  Texas;  over  200  occur  in  each  of  Nevada,  Oregon,  Arizona,  Alabama  and  Florida; 
100  or  more  occur  in  each  of  Utah,  New  Mexico,  Arkansas,  Georgia,  South  Carolina, 
North  Carolina,  Tennessee,  and  Virginia.  All  States  have  some  candidate  species  in  this 
category.  Because  species  may  occur  in  more  than  one  State,  the  total  of  individual 
State  numbers  is  considerably  higher  than  3,600.  The  attached  maps  show  the 
distribution  of  category  1  candidate  species  and  total  candidate  species. 
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Question:  Is  it  anticipated  that  any  of  these  species  could  have  an  impact 
similar  to  the  economic  impact  of  the  northern  spotted  owl  listing? 

Answer  The  economic  impact  of  listing  a  species  depends  on  many  factors, 
most  of  which  are  beyond  the  control  of  the  Service.  Since  decisions  to  list  candidate 
species  have  not  been  made,  comparisons  with  the  northern  spotted  owl  situation  can 
not  be  made  at  this  time. 

Question:  What  species  would  be  most  likely  to  have  the  largest  impacts  and 
where  are  they  located? 

Answer  Preventing  species  extinction  in  areas  where  natural  resources' 
utilization  has  exceeded  sustainable  levels  and  where  competing  human  demands  are 
greatest  will  provide  the  greatest  challenges.  These  areas  include  coastal  areas,  arid 
lands  of  the  west,  and  remnants  of  rare  habitat  types  where  the  human  population  is 
rapidly  increasing.  It  is  much  more  difficult  to  predict  which  sfjecies  would  have  the 
greatest  impact,  but  the  conservation  of  species  occurring  in  these  areas  will  present  the 
most  challenges. 

Question:  Please  provide  a  list  for  the  record  of  each  FWS  recovery  plan. 

Answer  Please  find  a  list  of  species  with  approved  recovery  plans,  below. 

UST  OF  SPECIES  HAVING  APPROVED  RECOVERY  PLANS 

Plan  Name  (Some  plans  address  multiple  species.) 

Alabama  Canebreak  Pitcher-Plant 

Alabama  Lamp  Pearly  Mussel 

Alabama  Leather-flower 

Alabama  Red-bellied  Turtle 

Aleutian  Shield  Fern 

American  Burying  Beetle 

American  Hart's-tongue  Fern 

American  Peregrine  Falcon  (Pacific) 

Anastasia  Island /Southeast  Beach  Mice  (2  spp.) 

Anastasia  Island /Southeast  Beach  Mice  (2  spp.) 

Aplomado  Falcon  (Northern) 

Appalachian  Monkeyface  Pearly  Mussel 

Appalachian  Northern  Flying  Squirrels  (2  spp.) 

Appalachian  Northern  Flying  Squirrels  (2  spp.) 

Aristida  Portoricensis  Recovery  Plan 

Arkansas  Fatmucket  Mussel 

Ash  Meadows  (12  spp.) 

Ashy  Dogweed 

Atlantic  Salt  Marsh  Snake 

Audubon's  Crested  Caracara  (Florida  pop.) 

Autumn  Buttercup 

Bald  Eagle  (Northern  States) 

Bald  Eagle  (Southwest  Pop.) 

Bariaco 

Barnaby  Ridge-cress 

Beach  Mice  (3  spp.) 

Beautiful  Goetzea 

Big  Bend  Gambusia 

Big  Spring  Spinedace 

Birdwing  Pearly  Mussel 

Black  Lace  Cactus 

Black-capped  Vireo 
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Blackside  Dace 
Blowout  Penstemon 
Blue  Ridge  Goldenrod 
Borax  Lake  Chub 
Boulder  Darter 
Bradshaw's  Lomatium 
Brady  Pincushion  Cactus 
Brown  Pelican  (Eastern  Pop.) 
Brown  Pelican  (P.R./V.I  Pop.) 
Bunched  Arrowhead 
Bunched  Cory  Cactus 
Cahaba  Shiner 
California  Brown  Pelican 
California  Channel  Islands  (7  spp.) 
Cambarus  zophonastes 
■  Canby's  Dropwort 
Cape  Fear  Shiner 
Cape  Sable  Seaside  Sparrow 
Chamaecrista  glandulosa  var.  mirabilis 
Chapman's  Rhododendron 
Cheat  Mountain  Salamander 
Chihuahua  Chub 

Chisos  Mountain  Hedgehog  Cactus 
Chittenango  Ovate  Amber  Snail 
Clasping  Warea 
Clay  Phacelia 

Clay-loving  Wild-buckwheat 
Clear  Creek  Gambusia 
Coachella  Valley  Fringe-toed  Lizard 
Cochise  Pincushion  Cactus 
Comanche  Springs  Pupfish 
Conasauga  Logperch/Amber  Darter  (2  spp.) 
Concho  Water  Snake 
Cooley's  Meadowrue 
Comutia/Daphnopsis  (2  spp.) 
Cracking  Pearly  Mussel 
Culebra  Island  Giant  Anole 
Cumberland  Bean  Pearly  Mussel 
Cumberland  Monkeyfaced  Pearly  Mussel 
Cumberland  Pigtoe  Mussel 
Curtis'  Pearly  Mussel 
Davis's  Green  Pitaya  Cactus 
Decurrent  False  Aster 
Desert  Pupfish 
Desert  Slender  Salamander 
Dromedary  Pearly  Mussel 
Dudley  Bluffs  Bladderpod/Twinpod  (2  spp.) 
Duskytail  Darter 
Dwarf  Bear-poppy 
Dwarf  Wedge  Mussel 
Eastern  Cougar 
Eastern  Indigo  Snake 
El  Segundo  Blue  Butterfly 
Enrubia  (=Solanum  drymophilum) 
Eureka  Valley  Dunes  (2  spp.) 
Fanshell  (Mussel) 
Fassett's  Locoweed 
Fine-Rayed  Pigtoe  Pearly  Mussel 


I 


1367 


Flat-spired  Three-Toothed  Snail 

Flattened  Musk  Turtle 

Florida  Golden  Aster 

Florida  Grasshopper  Sparrrow 

Florida  Mints  (4  spp.) 

Florida  Pawpaws  (3  spp.) 

Florida  Scrub  Jay 

Florida  Scrub  Plants  (11  spp.) 

Florida  Torreya 

Fragrant  Prickly-apple  Cactus 

Geocarpon  minimum 

Gila/Yaqui  Topminnow  (2  ssp.) 

Golden  Coqui 

Golden-cheeked  Warbler 

Gopher  Tortoise 

Granite  Outcrop  Plants  (3  spp.) 

Gray  Bat 

Green  Sea  Turtle 

Green-blossom  Pearly  Mussel 

Guam  Fruit  Bats  (2  spp.) 

Gypsum  Wild  Buckwheat 

Hairy  Rattleweed  (=Wild  Indigo) 

Harper's  Beauty 

Harperella 

Hawaii  Forest  Birds  (4  sp.) 

Hawaiian  Crow  (Alala) 

Hawaiian  Goose 

Hawaiian  Hawk 

Hawaiian  Seabirds  (2  spp.) 

Hawaiian  Vetch 

Heller's  Blazing-star 

Higgin's  Eye  Pearly  Mussel 

Higuero  de  Sierra 

Hillebrand's  Gouania 

Hinckley's  Oak 

Houston  Toad 

Hualapai  Mexican  Vole 

Hyan  lagu 

Ilex  cookii/Cyanthea  dryopteroides  (2  spp.) 

Inflated  Heelsplitter 

Iowa  Pleistocene  Snail 

James  River  Spinymussel 

Jessup's  Milk-vetch 

Johnston's  Frankonia 

Kauai  Forest  Birds  (6  spp) 

Kearney's  Blue-star 

Kemp's  Ridley  Sea  Turtle 

Kendall  Warm  Spring  Dace 

Kentucky  Cave  Shrimp 

Kern  Primrose  Sphinx  Moth 

Key  Tree  Cactus 

Knierskern's  Beaked-rush 

Knowlton  Hedgehog  Cactus 
Krai's  Water  Plantain 
Kuenzler  Hedgehog  Cactus 
Lakeside  Daisy 
Large-fruited  Sand  Verbena 
Last  Chance  Townsendia 
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Laysan  Duck 

Least  Tern  (Interior  Pop.) 

Leatherback  Sea  Turtle 

Leon  Springs  Pupfish 

Listed  Cats  of  Arizona/Texas  (3  spp.) 

Little  Wing  Pearly  Mussel 

Lloyd's  Mariposa  Cactus 

Loach  Minnow 

Loggerhead  Sea  Turtle 

Lost  River/ Shortnose  Suckers 

Lost  River/Shortnose  Suckers 

Lotis  Blue  Butterfly 

Louisiana  Pearlshell 

Lower  Keys  Marsh  Rabbit 

MacFarlane's  Four-o'clock 

Magazine  Mountain  Shagreen 

Maguire  Primrose 

Malheur  Wire-lettuce 

Mancos  Milk-vetch 

Mariana  Birds  (5  spp.) 

Mariana  Common  Moorhen 

Maui-Molokai  Forest  Birds  (7  spp.) 

Mauna  Kea  Silversword 

McDonald's  Rock-Cress 

Mesa  Verde  Cactus 

Mexican  Gray  Wolf 

Michaux's  Sumac 

Micronesian  Megapode 

Minnesota  Trout  Lily 

Missouri  Bladder-pod 

Mohave  Tui  Chub 

Mohr's  Barbara's  Button 

Mona  Boa 

Mona  Ground  Iguana 

Monito  Gecko 

Morefield's  Leather-flower 

Morro  Bay  Kangaroo  Rat 

Mount  Graham  Red  Squirrel 

Mountain  Golden  Heather 

Mountain  Sweet  Pitcher-plant 

Navajo  Sedge 

Navasota  Ladies'-tresses 

Nellie  Cory  Cactus 

Neosho  Mad  torn 

New  Mexico  Ridge-nosed  Rattlesnake 

Niangua  Darter 

Nichol's  Turks-head  Cactus 

Noonday  Snail 

North  Park  Phacelia 

Northeastern  Bulrush 

Okaloosa  Darter 

Orange-footed  Pearly  Mussel 

Oregon  Silverspot  Butterfly 

Osterhout  Milk-vetch/ Penland  Beardtongue  (2  spp.) 

Osterhout  Milk-vetch/Penland  Beardtongue  (2  spp.) 

Owen's  Pupfish 

Ozark /Virginal  Big-eared  Bats  (2  spp.) 

Pahranagat  Roundtail  Chub 
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Pahrump  Killifish  (=Poolfish) 

Painted  Snake  Coiled  Forest  SnaU 

Paiute  Cuttroat  Trout 

Pale  Lilliput  Pearly  Mussel 

Pallid  Sturgeon 

Palma  de  Manaca  (=Manac  Palm) 

Palo  de  Ramon 

Palos  Verde  Blue  Butterfly 

Pecos  Bluntnose  Shiner 

Pecos  Gambusia 

Peebles  Navajo  Cactus 

Peregrine  Falcon  (2  spp.) 

Persistant  Trillium 

Peters  Mountain  Mallow 

Pine  Rockland  Plants  (5  spp.) 

Pink  Mucket  Pearly  Mussel 

Piping  Plover  (Atlantic  pop.) 

Piping  Plover  (Great  Lakes /Northern  Plains) 

Pondberry 

Prairie  Bush-clover 

Prairie  Dawn-flowrer  (=Texas  Bitterv^eed) 

Price's  Potato  Bean 

Puerto  Rica  Crested  Toad 

Puerto  Rican  Boa 

Puerto  Rican  Plain  Pigeon 

Puerto  Rican  Whip-poor-will 

Puritan  Tiger  Beetle 

Purple  Cat's  Paw  Pearly  Mussel 

Pygmy  Sculpin 

Raven's  Manzanita 

Red  Hills  Salamander 

Relict  Trillium 

Ring  Pink  (Mussel) 

Ringed  Sawback  Turtle 

Roanoke  Logperch 

Robbin's  Cinquefoil 

Roseate  Tern  (Caribbean  pop.) 

Roseate  Tern  (NE  US/Canada  pop.) 

Rough  Pigtoe  Pearly  Mussel 

Running  Buffalo  Clover 

Ruth's  Golden  Aster 

Sacramento  Mountains  Thistle 

Saint  Croix  Ground  Lizard 

Salt  Marsh  Birds-beak 

Saltmarsh  Harvest  Mouse/CA.  Clapper  Rail 

Saltmarsh  Harvest  Mouse/CA.  Clapper  RaU  (2  spp.) 

San  Bruno  Elfin/ Mission  Blue  Butterflies 

San  Bruno  Elfin/Mission  Blue  Butterflies 

San  Francisco  Garter  Snake 

San  Francisco  Peaks  Groundsel 

San  Marcos  River  E/T  Species  (4  spp.) 

Sand/Blue-tailed  Mole  Skinks  (2  spp.) 

Sandplain  Gerardia 

Santa  Barbara  Island  Liveforever 

Schaus  Swallowtail  Butterfly 

Scheidea  Adamantis 

Schoepfia  arenaria 

Schweinitz's  Sui^flower 
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Shale  Barren  Rock-cress 

Shiny  Pigtoe  Pearly  Mussel 

Short's  Goldenrod 

Siler  Pincushion  Cactus 

Slackwater  Darter 

Slender  Chub 

Slender  Rush-pea 

Sn\all  Whorled  Pogonia 

Small-anthered  Bittercress 

Smith's  Blue  Butterfly 

Smoky  Madtom 

Sneed/Lee  Pincushion  Cactus  (2  spp.) 

Soccoro  Isopod 

Sonora  Chub 

Sonoran  Pronghorn 

Speckled  Pocketbook  Mussel 

Spikedace 

Spotfin  Chub 

Spreading  Avens 

St.  Thomas  Priclky-ash 

Stock  Island  Tree  Snail 

Swamp  Pink 

Tan  Riffleshell  Mussel 

Terlingua  Creek  Cat's  Eye 

Texas  Poppy-mallow 

Texas  Snowbells 

Three  Pearly  Mussels  (3  spp.) 

Tobusch  Fishhook  Cactus 

Todesn's  Pennyroyal 

Tombigbee  Mussels  (5  spp.) 

Truckee  Barberry 

Uncompahgre  Fritillary  Butterfly 

Unita  Basin  Hookless  Cactus 

Utah  Prairie  Dog 

Vahl's  Boxwood 

Valley  Elderberry  Longhorn  Beetle 

Vanikoro  Swiftlet  (=Mariana  Gray) 

Virgin  Islands  Tree  Boa 

Virginia  Fringed  Mountain  Snail 

Virginia  Spiraea 

Waccamaw  Silverside 

Walker's  Manioc 

Welsh's  Milkweed 

West  Indian  Manatee  (Puerto  Rico  Pop.) 

Wheeler's  Pepperomia 

White  Bladderpod 

White  Cat's  Paw  Pearly  Mussel 

White  Wartyback  Pearly  Mussel 

White-haired  Goldenrod 

Wood  Stork  (U.S.  pop.) 

Wright  Fishhook  Cactus 

Wyoming  Toad 

Yellow-Blotched  Map  Turtle 

Yellow-shouldered  Blackbird 

Yellowfin  Madtom 

Yuma  Clapper  Rail 

Zuni  Fleabane 

Bald  Eagle  (Pacific  pop.) 
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Northwest  Hawaiian  Passerines  (3  spp.) 

American  Crocodile 

Antioch  Dunes  (3  spp.) 

Antioch  Dunes  (3  spp.) 

Antioch  Dunes  (3  spp) 

Arizona  Trout  (=Apache) 

Attwater's  Greater  Prairie  Chicken 

Bald  Eagle  (Chesapeak  pop.) 

Bald  Eagle  (Southeastern  States) 

Bayou  Darter 

Black -footed  Ferret 

Blunt-nosed  Leopard  Lizard 

Bonytail  Chub 

California  Least  Tern 

Colorado  Squawfish 

Columbian  White-tailed  deer 

Eastern  Timber  Wolf 

Fat  Pocketbook  Pearly  Mussel 

Florida  Panther 

Furbish  Lousewort 

Grizzly  Bear 

Hawaiian  Gardenia 

Indiana  Bat 

Key  Deer 

Kirtland's  Warbler 

Light-footed  Clapper  Rail 

Maryland  Darter 

Moapa  Dace 

Nashville  Crayfish 

Northern  Rocky  Mountain  Wolf 

Olive  Ridley  Sea  Turtle 

Ozark  Cavefish 

PaUla 

Peregrine  Falcon  (Rocky  Mtn./SW  pop.) 

Puerto  Rican  Parrot 

Red-cockaded  Woodpecker 

Santa  Cruz  Long-toed  Salamander 

Snail  Darter 

Tar  River  Spinymussel 

Tennesee  Purple  Coneflower 

Unarmored  Threespine  Stickleback 

Alabama  Cavefish 

Aleutian  Canada  Goose 

Cui-ui 

Delmarva  Peninsula  Fox  Squirrel 

Gila  Trout 

Humpback  Chub 

Peregrine  Falcon  (Eastern  pop.) 

Red  Wolf 

Virginia  Round-leaf  Birch 

Watercress  Darter 

West  Indian  Manatee  (Florida  pop.) 

Whooping  Crane 

Mississippi  Sandhill  Crane 

Selkirk  Mountains  Caribou 

Everglade  Snail  Kite  (=Florida  Snail  Kite) 

California  Condor 

Hawaiian  Waterbirds  (4  spp.) 
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San  Joaquin  Kit  Fox 
Southern  Sea  Otter 
Leopard  Darter 
Northern  Monkshood 
Plymouth  Redbelly  Turtle 
Green  Pitcher-plant 
Greenback  Cutthroat  Trout 
Masked  Bobwhite 

Question:  What  is  the  annual  implementation  cost  for  each  recovery  plan? 

Answer  The  annual  cost  of  recovery  plan  implementation  varies  greatly  from 
species  to  species  and  from  year  to  year  of  plan  implementation,  and  is  not  readily 
available.  In  FY  1994,  the  Service  expects  to  spend  almost  $1  million  for  California 
Condor  recovery  compared  to  $500  for  the  Autumn  buttercup.  Approximately  50 
percent  of  the  listed  species  for  which  the  Service  has  recovery  responsibility  will 
receive  no  funds  to  implement  recovery  achons. 

Question:  What  is  the  long  term  cost  of  each  recovery  plan? 

Answer  Although  the  costs  of  recovery  plan  implementation  are  itemized  and 
outlined  in  each  species'  recovery  plan,  they  represent  a  very  rough  estimate  at  the  time 
of  plan  development.  Costs  of  implementing  recovery  actions  change  as  plans  are 
revised  and  updated.  They  are  not  readily  available  and  would  not  be  very  meaningful 
if  they  were. 

Question:  If  ecosystem  or  a  multi-species  listings  approach  is  used,  would  it 
have  a  larger  economic  impact?  Explain. 

Answer  No.  If  more  than  one  species  is  endangered  in  a  given  location  or 
ecosystem,  a  multiple  species  listing/consultation/recovery  approach  will  result  in 
considerable  savings  in  conducting  programmatic  or  ecosystem  consultations  and  in  the 
cost  of  recovery  plan  implementation  and  their  associated  economic  costs.  This  savings 
is  a  result  of  combining  efforts  in  a  united  attempt  rather  than  engaging  in  several  single 
species  efforts  which  may  not  have  the  potential  to  address  the  problem  at  the  most 
efficient  level. 


REFUGE  OPERATIONS  &  MAINTENANCE 

The  Refuge  Operations  and  Maintenance  account  is  proposed  for  $170.4  million, 
which  is  a  $4.4  million  (-1-3  percent)  increase  above  the  FY  1994  enacted  level  of  $166.0 
million.  FTE's  are  expected  to  drop  by  8  -  from  2,238  to  2,230. 

Question:    Please  explain  why  the  FWS  is  proposing  a  $4.4  million  increase 
while  staffing  is  decreasing? 

Answer.  The  net  increase  of  $4.4  million  and  net  decrease  of  8  FTE  is  a  result  of 
the  following  changes: 

Refuge  Operations:  uncontrollable  adjustments  for  streamlining  and  pay  (-$2,272,000/ 
-33  FTE),  and  program  changes  for  refuge  planning  and  management  (+3,882,000/ 
+20  FTE),  accident  prevention  training  (-$300,000),  water  rights  (-$100,000),  South 
Florida /Everglades  (+$554,000),  and  support  of  NAFTA  (+$1,500,000/ +8  FTE). 

Refuge  Maintenance:  uncontrollable  adjustments  for  streamlining  and  pay  (-$857,000/ 
-10  FTE),  and  program  changes  for  Maintenance  (+$500,000)  and  maintenance  in 
support  of  NAFTA  (+$l,500,000/+7  FTE). 


1373 


The  Service's  proposed  reduction  of  FTE  reflects  participation  in  the  Administration's 
program  of  administrative  streamlining.  Increases  in  FTE  have  been  proposed  to 
correspond  with  proposed  increases  in  funding  to  enable  the  Service  to  implement  newr 
or  expanded  initiatives. 

Question:  On  page  RW22,  it  is  stated  the  FWS  has  identified  a  maintenance 
deficiency  backlog  of  $346  million.  Another  $493  in  backlog  of  maintenance  projects 
is  identified  under  Construction.  Both  backlog  numbers  are  greater  than  the  FY  1994 
numbers.  What  is  the  FWS  doing  to  address  the  increasing  backlog? 

Answer:  The  maintenance  backlog  of  $493  identified  under  Construction 
includes  the  refuge  backlog  of  $342,000,  which  is  also  the  refuge  maintenance  backlog 
identified  on  page  RW22. 

The  Service  is  targeting  maintenance  funds  to  highest  priority  projects  identified  in  its 
Maintenance  Management  System.  Also,  the  Service  submitted  a  recent  report  to  the 
Department  in  response  to  an  Inspector  Generals  audit  (93-1-1477)  which  explains  that 
the  condition  of  facilities  rather  than  the  absolute  dollar  value  of  the  backlog  may  be  a 
more  critical  factor  to  monitor.  The  report  entitled  "A  Maintenance  Investment  Strategy 
for  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System"  concludes  that  under  existing  financial 
constraints  it  is  more  appropriate  to  stabilize  the  backlog  and  concentrate  on  improving 
facility  conditions  rather  than  attempting  to  fully  eliminate  the  backlog. 

Question:  As  the  dollars  continue  to  decrease  and  the  operation  and 
maintenance  needs  continue  to  increase,  what  activities  have  been  undertaken  by  the 
FWS  to  make  dollars  go  further  or  decrease  the  needs? 

Answer:  Over  the  last  decade,  major  steps  have  been  taken  to  improve  the 
planning,  use,  and  maintenance  of  the  Refuge  System's  land  and  facility  infrastructure. 
The  development  of  the  Maintenance  Management  System  has  provided  the  tools  and 
baseline  data  to  identify,  plan,  prioritize,  and  accomplish,  maintenance  activities  in  an 
efficient  and  effective  manner.  Maintenance  personnel  are  better  trained  than  ever 
before.  Cost  sharing  with  outside  organizations  has  supplemented  scarce  maintenance 
dollars.  Volunteers  are  doing  work  the  Service  couldn't  otherwise  afford.  In  1992, 
volunteers  contributed  over  230,000  hours  of  construction  and  maintenance  work  with 
an  estimated  value  of  nearly  $2  million. 

As  a  separate  initiative,  the  Service  is  also  evaluahng  the  necessity  of  shifting  FY  1995 
funds  and  staff  from  lower  priority  to  higher  priority  refuge  programs  and  activities. 
This  is  being  prompted  by  the  need  to  address  a  chronic  shortfall  in  refuge  operational 
and  maintenance  funding.  While  this  initiative  will  not  provide  any  "savings,"  it  will 
ensure  that  our  limited  resources  are  focusedon  the  most  critical  work. 

Question  :  Have  you  considered  selling  Refuge  lands  which  are  no  longer 
serving  their  original  purpose? 

Answer  Disposal  cannot  occur  without  specific  Congressional  approval.  Past 
history  indicates  there  are  an  extremely  limited  number  of  areas  in  the  Refuge  System 
that  warrant  serious  consideration  for  disposal.  Public  and  Congressional  opposition  to 
most  past  proposals  for  disposal  has  been  strong. 

MIGRATORY  BIRD  MANAGEMENT 

Question:  Please  describe  the  interaction  and  information  exchange  that  exists 
between  other  agencies  and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  regarding  migratory  birds. 

Answer  The  Office  of  Migratory  Bird  Management  communicates  extensively 
with  State  wildlife  agencies  on  a  wide  variety  of  migratory  bird  issues.  Interaction  and 
information  exchange  occurs  in  a  diverse  array  of  settings,  including  formal  scientific 
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meetings,  scientific  and  educational  workshops  and  symposia,  working  groups  and 
committees,  scientific  publications,  information  leaflets  and  brochures,  formal  and 
informal  consultations  on  environmental  projects,  establishments  of  annual  migratory 
bird  hunting  regulations,  issuance  of  migratory  bird  permits,  and  written 
correspondence.  The  Service  routinely  negotiates  reimbursable  or  other  cooperative 
agreements  with  Federal  and  State  agencies  designed  to  promote  the  gathering  and 
exchange  of  new  information  that  will  ultimately  result  in  the  implementation  of  more 
effective  conservation  and  management  actions  for  migratory  birds  (e.g.  in  cooperation 
with  the  Department  of  State  and  the  Department  of  Commerce,  the  Service  gathered 
information  on  the  impacts  of  high  seas  driftnets  on  seabirds  that  was  used  by  the 
United  Nahons  to  negotiate  an  international  moratorium  on  this  type  of  fishery). 

With  respect  to  migratory  game  birds  and  the  development  of  annual  hunting 
-regulations,  staff  biologists  typically  work  directly  with  State  biologists  through 
committees  associated  with  regional  Flyway  Councils,  which  represent  the  State 
agencies  in  the  region.  Information  on  bird  populations  and  management  problems  is 
exchanged  freely  between  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (Service)  and  the  States  through 
these  forums.  The  Service  is  also  represented  on  the  International  Association  of  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Agencies,  through  which  domestic  and  international  migratory  bird  issues 
of  common  interest  are  routinely  discussed. 

As  a  result  of  the  1916  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  with  Canada,  there  is  also  extensive 
communication  with  the  Canadian  Wildlife  Service  on  migratory  bird  issues  of  mutual 
interest.  Several  cooperative  programs  are  conducted  by  the  two  agencies,  e.g.  annual 
waterfowl  population  survey  and  banding  programs  and  coordination  of  migratory 
bird  banding  activities.  Similarly,  there  are  cooperative  activities  with  Mexico  (through 
the  agency,  SEDESOL)  as  a  result  of  the  Mexican  Treaty  of  1936.  A  Joint  Committee 
oversees  cooperative  migratory  bird  management  studies  and  other  studies  conducted 
in  Mexico. 

The  Service  cooperates  with  the  Animal  and  Plant  Health  Inspection  Service 
(APHIS)  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  on  issues  of  migratory  bird  damage  control 
(e.g.  bird  predation  on  commercial  fish  farms,  nuisance  geese  on  golf  courses).  APHIS 
has  the  bird  damage  control  function  but  must  receive  appropriate  permits  from  the 
Service.  A  standing  comnuttee  representing  the  two  agencies  meets  regularly  to  discuss 
issues  of  concern. 

An  outstanding  example  of  a  complex  but  effective  migratory  bird  network 
within  which  the  Service  plays  a  vital  role  is  Partners  ia  ElIghL  the  Neotropical 
Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Program.  A  Memorandum  of  Agreement  among 
fourteen  Federal  agencies  establishes  a  committee  that  coordinates  agency  activities 
under  this  program  and  promotes  exchange  of  information. 

Question:  Which  agency  is  the  lead  agency  for  migratory  bird  management? 

Answer  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is  delegated  the  responsibility  for 
migratory  bird  management  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.  This  function  is 
coordinated  by  the  Office  of  Migratory  Bird  Management,  and  many  operational 
programs  are  conducted  by  migratory  bird  personnel  in  the  Regional  Offices. 

Question:  How  does  the  FWS  program  relate  to  the  Smithsonian's  Migratory 
Bird  Center? 

Answer  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  migratory  bird  management  program 
focuses  on  implementing  management  actions  based  on  applied  research.  The  Service 
program  is  directed  at  fulfilling  the  requirements  of  legislahon  and  international  treahes 
related  to  the  conservation  of  all  migratory  birds.  In  the  case  of  migratory  game  birds, 
this  includes  surveying  bird  populations  and  then  working  with  the  States  and  other 
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countries  to  apportion  the  harvest  of  these  birds  appropriately.  In  the  case  of  nongame 
birds,  the  Service  program  is  designed  to  comply  with  legislation  to  monitor  these  birds, 
identify  causes  of  bird  population  trends,  determine  species  at  risk  before  they  become 
threatened  or  endangered,  and  implement  conservation  actions  necessary  to  conserve 
all  nongame  bird  species. 

The  Smithsonian's  Migratory  Bird  Center  program  focuses  on  basic  research  on 
neotropical  migratory  birds,  particularly  in  Latin  America;  developing  and  distributing 
educational  information  on  migratory  birds  to  the  public;  and  using  research  results  to 
develop  recommendations,  e.g.  for  land  use  strategies,  that  contribute  to  the 
conservation  of  migratory  birds.  The  Service  and  the  Smithsonian  vs^ork  together  on 
projects  that  contribute  to  the  programs  of  both  agencies.  For  example,  the  Service  is 
currently  cooperating  with  the  Smithsonian's  Migratory  Bird  Center  on  a  monitoring 
project  on  boreal  migrants  that  will  provide  data  on  techniques  needed  in  both  agency 
programs.  The  Service  and  the  Smithsonian's  Migratory  Bird  Center  also  share 
information  acquired  by  each  agency  to  maximize  cost  effectiveness  of  each  program. 
For  example,  the  Service's  Breeding  Bird  Survey  and  other  data  are  used  by  the 
Smithsonian  Migratory  Bird  Center  in  their  public  information  packages,  which  are 
then  in  turn  made  available  to  the  Service  to  use  in  outreach  efforts. 


CONSTRUCTION  AND  REHABILITATION 

The  $35.5  million  in  Construction  is  under  the  FY  1994  level  of  $73.6  million  by 
$38.1  million  (-52  percent).  The  Construction  program  is  basically  eliminated,  with 
the  exception  of  two  projects. 

Question:  Approximately  $600,000  for  each  of  the  dam  and  bridge  inspection 
programs  is  requested  in  the  FY  1995  budget.  No  funding  is  requested  for  repair  or 
rehabilitation  of  facilities.  Both  of  these  programs  are  scaled  back  significantly  from 
past  years.  What  was  the  reasoning  behind  the  decreased  funding  levels? 

Answer:  Although  funding  for  some  of  the  construction  programs  such  as  dam 
and  bridge  safety  and  facility  rehabilitation  has  been  reduced,  the  Service's  FY  1995 
construction  budget  represents  the  Service's  highest  priority  programmatic/ 
construction  needs  within  FY  1995  funding  targets.  In  formulahng  the  1995  budget,  the 
Service  aligned  budgetary  resources  in  order  to  fund  high  priority  needs  within  funding 
constraints  including  completion  of  Lake  Darling  Dam,  (a  high  hazard  dam)  and  the 
construction  of  the  National  Education  and  Training  Center. 

Question:  Is  it  anticipated  that  the  reduced  funding  levels  continue  in  future 
years? 

Answer:  While  the  future  scope  of  the  bridge  and  dam  safety  construction 
programs  is  largely  based  on  the  availability  of  appropriations,  the  Service  is 
anticipating  a  reduction  in  the  bridge  and  dam  inspection  programs  include  decreasing 
the  frequency  of  safety  inspections  of  low  hazard  facilities. 

Question:  For  the  record,  please  provide  a  list  of  dams  and  bridges  which 
require  construction  funds  due  to  health  and  safely  concerns  (in  priority  order  and 
with  the  amount  needed). 

Answer:  The  Service  has  13  high  or  significant  hazard  dams  with  safety 
deficiencies  identified  during  dam  safety  inspections,  which  will  require  additional 
funding  to  correct.  These  are  listed  below  in  priority  order: 
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Stadon/Dam 

Estimate 

Phase 

Carolina  Sandhills  NWR.  SC 
Lake  Bee  Dam 

$778,000 

Design  and  Construction/Breach 

Creston  NFH,  MT 
Jessup  Mill  Dam 

$916,000 

Planning  and  Design 

Wichiu  Mountains  WR,  OK 
Grama  and  Comanche  Dams 

$700,000 

Completion  of  Designs 

McKinncy  Lake  NFH.  NC 
McKinney  Lake  Dam 

$622,000 

Planning  and  Design 

Wichita  Mountains  WR,  OK 
Lake  Jed  Johnson  Dam 

$3,540,000 

Rehabilitation/Construction 

Wichita  Mountains  WR.  OK 
Lake  Rush  Dam 

$3,136,000 

Rehabilitation/Construction 

Nccedah  NWR,  WI 
Rynearson  Dam  No.  2 

$4.S4l000 

Rehabilitation/Construction 

Necedah  NWR,  WI 
Rynearson  Dam  No.  1 

$1,412,000 

Rehabilitation/Construction 

Lake  Thibadeau  NWR,  ND 
Lake    Thibadeau    Division 
Dam 

$500,000 

Planning  and  Design 

LaCi^ek  NWR,  SD 
Little  White  River  Dam 

$719,000 

Planning  and  Design 

Erie  NWR,  PA 
Erie  Pool  Number  9 

$929.(KX) 

Rehabilitation/Construction 

Orangeburg  NFH,  SC 
Orangeburg  Dam 

$628,000 

Planning  and  Design 

Arapaho  NWR,  CO 
Muskrat  Dam 

$85,000 

Planning  and  Design 

The  Service  currently  has  a  preliminary  bridge  inventory  of  673  bridges.  Since  the 
initiation  of  the  Bridge  Safety  Program  in  FY  1992,  the  Service  has  inspected  339  bridges 
to  date  and  expects  to  complete  the  initial  inspections  in  FY  1995.  Almost  all  of  the 
bridges  inspected  to  date  are  in  need  of  maintenance  and  repair  to  correct  safety 
problems  and  to  bring  them  up  to  Federal  Highway  Standards.  Bridges  which  are 
unsafe  are  either  closed  or  are  posted  for  restricted  use.  While  the  Service  does  have 
some  preliminary  estimates  for  bringing  the  bridges  up  to  Federal  Highway  Standards, 
these  estimates  are  incomplete  and  subject  to  change.  As  the  Service  develops  future 
requests,  the  estimates  will  be  made  more  accurate  and  the  highest  priority  bridge 
projects  will  be  addressed. 

nSH  HATCHERY  CONSTRUCTION 

Question:  Construction  funding  for  fish  hatcheries  is  completely  eliminated. 
How  many  fish  hatcheries  does  the  FWS  have? 

Answen  The  Service  currently  operates  11  National  Fish  Hatcheries  to  produce 
and  distribute  fish  of  the  species,  strain,  number,  size,  and  quality  required  to  meet 
Federal  fishery  responsibilities. 

Question:  What  were  the  funding  levels  for  the  past  10  years? 

Answer  Construction  funding  levels  for  the  past  10  years  have  been 
summarized  in  the  following  table. 


Yl Budget  Request  ($000^  AppropriaHon  r$000^ 

1984  1,797  2,547 

1985  -0-  167 

1986  1,156  4,619 

1987  -0-  7,413 

1988  -0-  873 


1989 

-0- 

1990 

1,055 

1991 

4,250 

1992 

6,667 

1993 

3,274 

1994 

5,481 
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El Budget  Request  ($000^     Appropriation  r$000^ 

8,237 

6,157 

12,898 

15,078 

6,695 

1,660 


Question:  Why  was  funding  for  this  program  eliminated? 

Answer  The  House  Appropriations  Committee  Report  for  the  FY  1994  budget 
provides  (pl8),  "The  Committee  does  not  recommend  requested  appropriations  to 
make  repairs  at  five  existing  hatcheries.  Currently,  the  Service  is  reviewing  its  hatchery 
system  to  determine  the  best  use  of  the  hatcheries.  Until  that  review  is  complete  and  a 
comprehensive  new  policy  is  in  place,  the  Committee  has  deferred  these  repairs."  The 
Service  expects  that  review  to  be  completed  in  August  1994.  Construction  funding  for 
fish  hatcheries  has  not  been  eliminated,  but  has  been  postponed  to  allow  the  Service  to 
address  other  priority  construction  needs. 

Question:  Will  funding  be  resumed  in  future  years? 

Answer  All  Service  construction  projects  are  covered  by  a  priority  system  (high, 
medium,  low)  for  the  purpose  of  planning  and  preparing  budget  requests.  The 
Maintenance  Management  System  was  established  in  1984  to  enhance  the  management 
of  the  Service's  maintenance  and  construction  needs.  The  maintenance  needs  list, 
updated  as  of  April  1993,  revealed  a  Service  wide  backlog  of  projects  totaling  $493 
million.  This  includes  projects  that  can  be  addressed  with  Resource  Management  - 
Maintenance  funding  ($271  million),  as  well  as  $222  million  in  rehabilitation  projects 
that  would  be  addressed  with  construction  funding.  Of  the  $222  million  in 
rehabilitation  projects,  $91  million  in  hatchery  construction  projects  has  been 
documented.  In  future  years,  the  Service  will  continue  using  a  priority  system  which 
will  consider  hatchery  construction  needs. 


LAND  ACQUISITION 

Question:  The  Land  Acquisition  appropriation  request  is  a  $3.5  million 
increase  from  the  FY  1994  enacted  level  of  $82.7  million.  $1  million  of  the  increase 
would  be  for  acquisition  management  and  $2  million  is  for  land  exchanges,  which  are 
labor  intensive. 

Ambitious  land  exchange  programs  for  FY  1994  and  FY  1995  are  outlined  in  the 
budget  justification.  A  $2  million  request  is  made  for  FY  1995  land  exchange 
activities.  What  funds  are  paying  for  the  land  exchange  activities  in  FY  1994? 

Answer  Currently  land  exchanges  are  being  paid  with  acquisition  management 
monies,  which  limits  the  number  of  exchanges  that  can  be  undertaken. 


LAND  ACQUISITION  PRIORITY  LIST 

Question:  The  LAPS  column  on  page  LA9  displays  the  agency's  land 
acquisition  priorities.  After  priority  No.  15,  it  appears  the  FWS  land  acquisition 
priority  list  was  thrown  out  the  window.  Seven  projects  with  either  lower  rankings 
or  no  rankings,  which  total  $29  million,  somehow  made  their  way  into  the  budget 
request.  What  priority  system  was  used? 
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Answer  The  Service's  land  acquisition  priority  system  was  used  to  rank  the  Prst 
15  projects  on  the  list.  The  remainder  of  the  projects  were  included  in  the  budget 
request  to  support  recovery  objectives  for  endangered  species. 

Question:  What  were  the  selection  criteria  for  these  projects? 

Answer  The  projects  were  chosen  for  their  importance  to  the  Endangered 
Species  program  and  the  desire  to  work  in  partnership  with  local  entities  in  the 
protection  of  endangered  species. 

Question:  Why  weren't  rankings  assigned  for  the  Balcones  Canyonlands,  TX, 
Habitat  Conservation  Plan  (HCP),  the  Si.  George/Desert  Tortoise,  UT,  HCP,  and  the 
Vernal  Pools,  CA,  HCP  projects? 

Answer  Section  10(a)  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  allows  a  landowner  (or 
group  of  landowners)  to  carry  out  activihes  resulting  in  the  incidental  take  of  at  least 
some  individuals  of  a  protected  species  in  exchange  for  creating  and  implementing  a 
plan  that  offsets  any  incidental  taking  by  promoting  the  conservation  of  the  species. 
These  plans  have  come  to  be  called  Habitat  Conservahon  Plans  (HCPs).  The  Service 
plans  to  acquire  lands  under  the  authority  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  that  will 
become  a  part  of  the  National  Wildlife  System  but  are  located  in  areas  that  are 
complimentary  to  HCPs.  It  is  believed  that  the  acquisiHon  by  the  Service  will  encourage 
the  local  landowners  to  protect  their  portion  of  the  HCPs  as  planned,  while  at  the  same 
time  protecting  additional  habitat  for  endangered  species. 

Question:  Why  is  funding  proposed  for  Archie  Carr  National  Wildlife 
Refuge(NWR),  FL,  (No.  55)  ahead  of  other  higher  priority  projects? 

Answer  To  protect  the  Florida  scrub  jay  and  10  other  listed  and  candidate 
species,  including  the  endangered  leatherback,  the  green  sea  turtle  and  the  threatened 
loggerhead  sea  turtle. 

Question:  Why  is  funding  proposed  for  Balcones  Canyonlands,  TX,  (no 
ranking)  ahead  of  other  priority  projects? 

Answer  To  provide  protechon  for  essential  breeding  habitat  for  the  endangered 
golden-cheeked  warbler  and  black-capped  vireo. 

Question:  Why  is  funding  proposed  for  Lake  Wales  Ridge,  FL  (No.  23)  ahead 
of  other  high  priority  projects? 

Answer  To  protect  and  preserve  nationally  significant  scrub  habitat  containing 
threatened  and  endangered  plant  species  including  the  listed  scrubjay. 

Question:  Why  is  funding  proposed  for  National  Key  Deer,  FL,  (No.  43)  ahead 
of  other  priority  projects? 

Answer.  To  preserve  and  protect  critical  habitat  for  the  endangered  key  deer. 

Question:  Why  is  funding  proposed  for  St.  George/Desert  Tortoise,  UT,  (no 
ranking)  ahead  of  other  priority  projects? 

Answer  To  preserve  habitat  critical  to  survival  of  the  Desert  Tortoise. 

Question:  Why  is  funding  proposed  for  Stillwater,  NV  (No.  64)  ahead  of  other 
higher  priority  projects? 

Answer.  For  restoration  of  wetlands,  to  acquire  water  rights  and  assist  in  the 
recovery  of  the  endangered  cui-ui. 


I 
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Question:  Why  is  funding  proposed  for  Vernal  Pools,  CA,  (No  ranking)  ahead 
of  other  higher  priority  projects? 

Answer:    To   protect  endangered  species  including  the  threatened  California 

gnatcatcher. 

HABITAT  CONSERVATION  PLAN  ACQUISITIONS 

Six  of  the  land  acquisition  proposals  involve  purchasing  land  to  facilitate 
recovery  objectives  of  the  Habitat  Conservation  Plans.  These  same  six  projects  did 
not  rank  high  enough  on  the  FWS's  priority  list  to  be  selected  as  top  priority  projects. 

Question:  If  the  Federal  government  begins  buying  private  land  to  meet  the 
objectives  of  habitat  conservation  plans  and,  more  importantly,  if  funds  were 
available,  the  FWS  could  end  up  managing  more  land  than  any  other  Federal  agency. 
Is  this  really  what  we  want  to  set  ourselves  up  for? 

Answer  The  purpose  of  the  proposed  acquisitions  is  not  to  meet  the  objectives 
of  habitat  conservation  plans  (HCPs).  The  purpose  of  the  acquisitions  is  to  contribute  to 
the  conservation  and  recovery  goals  for  federally  listed  species.  The  responsibility  for 
developing  and  implementing  HCPs  belongs  to  the  section  10  permittee,  and  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  (Act)  requires  mitigation  measures  to  offset  expected  takings 
under  a  section  10  permit.  If  appropriate  for  species  conservation,  Federal  land 
acquisitions  and  HCP  mitigation  programs  can  be  coordinated,  resulting  in  increased 
benefits  to  listed  species  by  increasing  habitat  protection  and  promoting  public  and 
private  cooperation.  For  these  reasons,  in  some  cases  it  is  appropriate  to  concentrate 
Federal  habitat  acquisitions  in  the  vicinity  of  ongoing  HCP  programs. 

Question:  Would  we  be  setting  ourselves  up  for  buying  out  private  property 
owners  who  are  dissatisfied  with  land  restrictions? 

Answer  The  proposed  habitat  acquisitions  are  complementary  to  private 
conservation  efforts  under  the  HCP  process,  not  substitutes  for  them.  Section  10 
mandates  require  private  landowners  to  mitigate  for  the  impacts  of  their  actions  on 
endangered  species.  Acquisition  proposals  will  continue  to  be  based  on  a  variety  of 
biological  and  other  natural  resources  criteria  (for  instance,  habitat  quality,  benefit  to 
affected  species,  available  funding,  and  other  considerations,  including  presence  of 
associated  conservation  efforts  such  as  HCPs). 

Question:  If  we  begin  a  program  like  this,  would  there  ever  be  an  end  to  it? 
Where  would  the  dollars  needed  for  management  of  these  lands  come  from? 

Answer  The  Service  does  not  advocate  a  wholesale  Federal  government 
acquisition  of  endangered  species  habitats  on  private  lands,  nor  do  we  expect  these 
proposals  to  set  off  the  kind  of  chain  reaction  described,  therefore  special  funds  for 
management  of  the  lands  are  not  anticipated. 

Question:  The  BLM  manages  28,039  acres  of  lands  associated  with  the  Desert 
Tortoise  Habitat  Conservation  Plan  project  in  Utah.  Why  is  the  FWS  proposed  as  the 
purchasing  bureau  rather  than  the  BLM?  Would  the  land  be  turned  over  to  the  BLM? 
Does  the  FWS  have  a  desert  tortoise  refuge  in  the  area? 

Answer  The  HCP  for  the  Desert  Tortoise  Project  in  Utah  consists  of  28,039  acres 
of  BLM  land;  18,946  acres  of  State  land  and  an  additional  14,400  acres  of  private  land  to 
be  acquired  through  fee  title  acquisition  or  exchange.  Initially,  it  was  proposed  that  the 
Service  would  be  the  lead  agency  for  acquiring  the  fee  title  lands;  however,  since  BLM 
will  be  conducting  realty  appraisals,  etc.  for  the  "super  exchange",  it  will  be  more 
efficient  and  cost  effective  if  BLM  handle  the  fee  title  acquisition  as  well.  The  Service 
does  not  have  a  management  presence  in  the  area,  as  does  BLM,  and  therefore  BLM  is 
also  the  most  logical  management  entity. 
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Question:  The  Vernal  Pools  Habitat  Conservation  Plan  project  in  San  Diego 
County  request  is  $5  million  ($20,000  per  acre).  The  complete  proposal  involves 
acquisition  of  3,020  acres.  Who  are  the  owners  of  the  3,020  acres? 

Answer  There  is  no  specific  Habitat  Conservation  Plan  associated  with  the 
acquisition  of  vernal  pools.  However,  this  acquisition  fits  in  with  the  Multiple  Species 
Conservation  Program  (MSCP)  which  is  a  subregional  habitat  preservation  program 
undertaken  by  the  City  of  San  Diego  and  11  other  agency  partners  to  identify  and 
protect  key  habitat  areas  and  wildlife  corridors  in  southwestern  San  Diego  County. 
MSCP  will  design  a  wildlife  and  habitat  preserve  and  corridor  system  for  the  southern 
half  of  the  urbanizing  western  portion  of  the  San  Diego  region  and  describe  an 
implementation,  acquisition,  and  funding  strategy. 

Acquisition  of  vernal  pools  also  fits  in  with  the  State  of  California's  habitat  conservation 
planning  process,  the  Natural  Communities  Conservation  Planning  (NCCP)  program, 
which  concentrates  on  conservation  of  larger  units  of  land  and  emphasizes  planning  for 
environmental  systems.  The  pilot  effort  focuses  upon  coastal  sage  scrub/California 
gnatcatcher  in  southern  California  as  the  target  natural  community.  The  program  is 
similar  to  the  Federal  habitat  conservation  planning  process  except  it  emphasizes  multi- 
species  approaches.  MSCP  is  a  subregional  NCCP  program. 

Approximately  1,500  acres  of  the  study  area  are  on  lands  owned  by  Miramar  Naval  Air 
Station;  640  acres  are  owned  by  the  City  of  San  Diego;  100  acres  are  owned  by  the 
California  Department  of  Transportation;  and  the  remaining  780  acres  are  owned 
primarily  by  several  private  property  owners. 

Question:  Is  there  an  established  Wildlife  Refuge? 

Answer  There  is  no  established  wildlife  refuge  for  vernal  pools. 

Question:  Are  there  other  protection  efforts  currently  being  taken?  If  so,  by 
whom? 

Answer  The  City  of  San  Diego's  "Airport  Master  Plan  and  Comprehensive  Land 
Use  Plan  for  Montgomery  Field"  calls  for  the  preservation  of  86  acres  of  vernal  pool 
habitat.  An  additional  248  acres  of  the  546-acre  facility  will  be  left  undeveloped.  The 
City  committed  to  the  preservation  of  80  percent  of  the  vernal  pool  area  on 
Montgomery  Field  through  a  formal  Section  7  consultation. 

The  objective  of  the  vernal  pool  management  plan  for  Miramar  Naval  Air  Station 
(Station)  is  to  provide  the  Navy  with  a  practical  framework  and  specific  management 
measures  to  preserve  and  protect  vernal  pool  habitat,  insure  the  survival  of  associated 
endangered  and  candidate  species,  and  conduct  vernal  pool  management  programs  in 
conformance  to  and  in  support  of  the  military  mission  of  the  Station.  The  effect  on 
vernal  pool  management  from  the  pending  realignment  of  the  Station  from  Navy 
control  to  Marine  Corps  is  unknown. 

The  Multiple  Species  Conservation  Program  (MSCP)  is  a  subregional  habitat 
preservation  program  undertaken  by  the  City  of  San  Diego  and  11  other  agency 
partners  to  identify  and  protect  key  habitat  areas,  including  vernal  pools,  and  wildlife 
corridors  in  southwestern  San  Diego  County.  The  MSCP  is  still  in  draft  form. 


LAND  ACQUISITION  COSTS 

Question:  Is  it  true  that  your  budget  contains  a  request  to  spend  $7  million  on 
20  acres  ($350,000  per  acre)  for  the  Archie  Carr  National  Wildlife  Refuge? 
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Answer  If  $7,000,000  is  divided  by  20  acres,  the  result  is  $350,000  per  acre. 
However,  ocean  front  land  along  the  Brevard  County,  Florida's  south  beaches  does  not 
typically  sell  by  the  acre;  it  sells  by  the  front  foot.  Ocean  frontage  has  sold  during  the 
last  five  years  in  a  range  from  $750  to  $3,083  per  front  foot.  The  Service  paid  $2,400  per 
front  foot  for  its  last  three  acquisitions.  Therefore  with  an  appropriation  of  $7  million  we 
could  purchase  approximately  2,916  feet  of  ocean  frontage  at  the  rate  of  $2,400  per  front 
foot.  There  is  no  single  private  property  with  that  much  frontage  left  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  refuge.  Typical  parcel  sizes  are  75',  100',  or  200'.  Acquisition  of 
approximately  2,916  feet  of  ocean  frontage  would  equate  to  approximately  20  acres 
when  considering  the  average  depth  of  these  lots. 

Question:  Who  is  the  current  owner  of  the  land? 

Answer  There  are  over  20  owners  the  land.  Owners  are  private  individuals 
and  small  corporations  or  banks. 

Question:  The  remaining  needs  at  the  Archie  Carr  NWR  are  485  acres  at  a  cost 
of  $96.2  million  ($198,097  per  acre).  Is  that  correct? 

Answer  Because  of  the  activities  of  other  co-operating  agencies  (the  State  of 
Florida,  Brevard  County,  and  the  Richard  King  Mellon  Foundation),  the  actual  cost  to 
the  federal  government  will  be  less  than  the  original  estimate.  That  cost  will  vary  as 
these  other  partners  acquire  more  land. 

Question:  Why  is  the  cost  anticipated  to  go  down? 

Answer  The  total  acquisition  cost  drops  because  we  will  be  acquiring  lands 
without  ocean  frontage.  Those  lands  are  not  nearly  as  expensive  (nor  as  threatened)  as 
the  ocean  frontage. 

Question:  Who  are  the  owners? 

Answer  There  are  over  200  owners  of  the  land.  Owners  are  private  individuals 
and  small  corporations  or  banks. 

Question:  Is  it  true  that  your  budget  contains  a  request  to  spend  $2  million  on 
35  acres  ($15,143  per  acre)  for  the  National  Key  Deer  Refuge  in  Florida? 

Answer  Yes 

Question:  Who  is  the  current  owner  of  the  land? 

Answer  There  are  over  100  owri^Rpui^T^  land.  Owners  are  private  individuals 
and  small  corporations  or  barUcs  (in  trust  capacity). 

Question:  The  future  costs  for  the  National  Key  Deer  Refuge  of  $10.8  million 
are  shown  to  drop  to  $2,582  per  acre.  Why  is  that? 

Answer  At  the  present  time,  because  of  population  growth  in  the  Florida  Keys 
and  accompanying  residential  and  commercial  development,  the  targeted  area  for 
acquisition  is  Big  Pine  Key.  This  island  has  the  greatest  concentration  of  deer,  the  best 
deer  habitat,  is  experiencing  development  pressure  and  has  the  highest  cost  per  unit  of 
value  compared  to  neighboring  islands  in  key  deer  range.  Therefore,  as  acquisition 
winds  down  on  Big  Pine  Key  and  acquisition  of  acreage  tracts  on  neighboring  keys  is 
factored  in  to  the  cost,  the  "per  acre"  cost  is  projected  to  drop. 

ENDANGERED  SPECIES  ACT  REAUTHORIZATION 

The  conventional  wisdom  on  Capitol  Hill  is  that  the  Endangered  Species  Act  will  not 
be  reauthorized  this  year. 
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Question:  Has  the  administration  proposed  any  amendments  to  the 
Endangered  Species  Act?  If  not,  is  it  because  you  believe  the  Act  is  working 
perfectly? 

Answer  We  believe  the  Endangered  Species  Act  (Act)  is  the  most  innovative, 
far-reaching,  and  successful  environn\ental  law  that  has  been  passed  in  recent  hmes.  As 
good  as  the  Act  is,  improvements  can  be  made  in  how  it  is  implemented. 
Implementation  of  the  Act  is  evolving  to  make  it  easier  to  understand  and  apply,  and  to 
offer  greater  certainty  to  affected  individuals.  The  Act's  flexibility  is  being  used  to  avoid 
unnecessary  effects  on  private  property  and  the  regulated  public,  and  to  minimize  the 
effects  that  cannot  be  avoided,  while  providing  effective  protection  for  species.  No 
statutory  amendments  have  been  proposed  to  date.  Until  the  full  flexibility  of  the  Act 
has  been  tested,  the  administration  does  not  propose  legislative  changes  to  the  Act. 

SWFFT  HOME  DECISION 

The  ESA  prohibits  harming  endangered  and  threatened  species.  The  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  definition  of  "harm"  has  been  expanded  by  regulation  to  include 
modification  of  habitat  on  private  lands. 

On  March  11, 1994,  a  three-judge  panel  of  the  DC  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  ruled  2-1 
in  the  case  of  "Sweet  Home  'vs'  Babbitt"  that  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  been 
wrongly  interpreting  habitat  modification  on  private  lands  to  constitute  "harm"  to 
species. 

The  appeals  court  ruled  that  the  FWS's  definition  of  harm  was  neither  authorized  by 
Congress  nor  a  reasonable  interpretation  of  the  statute.  Rather  than  harm,  the  court 
said  habitat  modification  was  more  a  case  of  withholding  a  benefit. 

This  decision  conflicts  with  a  ruling  from  the  9th  U.S.  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  in 
San  Francisco,  which  ruled  in  1981  that  habitat  modification  did  constitute  a  harm  to 
a  bird  in  Hawaii. 

Assistant  Interior  Secretary  Frampton  has  stated  that  the  administration  will  appeal 
the  ruling. 

Question:  Until  and  unless  the  Sweet  Home  decision  is  overturned,  will  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  abide  by  the  court's  ruling? 

Answer  The  Service  has  been  advised  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior's  Office 
of  the  Solicitor  that  the  "Sweet  Home "  decision  is  not  in  effect  until  the  "issuance  of  the 
mandate "  by  the  court,  which  is  not  expected  until  after  the  court  makes  a  decision  on 
an  appeal  by  the  Department  of  Justice  for  a  hearing  in  banc. 

Question:  Do  you  believe  the  Endangered  Species  Act  should  be  amended  to 
specifically  prohibit  the  modification  of  endangered  species  habitat  on  private 
property? 

Answer  The  Service  is  attempting  to  use  the  Act's  flexibility  to  avoid 
unnecessary  effects  and  minimize  unavoidable  effects  on  private  property,  while 
providing  effective  protection  for  species  and  their  habitats.  Until  the  Service  has  fully 
explored  what  the  current  language  of  the  Act  allows,  the  Administration  does  not 
propose  to  make  any  legislative  changes. 

CRITICAL  HABITAT  DESIGNATION 

Question:  When  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  designates  critical  habitat  for 
an  endangered  species,  are  those  designated  areas  posted  to  alert  property  owners? 
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Answer  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  does  not  "post"  areas  designated  as 
critical  habitat  for  listed  species.  Signs  are  not  positioned  on  the  boundaries  of  critical 
habitats  to  inform  land  owners  of  the  area's  status.  However,  when  areas  are  proposed 
for  designation  as  critical  habitat  for  listed  species,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  makes 
every  effort  to  identify  the  owners  of  the  affected  property  and  notify  them,  in  writing, 
of  the  action  under  review,  and  public  comments  are  solicited.  Notifications  of  the 
proposal  (that  includes  a  description  of  the  specific  area  proposed  for  designation,  the 
locations  where  additional  information  can  be  obtained,  and  directions  for  requesting 
public  hearings)  are  published  in  local  newspapers  of  wide  circulation. 

Question:  Does  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  create  maps  for  distribution  to 
the  public  detailing  those  designated  areas? 

Answer  Yes,  maps  showing  areas  proposed  for  designation  as  critical  habitat 
and  detailed  written  descriptions  of  the  areas  are  published  in  the  Federal  Register. 
Notices  of  the  availability  of  the  Federal  Register  are  provided  to  local  newspapers  of 
wide  circulation  in  the  geographic  area  involved.  Likewise,  maps  and  descriptions  of 
critical  habitat  areas  are  included  in  the  final  rules  designating  critical  habitat  and  these 
rules  are  published  in  the  Federal  Register  and  are  similarly  distributed. 

In  addition,  anyone  can  call  or  visit  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's  field.  Regional,  or 
Washington  offices  to  seek  clarification  of  whether  or  not  proposed  or  designated 
critical  habitat  includes  all  or  part  of  their  property.  Likewise,  anyone  can  call  these 
offices  with  questions  they  may  have  regarding  the  effect  of  proposed  or  designated 
critical  habitat  on  the  use  of  their  property. 

Question:  Is  the  local  agency  in  charge  of  land  records  provided  information 
and  maps  detailing  those  designated  areas? 

Answer  Notifications  of  critical  habitat  proposals  and  final  rules  are  provided  to 
State  and  County  governments  in  the  affected  area,  to  local  newspapers  of  general 
circulation,  and  to  the  affected  landowners.  Local  agencies  in  charge  of  land  records 
(e.g.,  zoning  boards)  are  not  specifically  notified  for  all  proposed  or  final  critical  habitat 
actions. 

LISTS  OF  ENDANGERED  AND  THREATENED  SPECIES: 

Question:  The  FWS  has  provided  a  listing,  delisting,  and  reclassification  table 
on  page  ESS  of  its  budget  justification  book.  How  many  domestic  plant  and  animal 
species  have  been  listed  from  1973  to  the  present? 

Answer  The  following  table  presents  domestic  animal  and  plant  species  that 
have  been  listed  from  1973  to  the  present: 

U.S.  ANIMAL  AND  PLANT  SPECIES  LISTED  FROM  1973  TO  PRESENT 


I^Ucal 
Year 

Animal 
Species 

Plant 
Species 

(through 
June  1994) 

8 

i7 

FYW 

34 

52 

FY  92 

9 

82 

FY  91 

31 

WW 

2l 

FV89 

19 

FY  88 

32 

FY  87 

28 

FY  8^ 

29 

FY  85 

32 

FT  84 

19 

FY  83 

5 

FY  82 

2 

FY  81 

1 

FYSrt 

17 

FY  79 

0 

FY  78 

2A 

FY  77 

15 

FY  76 

35 

FY  75 

7 

FY  74 

0 

0 

FY  73 

8 

0 

TOTAL 

3('i4 

473 
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Question:  How  many  domestic  plant  and  animal  species  have  been  delisted 
annually  from  1973  to  the  present? 

Answer  The  following  table  presents  domestic  animal  and  plant  species 
delisted  annually  from  1973  to  the  present: 

U.S.  ANIMAL  AND  PLANT  SPECIES  DELISTED  FROM  1973  TO  PRESENT 


■KSl 

Year 

Anbnal 
Species 

Plant 
Species 

FY  94 
(through 
ui\e  1994) 

0 

0 

FY  93 

0 

2 

FY  52 

0 

1 

FY  91 

1 

0 

FY  90 

0 

1 

FY  §9 

0 

1 

FYSfl 

1 

0 

FYS7 

1 

6 

FYS<; 

0 

0 

FYR5 

4 

0 

FY  84 

4 

0 

FY  83 

2 

0 

FY  82 

1 

0 

FY  81 

0 

0 

FY  80 

0 

0 

FY  79 

0 

0 

FY  78 

1 

0 

FY  77 

0 

0 

FY  76 

0 

0 

Fir  75 

0 

0 

FY  74 

0 

0 

FY  73 

0 

0 

TOTAL 

15 

5 

Question:  How  many  domestic  plant  and  animal  species  have  been 
reclassified  annually  from  1973  to  the  present? 

Answer  The  following  table  presents  domestic  animal  and  plant  species 
reclassified  annually  from  1973  to  the  present: 

U.S.  ANIMAL  AND  PLANT  SPECIES  RECLASSIRED  FROM  1973  TO  PRESENT 


Year 

Animal 
Species 

1^1 

Species 

1-V94 
(through 
June  1W4) 

0 

FY  93 

1 

1 

FY  92 

0 

0 

FY  91 

1 

0 

FY  90 

0 

0 

FY  89 

0 

0 

FY  88 

1 

0 

FY  87 

1 

0 

FY  86 

0 

0 

FY  85 

1 

0 

FY  84 

5 

0 

FY  85 

0 

0 

FY  82 

0 

0 

FY  81 

0 

I' 

FY  80 

0 

0 

FY  79 

0 

0 

FY  78 

5 

0 

FV77 

1 

0 

FY  76 

0 

0 

FY  75 

5 

0 

FY  74 

0 

0     H 

FY  75 

0 

0    y 

T6TAL 

17 

1      v 
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PROTECTION  OF  CANDIDATE  SPECIF.S 

Question:  Are  the  protections  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  ever  given  to 
candidate  species  prior  to  their  actual  listing?  If  so,  where  is  this  authority  granted 
under  the  Act? 

Answer  Currently,  the  Act  does  not  require  Federal  agencies  to  consult  on  the 
effects  of  their  actions  on  candidate  species,  and  does  not  extend  the  prohibitions  of 
section  9  to  candidate  species.  The  Service  believes  that  it  is  prudent  for  Federal 
agencies.  State  and  local  governments  and  private  landowners  to  consider  candidate 
species  and  often  includes  category  1  candidate  species  in  species  lists  to  assist  them  in 
their  project  planning.  A  Memorandum  of  Understanding  was  signed  by  the  National 
Marine  Fisheries  Service,  Forest  Service,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  National  Park 
Service  and  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  in  January  to  establish  a  framework  for  the 
conservation  of  candidate  species  on  lands  under  their  jurisdiction.  Species  specific 
agreements  have  been  developed  and  implemented  with  the  objective  of  reducing  or 
removing  threats  to  candidate  species  so  that  listing  as  endangered  or  threatened  may 
not  be  necessary. 

PRIVATE  PROPERTY  RIGHTS 

Per  the  FY94  Interior  Appropriations  bill,  the  National  Biological  Survey  is  required 
to  obtain  written  permission  from  private  property  owners  before  conducting 
activities  on  their  land. 

Question:  Does  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  obtain  written  permission 
before  entering  private  property? 

Answer  Service  employees  are  required  to  comply  with  all  State  trespass  laws. 
It  is  our  policy  to  secure  the  permission  of  landowners  prior  to  entering  private 
property  in  the  course  of  Service  business.  This  permission  may  be  written  or  verbal. 
For  example,  when  working  with  private  landowners  on  wetland  restorations  or  other 
habitat  enhancements,  we  develop  written  agreements  with  the  landowner  for  all  of  our 
activities  on  their  property.  For  other  reviews  or  surveys,  we  make  every  effort  to 
accompany  the  landowner  or  obtain  permission  prior  to  entering  the  property.  If 
permission  is  denied,  then  the  property  is  not  entered. 

An  exception  to  this  could  occur  in  the  case  of  Federal  wildlife  law  enforcement  agents 
conducting  official  investigations.  In  such  situations,  law  enforcement  legal  provisions 
for  entry  and  search  of  private  property  would  apply. 

Question:  If  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  gathers  information  about 
endangered  species  or  wetlands  on  private  property,  do  they  share  that  information 
with  the  property  owner? 

Answer  All  information  regarding  the  delineation  and  characterization  of 
wetlands  developed  by  our  National  Wetland  Inventory  program  is  made  available  to 
landowners  and  the  public  via  wetland  maps.  Information  on  endangered  species  on 
private  property  is  often  incorporated  in  planning  and  decision  documents  which  are 
available  to  landowners  and  the  public.  The  Service  provides  these  documents  to 
property  owners  on  request.  Information  in  Service  files  on  the  status  of  endangered 
species  is  available  to  affected  property  owners  unless  prohibited  by  other  laws  or 
regulations. 

Question:  Can  third  parties  access  endangered  species  or  wetlands 
information  gathered  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  on  private  property? 
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Answer  National  Wetlands  Inventory  maps  are  distributed  to  the  public  by  the 
Service,  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey,  and  through  State-run  distribution  centers.  The 
Service  directs  users  requesting  copies  of  wetlands  maps  and  digital  data  to  the  toll-free 
number  (1-800-USA-MAPS)  at  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey  and  to  the  State-run  centers. 
Wetlands  maps  are  also  available  for  viewing  in  the  Library  of  Congress.  Maps  are 
provided  to  member  libraries  through  the  National  Map  Depository  Library  Program 
and  are  kept  in  perpetuity  by  the  National  Archives. 

The  Service  provides  endangered  species  information  to  third  parties  as  required  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Freedom  of  Information  Act  (FOIA).  This  may  include  information 
concerning  endangered  species  on  private  lands.  However,  third  party  information 
requests  are  evaluated  on  a  case-by-case  basis  to  determine  if  withholding  under  FOIA  is 
applicable. 

SUTTON  AVIAN  RESEARCH  CENTER 

The  Sutton  Avian  Research  Center  is  a  private  scientific  and  educational  facility  in 
Bartlesville,  Oklahoma,  which  is  well-known  for  their  work  at  reestablishing  the 
bald  eagle  in  the  southeastern  United  States. 

The  Sutton  Center  was  one  of  four  facilities  in  the  U.S.  selected  to  participate  in  the 
California  Condor  captive  breeding  program,  but  no  funding  was  provided  for  this 
three-year  initiative. 

Question:  What  is  the  status  of  recovery  efforts  for  the  California  condor? 

Answer  Since  its  removal  from  the  wild  in  1987,  the  Service  and  its  cooperating 
agencies  and  organizations  have  made  significant  strides  in  rebuilding  the  population. 
Currently  there  are  85  condors  in  captivity  in  three  captive  breeding  facilities,  and  five 
free-flying  birds  that  were  released  in  1993.  The  captive  breeding  facilities  are  located  at 
zoos  in  Los  Angeles  and  San  Diego,  California.  The  third  site  is  at  the  Peregrine  Fund  in 
Boise,  Idaho.  There  have  been  three  releases  of  captive-reared  birds  back  to  the  wild. 
The  first  two  were  largely  unsuccessful  because  of  unanticipated  mortalities  and  the 
birds  were  returned  to  captivity.  The  third  release  was  accomplished  in  December, 
1993,  at  an  alternate  site  in  the  Los  Padres  National  Forest  of  California.  As  many  as  10 
captive-bred  condors  are  slated  for  release  to  the  wild  during  the  early  winter  of  1994. 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is  actively  involved  in  the  recovery  of  the  condor 
and  is  approaching  this  activity  on  several  fronts.  For  one,  the  Service  established  the 
Hopf)er  Mountain  and  Bitter  Creek  National  Wildlife  Refuges  to  protect  essential 
habitats  for  condors.  The  Service  is  very  actively  cooperating  with  the  captive  breeding 
facilities  to  ensure  a  supply  of  birds  for  release  to  the  wild.  The  Service  convened  a 
group  of  condor  authorities  to  serve  on  a  condor  recovery  team.  The  Service  is  also 
working  with  numerous  Federal,  State  and  local  agencies  to  facilitate  the  eventual 
recovery  of  the  species  in  the  wild. 

Question:  What  is  the  extent  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's  involvement 
with  the  California  condor  captive  breeding  program? 

Answer  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  does  not  maintain  a  captive  breeding 
facility  of  its  own.  We  are  working  cooperatively  with  the  three  existing  facilities  and 
were  actively  involved  in  the  evaluation  of  and  plans  for  the  establishment  of  the  fourth 
facility  in  Oklahoma.  • 

Question:  What  is  the  funding  capability  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to 
assist  with  the  Sutton  Center's  California  condor  captive  breeding  program  in  fiscal 
year  1995? 

Answer  The  Service  has  no  funds  available  to  facilitate  the  establishment  of  the 
proposed  captive  breeding  facility  at  the  Sutton  Avian  Research  Center  in  FY  1995. 
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Question:  In  1992  the  Sutton  Avian  Research  Center  initiated  a  five-year  study 
of  nesting  birds  in  Oklahoma's  tallgrass  prairie  to  identify  factors  contributing  to 
population  declines.  Unless  these  declines  can  be  reversed.  Great  Plains  states  from 
Texas  to  the  Dakotas  could  end  up  with  40-50  endangered  species  of  prairie  birds. 
Has  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  cooperated  with  the  Sutton  Center  on  their  prairie 
bird  study? 

Answer  The  Sutton  Avian  Research  Center  requested  $65,320  in  funding  from 
Region  2  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  for  Fiscal  Year  1994,  for  demographic  studies 
of  tallgrass  prairie  birds  in  Oklahoma.  The  potentially  high  value  of  the  data  from  this 
project  was  recognized  immediately,  but  only  $4,400  was  available  from  the  Region's 
Nongame  and  Neotropical  Migratory  Bird  funding.  These  dollars  were  disbursed  to  the 
Sutton  Center  in  June  1994. 

Question:  Is  similar  work  being  performed  elsewhere  in  the  country? 

Answer  There  are  no  other  demographic  studies  of  native  tallgrass  prairie  birds 
being  conducted  in  the  United  States  on  the  scale  and  magnitude  of  which  the  Sutton 
Center  is  operating.  Their's  is  a  unique  and  very  important  study  which  should 
generate  valuable  data  useful  for  the  conservation  of  North  America's  prairie  birds. 

Question:  What  is  the  funding  capability  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to 
assist  with  the  Sutton  Center's  prairie  bird  study  in  fiscal  year  1995? 

Answer  It  would  be  the  desire  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to  fund  the 
Sutton  Avian  Research  Center's  prairie  birds  study  as  much  as  possible.  However, 
Region  2's  limited  nongame  funding  must  be  disbursed  among  four  states  and  42 
National  Wildlife  Refuges.  In  FY  1994,  Region  2  received  nongame  proposals  totalling 
$868,000  for  $160,000  of  available  funds.  The  funding  situation  in  FY  1995  will  be 
similar  to  FY  1994. 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  SLADE  GORTON 
GRIZZLY  BEAR  RFCOVERY  PLAN 

Question:  I  have  questioned  both  the  Park  Service  and  the  Forest  Service  on 
the  subject  of  the  proposed  Grizzly  bear  recovery  plan  for  the  North  Cascades.  The 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  been  working  for  quite  some  time  on  a  grizzly  bear 
recover  plan  for  the  North  Cascades,  and  other  areas  in  the  U.S.  I  understand  that 
the  final  recovery  plan  for  the  North  Cascades  will  be  completed  early  this  year. 

Based  on  a  briefing  given  to  my  staff  a  few  weeks  ago  by  members  of  the 
Grizzly  bear  recovery  team,  I  understand  that  the  area  which  encompasses  nearly 
10,000  square  miles  in  the  North  Cascades  and  up  into  Canada.  The  goal  of  the 
recovery  plan  is  to  increase  the  number  of  bears  from  the  10  or  so  which  currently 
inhabit  the  area  to  anywhere  between  200-400  over  the  course  of  50  to  80  years.  More 
immediately  the  recovery  plan  proposes  to  place  10  bears  into  the  area  to  start  the 
recovery  process. 

I  have  several  concerns.  The  most  clear  concern  is  that  the  recovery  plan,  in 
the  opinion  of  this  Senator,  seems  to  look  to  lake  us  back  in  time  to  the  point  where 
human  activity  in  the  North  Cascades  is  not  what  it  is  today,  I  fear,  as  do  my 
constituents,  that  not  only  does  this  recovery  plan  increase  the  potential  for  human 
interaction  with  bears,  but  that  commercial  and  recreational  activity  in  the  North 
Cascades  may  be  limited  at  some  point.  Will  the  Grizzly  bear  recovery  plan  stop 
commercial  and  recreational  activity  in  the  North  Cascades? 
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Answer  No,  the  Grizzly  bear  recovery  plan  will  not  stop  commercial  and 
recreational  activity  in  the  North  Cascades  because  there  are  no  such  activities  that 
would  conflict  with  the  recovery  plan. 

Question:  Will  it  limit  commercial  and  recreational  activity? 

Answer  Hunting  regulations  will  be  reviewed  to  ensure  compatibility  with 
grizzly  bear  recovery  objectives.  This  may  affect  the  regulation  of  hound  hunting  and 
black  bear  bait  types  and  placement  within  the  recovery  area.  There  has  generally  been 
little  conflict  between  timber  harvest  and  grizzly  bear  management.  Grizzly  bears  are 
disturbed  by  use  of  roads  remaining  after  logging  is  completed,  making  road 
management  an  essential  tool  of  grizzly  bear  management.  Some  road  closures  should 
be  expected.  With  coordination  of  timber  sale  design  and  implementation,  little  change 
in  timber  harvest  is  expected  due  to  grizzly  bear  management. 

Proposals  for  mineral  activity  would  be  coordinated  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  to  reduce  the  effects  of  the  activity  on  grizzly  bear  recovery.  Currently 
the  areas  available  for  mineral  extraction  in  the  North  Cascades  are  very  limited.  Many 
of  the  areas  expected  to  be  used  by  grizzly  bears  such  as  wilderness  areas  and  national 
parks,  have  already  been  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry. 

Effects  on  recreation  in  the  North  Cascades  are  expected  to  be  minimal.  There 
could  be  some  seasonal  trail  closures  for  the  safety  of  recreationists  or  the  safety  of 
bears.  For  example,  if  a  carcass  of  a  large  animal  is  near  a  trail  and  black  or  grizzly 
bears  are  feeding  on  it,  it  is  in  the  best  interest  of  all  concerned  to  close  the  trail  until  the 
carcass  is  moved  or  consumed  and  the  bears  have  left  the  area.  If  grizzly  bears, 
especially  sows  with  cubs,  are  known  to  be  using  a  high-use  trail,  the  trail  may  be 
closed  until  the  bears  leave  the  area. 

COLUMBIA  NATIONAL  WILDLIFE  REFUGE 

Question:  I  am  aware  of  a  long-running  conflict  between  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  (USFWS)  staff  at  the  Columbia  National  Wildlife  Refuge  in 
Washington  State  and  a  rancher,  Mr.  Dwayne  Michel,  who  has  lands  intermingled 
with  the  refuge.  This  conflict  has  surrounded  numerous  issues  such  as  control  of 
noxious  weeds  and  cattle  trailing.  The  most  serious  issue,  however,  involves  Mr. 
Michel's  basic  access  rights  to  his  lands. 

Conflict  between  the  refuge  managers  and  the  Michel  family  has  existed  for  years, 
and  a  particularly  high  level  of  acrimony  and  mistrust  exists  on  both  sides.  It  is 
important  to  note  that  the  commissioners  of  both  Adams  and  Grant  Counties  have 
unanimously  called  on  Fish  and  Wildlife  to  take  extra  measures  to  insure  that  Mr. 
Michel  be  granted  the  access  rights  to  his  land  that  are  essential  for  successful 
operation  of  his  ranch. 

It  seems  clear  to  me  that  the  relationship  between  Mr.  Michel  and  the  USFWS  is 
clearly  sour  -  -  to  the  point  that  negotiation  and  compromise  between  the  two  parties 
is  extremely  difficult  if  not  impossible.  Under  circumstances  such  as  these,  what 
steps  are  being  taken  by  the  USFWS  to  resolve  this  situation  and  the  perpetual 
conflict?  Will  USFWS  take  the  steps  necessary  to  resolve  the  situation  with  Mr. 
Michel. 

Answer:  As  you  are  aware,  the  dispute  between  Dwayne  Michel  and  the  US. 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS)  at  Columbia  National  Wildlife  Refuge  has  been  long 
standing.  The  FWS  is  committed  to  resolving  these  issues  and  has  issued  Mr.  Michel 
Special  Use  Permits  (SUP),  which  he  refuses  to  sign/accept.  Most  recently  the  FWS 
offered  to  modify  Mr.  Michel's  SUP  or  to  issue  separate  SUP's  covering  the  various 
access  points.    In  addition  the  FWS  offered  to  cooperatively  improve  his  access  to 
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section  24  and  has  also  offered  to  pursue  land  exchanges  and/or  purchases  in  order  to 
eliminate  the  inholdmg  situation.  The  FWS  remains  committed  to  resolving  these  issues 
in  a  manner  which  is  fair  and  acceptable  to  both  parties. 

GRIZZLY  BEAR  RECOVERY  PLAN 

Question:  I  have  questioned  both  the  Park  Service  and  the  Forest  Service  on 
the  subject  of  the  proposed  Grizzly  bear  recovery  plan  for  the  North  Cascades.  The 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  been  working  for  quite  some  time  on  a  grizzly  bear 
recover  plan  for  the  North  Cascades,  and  other  areas  in  the  U.S.  I  understand  that 
the  final  recovery  plan  for  the  North  Cascades  will  be  completed  early  this  year. 

Based  on  a  briefing  given  to  my  staff  a  few  weeks  ago  by  members  of  the 
Grizzly  bear  recovery  team,  I  understand  that  the  area  which  encompasses  nearly 
10,000  square  miles  in  the  North  Cascades  and  up  into  Canada.  The  goal  of  the 
recovery  plan  is  to  increase  the  number  of  bears  from  the  10  or  so  which  currently 
inhabit  the  area  to  anywhere  between  200-400  over  the  course  of  50  to  80  years.  More 
immediately  the  recovery  plan  proposes  to  place  10  bears  into  the  area  to  start  the 
recovery  process. 

I  have  several  concerns.  The  most  clear  concern  is  that  the  recovery  plan,  in 
the  opinion  of  this  Senator,  seems  to  look  to  take  us  back  in  time  to  the  point  where 
human  activity  in  the  North  Cascades  is  not  what  it  is  today,  I  fear,  as  do  my 
constituents,  that  not  only  does  this  recovery  plan  increase  the  potential  for  human 
interaction  with  bears,  but  that  commercial  and  recreational  activity  in  the  North 
Cascades  may  be  limited  at  some  point.  Will  the  Grizzly  bear  recovery  plan  stop 
commercial  and  recreational  activity  in  the  North  Cascades? 

Answer  No,  the  Grizzly  bear  recovery  plan  will  not  stop  commercial  and 
recreational  activity  in  the  North  Cascades  because  there  are  no  such  activities  that 
would  conflict  with  the  recovery  plan. 

Question:  Will  it  limit  commercial  and  recreational  activity? 

Answer  Hunting  regulations  will  be  reviewed  to  ensure  compatibility  with 
grizzly  bear  recovery  objectives.  This  may  affect  the  regulation  of  hound  hunting  and 
black  bear  bait  types  and  placement  within  the  recovery  area.  There  has  generally  been 
little  conflict  between  timber  harvest  and  grizzly  bear  management.  Grizzly  bears  are 
disturbed  by  use  of  roads  remaining  after  logging  is  completed,  making  road 
management  an  essential  tool  of  grizzly  bear  management.  Some  road  closures  should 
be  expected.  With  coordination  of  timber  sale.,design  and  implementation,  little  change 
in  timber  harvest  is  expected  due  to  grizzly  bear  management. 

Proposals  for  mineral  activity  would  be  coordinated  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  to  reduce  the  effects  of  the  activity  on  grizzly  bear  recovery.  Currently 
the  areas  available  for  mineral  extraction  in  the  North  Cascades  are  very  limited.  Many 
of  the  areas  expected  to  be  used  by  grizzly  bears  such  as  wilderness  areas  and  national 
parks,  have  already  been  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry. 

Effects  on  recreation  in  the  North  Cascades  are  expected  to  be  minimal.  There 
could  be  some  seasonal  trail  closures  for  the  safety  of  recreationists  or  the  safety  of 
bears.  For  example,  if  a  carcass  of  a  large  arumal  is  near  a  trail  and  black  or  grizzly 
bears  are  feeding  on  it,  it  is  in  the  best  interest  of  all  concerned  to  close  the  trail  unhl  the 
carcass  is  moved  or  consumed  and  the  bears  have  left  the  area.  If  grizzly  bears, 
especially  sows  with  cubs,  are  known  to  be  using  a  high-use  trail,  the  trail  may  be 
closed  until  the  bears  leave  the  area. 
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COLUMBIA  NATIONAL  WILDLIFE  REFUGE 

Question:  I  am  aware  of  a  long-running  conflict  between  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  (USFWS)  staff  at  the  Columbia  National  Wildlife  Refuge  in 
Washington  Stale  and  a  rancher,  Mr.  Dwayne  Michel,  who  has  lands  intermingled 
with  the  refuge.  This  conflict  has  surrounded  numerous  issues  such  as  control  of 
noxious  weeds  and  cattle  trailing.  The  most  serious  issue,  however,  involves  Mr. 
Michel's  basic  access  rights  to  his  lands. 

Conflict  between  the  refuge  managers  and  the  Michel  family  has  existed  for  years, 
and  a  particularly  high  level  of  acrimony  and  mistrust  exists  on  both  sides.  It  is 
important  to  note  that  the  commissioners  of  both  Adams  and  Grant  Counties  have 
unanimously  called  on  Fish  and  Wildlife  to  take  extra  measures  to  insure  that  Mr. 
Michel  be  granted  the  access  rights  to  his  land  that  are  essential  for  successful 
operation  of  his  ranch. 

It  seems  clear  to  me  that  the  relationship  between  Mr.  Michel  and  the  USFWS  is 
clearly  sour  -  -  to  the  point  that  negotiation  and  compromise  between  the  two  parties 
is  extremely  difficult  if  not  impossible.  Under  circumstances  such  as  these,  what 
steps  are  being  taken  by  the  USFWS  to  resolve  this  situation  and  the  perpetual 
conflict?  Will  USFWS  take  the  steps  necessary  to  resolve  the  situation  with  Mr. 
Michel. 

Answer:  As  you  are  aware,  the  dispute  between  Dwayne  Michel  and  the  U.S. 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS)  at  Columbia  National  Wildlife  Refuge  has  been  long 
standing.  The  FWS  is  committed  to  resolving  these  issues  and  has  issued  Mr.  Michel 
Special  Use  Permits  (SUP),  which  he  refuses  to  sign/accept.  Most  recently  the  FWS 
offered  to  modify  Mr.  Michel's  SUP  or  to  issue  separate  SUP's  covering  the  various 
access  point.s.  In  addition  the  FWS  offered  to  cooperatively  improve  his  access  to 
section  24  and  has  also  offered  to  pursue  land  exchanges  and/or  purchases  in  order  to 
eliminate  the  inholding  situation.  The  FWS  remains  committed  to  resolving  these  issues 
in  a  manner  which  is  fair  and  acceptable  to  both  parties. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  RECESS 

Chairman  Byrd.  The  subcommittee  will  stand  in  recess  until  10 
a.m.,  Wednesday,  June  8,  when  we  will  hear  the  fiscal  year  1995 
budget  request  from  the  Department  of  Energy. 

[Whereupon,  at  12:25  p.m.,  Tuesday,  June  7,  the  subcommittee 
was  recessed,  to  reconvene  on  at  10  a.m.,  Wednesday,  June  8.] 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR  AND  RELAT- 
ED AGENCIES  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  FIS- 
CAL YEAR  1995 


WEDNESDAY,  JUNE  8,  1994 

U.S.  Senate, 
Subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations, 

Washington,  DC. 

The  subcommittee  met  at  10:08  a.m.,  in  room  S-128,  the  Capitol, 
Hon.  Robert  C.  Byrd  (chairman)  presiding. 

Present:  Senators  Byrd,  Bumpers,  Murray,  Nickles,  Stevens, 
Cochran,  and  Burns. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  ENERGY 

Office  of  the  Secretary 
statement  of  hon.  hazel  r.  o'leary,  secretary 

accompanied  BY: 

ELIZABETH  SMEDLEY,  ACTING  CHIEF  FINANCIAL  OFFICER 

JACK  S.  SIEGEL,  acting  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  FOR  FOSSIL  EN- 
ERGY 

CHRISTINE  ERVIN,  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  FOR  ENERGY  EFFI- 
CIENCY AND  RENEWABLE  ENERGY 

TOM  GROSS,  ACTING  DEPUTY  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  FOR  TRANS- 
PORTATION TECHNOLOGIES,  OFFICE  OF  ENERGY  EFFICIENCY 
AND  RENEWABLE  ENERGY 

BUDGET  REQUEST 

Chairman  Byrd.  The  subcommittee  will  come  to  order.  This 
morning  we  are  favored  with  the  presence  of  Secretary  O'Leary  and 
her  associates.  Your  prepared  statement  will  be  included  in  the 
record.  I  invite  you  to  introduce  any  associates  that  you  wish  to  in- 
troduce and  summarize  any  remarks  you  care  to  make,  and  then 
we'll  proceed  with  our  questions,  Madam  Secretary. 

INTRODUCTION  OF  ASSOCIATES 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Thank  you.  Good  morning,  Mr.  Chairman 
and  members  of  the  committee.  Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to 
give  you  an  overview  of  the  Department  of  Energy's  budget  on  Inte- 
rior and  Related  Agencies. 

I  first  would  like  to  take  the  opportunity  to  introduce  just  three 
of  my  colleagues.  I  will  begin  with  Ms.  Elizabeth  Smedley,  who  has 
been  the  Acting  Chief  Financial  Officer. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Which  one  is  this? 
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Secretary  O'Leary.  She  is  the  wonderful  woman  in  the  white 
jacket  who  has  been  our  Acting  Chief  Financial  Officer  through 
three  Secretaries  of  Energy,  which  gives  you  some  sense  of  her 
stick-to-it-tiveness,  and  also  would  make  it  clear  that  she  has  a 
very  wonderful  grasp  of  the  numbers. 

I  would  also  like  to  introduce  Mr.  Jack  Siegel,  who  is  the  Acting 
Assistant  Secretary  for  Fossil  Energy,  who  also  has  the  distinction 
of  having  survived  many  Secretaries.  He  is  a  valuable  member  of 
our  team  and  he  will  likely  back  me  up  or  want  to  back  me  up  on 
any  number  of  issues. 

And  finally  it's  my  privilege  to  introduce  to  you  Assistant  Sec- 
retary Christine  Ervin  who  comes  to  us  from  Oregon  and  heads  the 
Office  of  Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy. 

There  are  others  of  my  colleagues  here  who  are  well  known  to 
you  and  members  of  your  staff,  but  I  will  stop  there.  They  are  all 
anxious  to  have  me  respond  to  all  of  your  questions  in  a  way  that 
favors  their  programs,  and  I  will  endeavor  to  do  that. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Their  hopes  will  not  be  misplaced. 

SUMMARY  STATEMENT  OF  HON.  HAZEL  O'LEARY 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to  begin  this  overview 
by  sharing  with  you  and  all  of  the  members  of  this  subcommittee 
my  clear  sense  of  the  priorities  and  also  the  constraints  that  you 
are  faced  with  as  you  review  our  budget.  We  have  attempted,  to 
work  with  your  staff  in  outlining  clearly  our  sets  of  priorities  with 
respect  to  the  sharp  razor  you  must  lay  to  our  budget.  However, 
I  will  mostly  this  morning  spend  time  defending  the  entire  budget, 
though  I'm  clear  that  you  will  likely  need  further  guidance  from 
me,  and  I  intend  to  provide  it  on  questions  and  answers. 

I  simply  want  to  start  by  saying  this  budget  represents  a  very 
aggressive  implementation  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act  that  was 
passed  by  this  Congress  in  1992  that  provides  for  a  33-percent 
growth  in  natural  gas  and  petroleum  technologies.  It  maintains  our 
belief  in  high-efficiency,  super-clean  coal-based  technologies  and 
protects  the  readiness  of  the  strategic  petroleum  reserve. 

Incidentally,  this  budget  also  very  vigorously  supports  the  Presi- 
dent's global  climate  change  initiative,  but  I  want  to  make  it  clear 
to  this  committee  and  all  in  the  room  that  the  U.S.  climate  change 
action  plan  is  in  fact  a  very  highly  aggressive  Energy  Policy  Act  of 
1992. 

SUMMARY  OF  FOSSIL  ENERGY  BUDGET 

I  want  to  move  quickly  to  details  on  the  fossil  budget  and  simply 
point  out  what  you  know,  and  that  is  that  the  total  request  is  for 
$842.2  million.  It  assumes  a  larger  program  and  relies  on  outlays 
from  previous  years  not  expended.  It  contemplates  maintaining  the 
pace  of  26  clean-coal  technology  projects  expected  to  be  active  in 
1995,  and  it  targets  new  generating  equipment  in  China  and  retro- 
fit projects  for  powerplant  upgrading  and  technology  in  Eastern 
Europe. 

The  reason  we  focused  outside  of  the  United  States  is  that  the 
growth,  the  need  and  the  use  for  coal  will  take  place  principally 
over  the  next  16  years  outside  of  the  United  States.  The  Energy  In- 
formation Administration's  projection  of  the  use  of  coal  and  its  in- 
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crease  over  the  next  16  years  is  one  that  we  clearly  focused  on.  We 
understand  that  there  are  markets  there  for  us  to  go  after  and, 
more  importantly,  that  the  export  of  coal  also  provides  us  the  op- 
portunity to  export  technology  and  be  very  active  in  what  has  be- 
come an  aggressive  international  marketplace. 

The  strategic  petroleum  reserve  bears  a  short  discussion  here  for 
the  budget  contemplates  no  addition  to  the  reserve  itself,  but  looks 
to  two  very  important  issues:  remedying  the  problems  with  both 
hot  oil  and  gassy  oil  that  we  identified  last  year,  and  perhaps  most 
importantly  in  my  view,  retrofitting  and  refurbishing  a  system  that 
is  now  20  years  old  so  that  we  ensure  that  we  can  draw  from  the 
strategic  petroleum  reserve  at  an  adequate  rate.  In  my  mind,  not 
caring  for  the  infrastructure  itself  would  be  unconscionable. 

I  would  like  to  address  very  briefly  both  the  oil  and  gas  initia- 
tives and  point  out  to  this  committee  that  the  funds  proposed  there 
are  in  excess  of  those  that  were  proposed  in  prior  budgets  by  the 
last  administration  looking  forward  to  fiscal  year  1995.  In  this  area 
we  plan  to  continue  to  work  at  stimulating  the  market  that  is  al- 
ready there  for  the  use  of  natural  gas  and,  most  importantly,  using 
some  of  our  science  and  technology  to  reduce  the  cost  of  both  explo- 
ration and  production  of  petroleum. 

SUMMARY  OF  ENERGY  EFFICIENCY  BUDGET 

In  the  area  of  energy  efficiency  you're  well  aware  that  the  budget 
request  of  $961  million  represents  a  43-percent  increase  over  1994 
appropriations.  This  increase,  as  indicated  earlier,  is  focused  imple- 
mentation of  the  Energy  Policy  Act,  and  perhaps  most  importantly 
we  have  focused  not  merely  on  the  energy  efficiency  benefits  com- 
ing from  these  expanded  programs,  but  the  numbers  of  jobs  created 
through  the  program  expansion.  We  have  also  clearly  focused  on 
the  reduction  of  emissions,  which  I  know  from  my  work  with  the 
private  sector  is  important  to  large  industry,  and  certainly  the  util- 
ity sector  and  energy  efficiency  is  a  way  to  reduce  costs  and  keep 
America  competitive. 

Finally,  for  no  reason  other  than  I  believe  it's  important  to  set 
the  record  straight,  there  has  been  some  discussion  and  confusion 
regarding  the  Department  of  Energy's  strategic  plan,  which  is  a 
lofty  sounding  word  for  attempting  to  rationalize  the  way  we  do  our 
business,  not  focusing  on  new  priorities,  but  simply  rationalizing 
our  priorities  so  that  we  can  well  explain  them  to  our  public,  and, 
perhaps  most  importantly,  as  I've  discussed  with  one  of  the  mem- 
bers of  this  committee,  so  we  can  share  them  within  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy. 

So  in  articulating  the  strategic  plan  we  have  attempted  to  focus 
clearly  on  the  three  key  program  areas  of  the  Department,  our  na- 
tional defense  or  our  national  security  imperatives,  our  energy  re- 
source program,  as  well  as  our  environmental  restoration  program, 
being  clear  that  at  the  heart  of  that  program  has  always  been  our 
science  and  technology  or,  if  you  will,  the  knowledge  and  the  engi- 
neering to  accomplish  our  goals. 

Finding  that  large  circle  that  we  tend  to  call  economic  competi- 
tiveness is  a  thing  we  ought  to  use  to  measure  whether  the  results 
that  we  say  we're  going  to  deliver  have  in  fact  been  delivered.  If 
the  work  we  do  does  not  make  us  more  competitive  as  a  nation 
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while  at  the  same  time  making  our  supplies  of  energy  more  reliable 
and  reducing  pollution  and  thereby  cost,  then  we  really  haven't 
done  the  job  that  the  American  public  expects  us  to  do. 

PREPARED  STATEMENT 

This  concludes  my  informal  remarks,  and  I  will  be  silent  now 
and  look  forward  with  great  anticipation  to  answering  questions 
that  are  asked  of  me  this  morning,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of 
the  committee.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  follows:] 

Statement  of  Hazel  R.  O'Leary 

introduction 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Committee,  I  am  pleased  to  appear  before  you 
today  to  present  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  for  the  Department  of  Energy.  In  pre- 
vious visits  before  this  Committee,  I  have  testified  that  the  Department  of  Energy 
is  approaching  our  business  in  a  very  fundamentally  different  fashion.  Today,  I  have 
the  pleasure  to  provide  the  specifics,  and  the  strategic  context  in  which  this  budget, 
and  others  that  will  follow,  was  prepared. 

FISCAL  YEAR  1995  BUDGET  OVERVIEW 

The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  furthers  our  commitment,  which  we  began  in  fiscal 
year  1994,  to  make  good  on  our  promises  to  change  the  Department's  priorities  to 
meet  the  Nation's  needs.  The  total  Department  of  Energy  request  is  3  percent  less 
than  the  fiscal  year  1994  request.  However,  the  amount  requested  for  the  Interior 
and  Related  Agencies  Appropriations  programs  increased  3  percent. 

Overall,  the  Department  of  Energy's  fiscal  year  1995  budget  reflects  significant 
shifts  in  funding  our  energy  resources  priorities,  with  increased  emphasis  on  energy 
efficiency  and  renewable  energy  resources  and  the  President's  Climate  Change  Ac- 
tion Plan.  Yet,  the  budget  also  maintains  its  support  for  a  new  generation  of  clean- 
er, more  efficient  and  affordable  fossil  fuel  technologies.  DOE-wide  funding  for  natu- 
ral gas  and  petroleum  technologies,  in  particular,  is  proposed  to  increase  33  percent 
over  fiscal  year  1994  levels.  Funding  for  coal  technology  would  decline,  but  would 
still  maintain  the  pace  of  development  for  21st  century,  high-efficiency,  super  clean 
coal-based  technologies  for  electric  power  generation,  the  market  where  coal  will 
continue  to  be  used  most  in  the  coming  years. 

This  budget  will  produce  results.  The  Energy  Resources  budget  will  reduce  energy 
use  by  an  estimated  4  percent  and  reduce  carbon  emissions  by  4  percent  by  the  year 
2000;  increase  natural  gas  use  20  percent  by  the  year  2000;  create  20,000  jobs  by 
1995;  weatherize  126,000  homes  and  upgrade  1,350  schools  and  hospitals  in  fiscal 
year  1995;  and  expedite  the  entry  of  fuel  cell  technology  and  high-efficiency,  ultra- 
low-NOx  turbines  into  the  marketplace.  It  will  also  increase  the  alternative  fueled 
vehicles  Federal  fleet  by  15,000  cars  and  develop  a  refueling  infrastructure.  The  En- 
ergy Efficiency  program  area  can  save  $25-30  billion  and  the  equivalent  of  180  mil- 
lion barrels  of  oil  by  the  year  2000. 

The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  for  our  fossil  energy  programs  totals  $842.2 
million.  This  proposal  assumes  actual  program  activities  totalling  just  over  $966 
million  with  offsets  from  prior  year  funds  of  $124  million.  This  funding  will  main- 
tain the  pace  of  the  26  Clean  Coal  Technology  projects  expected  to  be  active  in  fiscal 
year  1995;  target  new  power  generating  equipment  in  China  and  retrofit  power 
plant  upgrading  technology  in  Eastern  Europe,  thereby  positioning  the  Department 
to  exploit  potentially  huge  international  markets  for  American  technology;  promote 
natural  gas  growth  that  will  increase  natural  gas  use  by  20  percent  over  1991  levels 
by  the  year  2010;  and  continue  the  refurbishment  and  life-extension  program  of  the 
Strategic  Petroleum  Reserve,  ensuring  its  readiness  to  counter  potential  energy 
shortfalls  through  at  least  the  year  2025. 

The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  of  $961  million  for  Energy  Efficiency  pro- 
grams represents  a  43  percent  increase  over  fiscal  year  1994  appropriations.  This 
increase  can  be  attributed  to  a  continued  aggressive  implementation  of  the  Energy 
Policy  Act  of  1992  and  the  implementation  of  the  President's  Climate  Change  Action 
Plan.  This  plan  will  leverage  Federal  dollars  in  technical  assistance  and  technical 
development  and  transfers  to  produce  significant  and  cost-effective  private  sector  in- 
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vestments  in  efficiency  improvements.  This  plan  will  achieve  carbon  emission  reduc- 
tions of  27  million  metric  tons  per  year  by  2000;  employ  market  incentives  to  accel- 
erate new  product  development  and  deplojrment;  achieve  12.2  million  metric  tons  of 
greenhouse  gas  emissions  reductions  by  2000;  spend  $1.9  billion  over  five  years;  le- 
verage $60  billion  in  private  sector  investments;  and  save  $270  billion  in  energy 
costs  by  2010. 

This  brief  overview  highlights  key  areas  of  investment  represented  by  the  Depart- 
ment's fiscal  year  1995  budget  request.  I  would  now  like  to  explain  the  strategic 
context  in  which  this  budget  was  developed  and  provide  the  programmatic  details 
that  support  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget. 

THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  ENERGY  STRATEGIC  PLAN 

The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  has  been  shaped  by  the  Department  of  Ener- 
gy's Strategic  Planning  process  which  covers  the  years  1995-2010.  For  the  first 
time,  this  process  has  approached  the  missions  of  the  Department  from  an  inte- 
grated perspective,  rather  than  using  the  "stove  pipe"  planmng  of  the  past.  Through 
this  effort  we  realigned  our  missions  along  five  business  lines  that  most  effectively 
utilize  and  integrate  our  unique  scientific  and  technological  assets,  engineering  ex- 
pertise, and  facilities  for  the  benefit  of  the  Nation.  These  five  business  lines  are:  Na- 
tional Security;  Environmental  Quality;  Science  and  Technology;  Industrial  Com- 
petitiveness; and,  of  course.  Energy  Resources,  which  is  the  business  line  of  interest 
to  this  Committee,  and  the  area  I  am  here  to  discuss. 

The  Energy  Resources  strategy  charts  the  Department  of  Energy's  course  toward 
increasing  the  Nation's  energy  efficiency  and  productivity  and  securing  an  equitable, 
environmentally  sound  energy  future.  A  strategic  energy  policy  is  essential  to  pro- 
moting economic  growth,  high-wage  jobs,  and  energy  security  while  preserving  the 
environment.  Improving  the  efficiency  with  which  the  Nation  uses  energy  will  rec- 
oncile these  goals.  Enhancing  energy  efficiency  is  good  for  the  economy,  tne  environ- 
ment, and  the  Nation's  security,  and  is  clearly  one  of  the  highest  energy  priorities 
of  this  Administration. 

Clean,  efficient,  and  reliable  energy  fuels  a  competitive  economy.  Cost-effective  en- 
ergy efficiency  investments  result  in  annual  reductions  in  energy  bills  and  operating 
costs — freeing  up  funds  for  consumers  and  businesses  to  spend  elsewhere.  As  a  rule 
of  thumb,  money  spent  on  energy  creates  only  8-10  jobs  per  million  dollars  while 
money  spent  elsewhere  in  the  economy  creates  20-30  jobs  per  million  dollars.  There- 
fore, each  million  dollars  of  energy  saved  and  spent  elsewhere  will  create  10-20 
jobs.  In  addition,  recent  studies  suggest  that  in  the  year  the  investment  is  made, 
energy  efficiency  creates  more  jobs  than  any  other  federal  infrastructure  invest- 
ment. 

ENERGY  EFFICIENCY  AND  PRODUCTIVITY 

Energy  productivity  yields  a  healthy  economy.  It  is  recognized  that  Fossil  Fuels 
are  today,  and  into  the  foreseeable,  a  major  component  of  our  energy  strategy.  In 
our  Fossil  Energy  budget,  we  have  maintained  full  funding  for  technologies  that  in- 
crease the  efficiency  of  generating  electricity  from  coal  and  natural  gas. 

Within  our  $128  million  fiscal  year  1995  request  for  the  Coal  Research  and  Devel- 
opment Program,  we  have  assigned  our  highest  priority  to  projects  that  can  boost 
power  plant  efficiencies.  Our  goals  are  to. double  today's  average  coal-fired  power 
plants  efficiencies,  cut  acid  rain  emissions  to  one-tenth  of  today's  standards,  and  cut 
consumer  costs  by  up  to  20  percent.  Such  increases,  to  be  achieved  by  advanced 
technologies  such  as  pressurized  fluidized  combustion,  integrated  gasification  com- 
bined cycle,  and  innovative  high-performance,  indirect  power  cycles,  can  lead  to  sub- 
stantial fuel  savings  and  in  turn,  prevent  the  formation  of  pollutants.  For  example, 
a  50  percent-efficient  power  plant  produces  a  third  less  waste  per  megawatt-hour 
of  electricity  generatea  than  todays  33  percent-efficient  plants,  just  through  effi- 
ciency gains  alone.  The  same  plant  emits  a  third  less  carbon  dioxide.  Higher  effi- 
ciencies also  translate  into  a  reduced  need  for  new  power  plants  in  the  future  and 
more  affordable  electricity  for  consumers. 

The  same  priority  of  improved  efficiencies  also  is  the  strategic  driver  behind  our 
natural  gas-fired  turbine  and  fuel  cell  programs.  Through  innovative  technology,  we 
believe  we  can  break  through  the  barriers  that  have  effectively  capped  the  power 
generating  efficiencies  of  today's  natural  gas  turbines.  We  have  set  a  target  of^  dem- 
onstrating by  the  year  2000  a  new  generation  of  gas  turbine  technology  with  effi- 
ciencies at  least  15  percent  higher  than  today's  state-of-the-art  systems.  Introducing 
advanced  turbine  systems  into  the  power  market  by  the  beginmng  of  the  next  dec- 
ade could  result  in  an  energy  savings  equivalent  to  more  than  100  million  barrels 
of  oil  annually  by  2020,  compared  to  using  today's  best  turbine  technology. 
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Increasing  efficiency  of  energy  use  and  production  reduces  energy  costs  to  consum- 
ers, protects  valuable  resources,  reduces  the  burdens  of  pollution,  creates  jobs,  and 
promotes  industrial  competitiveness — thereby  raising  our  standard  of  living.  Im- 
proving the  Nation's  energy  efficiency  requires  new  and  continuing  investments  in 
research  and  commercialization  of  technolo^es  that  use  and  produce  energy  in  inno- 
vative ways.  SpeciflcalW,  the  Administration  has  made  a  substantial  request  for 
funding  the  Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy  program  because  we  believe 
that  it  represents  the  best  approach  to  reach  the  emission  reduction  target  to  which 
the  President  has  committed  our  nation  through  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan. 
Our  $961  million  request  for  Energy  Efficiency  is  based  on  a  balanced  portfolio  of 
Energy  Policy  Act  programs  that  will  help  American  industries,  firms,  and  consum- 
ers improve  energy  productivity,  increase  competitiveness,  and  reduce  waste.  Of 
that  total,  $119  million  supports  Energy  Policy  Act  initiatives  associated  with  cli- 
mate change.  I  know  that  full  funding  of  new  or  expanded  initiatives  is  a  tough  sell 
in  the  current  budget,  and  I  have  directed  mv  staff"  to  leave  no  stone  unturned  in 
finding  savings  that  will  not  compromise  our  objectives. 

A  significant  new  initiative  funded  in  this  budget  is  the  Motor  Challenge  program. 
Our  Nation's  industries  can  save  $13  billion  in  energy  costs  simply  by  increasing 
the  efficiency  of  their  electric  motor  systems  by  the  year  2010.  This  savings  would 
result  in  dramatically  improved  competitiveness  for  industry  and  a  reduction  of  44 
million  tons  of  greenhouse  gas  emissions  for  the  Nation.  The  program  is  a  vol- 
untary, industry  driven  collaborative  program  aimed  at  galvanizing  U.S.  business 
and  industry  into  action  to  better  understand,  apply  and  target  energy  efficient  elec- 
tric motor  systems.  To  date,  there  are  60  Motor  Challenge  partners  including  com- 
panies such  as  3M  Corporation,  Asea  Brown  Boveri  and  General  Electric.  The  De- 
partment is  requesting  $3.5  million  in  fiscal  year  1995  for  this  program.  These  and 
similar  partnerships  are  included  in  the  President's  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  to 
deliver  energy  efficient  technologies  to  the  marketplace. 

At  the  heart  of  this  Administration's  energy  policy  is  a  new  emphasis  on 
proactive,  cost-effective  measures  to  stimulate  economic  growth  through  energy  pro- 
ductivity. Energy  consumers  in  all  sectors  often  fail  to  employ  energy  efficient  tech- 
nologies and  practices,  even  when  it  would  be  in  their  financial  best  interest.  Bar- 
riers to  effective  market  acceptance  of  these  technologies  include:  a  lack  of  available 
and  credible  information  for  consumers,  a  lack  of  training/expertise  in  installation 
and  operation  of  these  technologies,  and  mixed  incentives — often  the  person  respon- 
sible for  the  investment  decision  will  not  reap  the  energy  cost  savings,  and  in  some 
sectors,  the  energy  costs  are  only  a  small  portion  of  total  operating  costs  and  little 
attention  is  paid  to  efficiency.  The  Department  of  Energy  is  well  positioned  to  in- 
crease its  technical  assistance  outreach  to  manufacturers,  utilities,  government 
agencies,  and  other  consumers  of  energy. 

The  Department  is  moving  aggressively  to  implement  the  Federal  Energy  Man- 
agement Program  and  the  authority  granted  to  initiate  performance  contracting.  We 
are  requesting  $37  million  to  expand  this  important  program.  The  Department  has 
just  issued  a  Notice  of  Proposed  Rulemaking  to  establish  procedures  and  facilitate 
the  issuance  of  these  innovative  financing  contracts.  We  plan  to  develop  25  contracts 
with  energy  service  companies  within  the  next  year  which  will  leverage  approxi- 
mately $100  million  in  private  funds  and  save  American  taxpayers  more  than  $400 
million  annually. 

The  Administration's  energy  policy  promotes  U.S.  leadership  in  energy  efficient 
technologies  and  clean  industrial  processes.  Within  the  Department's  request  for  the 
Office  of  Industrial  Technologies,  is  an  increase  of  $34  million  to  encourage  break- 
throughs in  the  development  of  efficient  low-polluting  primary  manufacturing  tech- 
nologies in  the  primary  metals,  pulp  and  paper,  refining  and  other  industries.  Some 
specific  goals  are  to  reduce  chlorisiline  wastes  by  50,000  tons  per  year  and  reduce 
lithography  wastes  by  1  million  gallons  each  year.  The  Energy  Analysis  and  Diag- 
nostic Center  Program  now  has  25  active  centers  and  4,353  audits  have  been  con- 
ducted. This  program  has  contributed  to  an  estimated  cumulative  energy  savings  of 
80  trillion  Btu  and  cost  savings  of  $438  million.  In  addition,  the  Department  has 
had  great  success  with  a  small  program  called  Industry  Visions  of  the  Future.  This 
initiative  is  industry  driven,  providing  support  for  workshops  which  allow  industry 
to  craft  a  detailed  goal  of  what  the  state-of-the-art,  energy  efficient  operations  in 
their  area  would  look  like.  This  is  a  critical  step  toward  the  successful  installation 
of  efficient  processes  in  these  industries. 

SECURITY  OF  ENERGY  SUPPLY 

The  U.S.  economy  depends  on  oil  for  roughly  a  third  of  its  energy  use,  primarily 
to  support  our  transportation  systems,  heat  our  homes,  and  provide  industrial  feed- 


1397 

stocks.  Imports  of  oil  to  meet  a  large  share  of  this  demand  are  high  and  sharply 
rising. 

Diversity  in  energy  supply  alleviates  the  economic  risks  of  over  dependence  on 
any  one  fuel  type.  Increasing  energy  efficiency  of  all  economic  sectors  also  lowers 
these  risks.  Measures  to  enhance  energy  productivity,  as  outlined  in  the  above  sec- 
tion, will  increase  energy  security.  At  the  same  time,  the  Department  of  Energy  is 
pursuing  advances  in  the  production  and  use  of  diverse  energy  sources  to  augment 
the  Nation's  energy  supply  options. 

The  Department  has  increased  its  proposed  funding  for  programs  that  can  in- 
crease production  from  the  Nation's  natural  gas  and  oil  reservoirs.  Today,  the  aver- 
age U.S.  oil  well  recovers  less  than  a  third  of  the  oil-in-place  in  the  reservoir.  New 
information  is  revealing  that  in  some  formations,  naturad  gas  extraction  techniques 
can  leave  behind  as  much  as  a  quarter  of  the  available  gas.  Developing  and  deploy- 
ing better  technology  to  boost  these  recovery  efficiencies  is  a  key  aspect  of  the  Presi- 
dent's recently  released  Domestic  Natural  Gas  and  Oil  Initiative,  and  our  fiscal  year 
1995  budget  proposal  recommends  substantial  increases  in  funding  for  these  efforts. 

Included  in  our  proposal  is  a  $50  million  request  for  a  multi-office  Advanced  Com- 
putational Technology  Initiative.  This  program  is  industry  driven  (50  percent  cost- 
shared)  and  would  increase  access  of  the  Nation's  oil  and  gas  producers,  particularly 
the  independents,  to  the  extraordinary  supercomputing  capabilities  of  the  Depart- 
ment's National  Laboratories.  We  are  also  proposing  to  accelerate  the  pace  of  our 
partnership  program  with  industry  and  universities  that  is  demonstrating  promis- 
ing techniques  that  could  prolong  the  economic  life  of  many  of  our  Nation  s  most 
endangered  oil  reservoirs.  We  are  proposing  to  expand  efforts  to  develop  new  drill- 
ing and  reservoir  analysis  technologies,  to  improve  the  delivery  and  storage  of  natu- 
ral gas,  to  enhance  the  efficiency  and  environmental  performance  of  downstream  pe- 
troleum processing  operations,  and  to  ensure  that  Federal  and  State  agencies  oper- 
ate with  the  best  environmental  data  possible.  Through  these  efforts,  by  2010  we 
can  add  10-30  billion  barrels  of  oil  to  U.S.  reserves,  add  200  tcf  of  natural  gas  re- 
serves, and  save  gas  customers  more  than  $50  billion. 

For  the  shorter-term,  the  Strategic  Petroleum  Reserve  remains  our  primary  emer- 
gency preparedness  insurance  against  the  potential  economic  disruptions  of  energy 
supplies.  With  an  inventory  of  590  million  barrels,  the  Reserve  is  today  large 
enough  to  represent  a  formidable  deterrent  to  the  type  of  oil  cutoffs  the  United 
States  experienced  in  the  1970's,  as  well  as  a  powerful  response  tool  should  a  dis- 
ruption occur.  The  dominant  priority,  as  reflected  in  our  fiscal  year  1995  budget  re- 
quest of  $244  million,  is  to  ensure  the  readiness  of  the  Reserve.  We  believe  this  is 
a  greater  necessity  than  continued  fill,  especially  given  the  limitations  on  Federal 
spending.  Therefore,  in  our  budget  proposal,  we  are  placing  the  most  emphasis  on 
a  multi-year  life  extension  program  to  refurbish  facilities  and  extend  their  perform- 
ance capabilities  through  at  least  the  year  2025.  In  addition,  funding  is  included  to 
continue  countering  the  unexpected  incursion  of  gas  and  heat  buildup  within  the  oil. 
Our  objective  is  to  return  the  Reserve  to  its  maximum  response  capability  by  the 
end  of  1997. 

The  U.S.  can  decrease  its  oil  dependency  by  increasing  the  energy  efficiency  of  ve- 
hicles and  processes  that  consume  oil  by  switching  to  alternative  fuels  and  this  can 
make  sound  economic  sense.  The  Administration  has  given  high  priority  to  Depart- 
ment of  Energy  programs  that  promote  research  to  increase  the  efficiency  of  cars, 
trucks,  and  buses  and  that  encourage  deployment  and  private  sector  infrastructure 
development  to  support  alternative  fuel  vehicles.  The  goal  is  to  triple  fuel  economy 
in  a  prototype  vehicle  by  2005  and  reduce  gasoline  use  by  20  percent  by  2010.  Our 
fiscal  year  1995  request  includes  $30  million  for  the  acquisition  of  15,000  federal 
fleet  alternative  fuel  vehicles  and  $2.75  million  for  the  Clean  Cities  program,  for 
which  our  goal  is  to  have  25  participating  cities  by  the  end  of  the  year.  In  addition, 
we  are  requesting  an  increase  of  $24  million  from  last  year's  appropriation  to  sup- 
port the  work  of  the  Clean  Car  initiative  announced  by  the  President  earlier  this 
year.  This  partnership  is  a  unique  collaborative  effort  involving  seven  agencies,  the 
big  three  auto  makers  and  related  transportation  industries.  Technology  agreements 
with  industry  resulting  from  the  Clean  Car  partnership  all  include  a  fifty-fifty  cost- 
share. 

ENVIRONMENT 

Concern  for  the  environment  is  an  inseparable  element  of  the  Department's  intent 
to  increase  energy  productivity  and  secure  future  energy  supplies,  as  discussed 
above.  The  President  s  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  is  an  integral  part  of  our  energy 
strategy.  Clean  energy  sources  and  efficient  ener^  use  will  lower  the  environmental 
consequences  of  fueling  a  growing  economy.  The  future  quality  of  the  Nation's  envi- 
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ronment  will  benefit  from  current  research  on  and  commercialization  of  pollution 
preventing  industrial  processes  and  efficient  end-use  technologies  for  the  transpor- 
tation, buildings,  and  industrial  sectors.  Increased  use  of  renewable  and  sustainable 
energy  sources  promise  to  mitigate  the  risks  of  pollution  and  hazardous  waste  that 
accompany  the  conventional  production,  delivery  and  consumption  of  fossil  and  nu- 
clear fuels  and  electricity  generation. 

The  Clean  Coal  Technology  Program  is  providing  this  Nation  with  a  portfolio  of 
environmental  technologies  that  is  unmatched  by  any  other  nation.  Today,  of  the 
45  demonstration  projects  currently  in  the  program,  10  have  been  completed  or  are 
in  their  final  reporting  stage,  another  13  are  operating,  5  are  under  construction, 
and  12  are  in  the  design  or  environmental  permitting  process.  We  are  also  complet- 
ing negotiations  for  the  first  3  projects  selected  in  the  Round  V  competition.  By  the 
end  of  fiscal  year  1995,  we  expect  19  projects  will  have  been  completed. 

The  Administration  will  complete  the  original  five  rounds  of  the  Clean  Coal  Tech- 
nology Program  with  the  remainder  of  the  advanced  appropriated  funds  being  allo- 
cated in  fiscal  year  1995  through  fiscal  year  1997.  Given  that  most  of  the  remaining 
projects  will  demonstrate  the  higher-efficiency,  advanced  power  generating  tech- 
nologies that  will  be  especially  important  in  the  21st  century,  it  is  important  that 
the  Government  fulfill  its  commitment  and  complete  the  full  extent  of  the  Clean 
Coal  Technology  Program.  Our  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  of  $37  million  pro- 
vides sufficient  funding  for  this  purpose.  The  private  sector  and  State  agencies  are 
providing  more  than  $4  billion  in  cost-sharing  which  is,  in  itself,  a  measure  of  the 
success  and  merits  of  this  unique  partnership  program. 

Scientists  believe  that  the  emission  of  greenhouse  gases,  including  carbon  dioxide 
and  methane,  will  contribute  to  climate  change  that  threatens  the  global  environ- 
ment. The  use  of  fossil  fuels  is  a  primary  source  of  greenhouse  gas  emissions.  Inter- 
national concern  over  the  consequences  of  fossil  fuel  consumption  is  based  on  data 
that  show  a  trend  toward  increased  greenhouse  gas  emissions  and  global  warming. 
The  Administration  is  acting  to  lower  energy-related  greenhouse  gas  emissions  to 
reduce  any  potential  they  may  have  for  causing  global  environmental  damage.  This 
is  why  we  have  placed  an  extremely  high  priority  on  high-efficiency  technologies. 
By  increasing  the  efficiency  of  coal-fired  power  plants,  for  example,  less  fuel  is 
burned  to  generate  power  and  therefore,  less  carbon  dioxide  is  created.  Efficiency 
gains  remain  the  most  cost-effective  approach  to  reducing  greenhouse  gas  emissions 
from  coal-fired  power  sources. 

The  greater  use  of  natural  gas  can  also  reduce  C£irbon  dioxide  emissions.  CO2 
emissions  from  burning  natural  gas  are  roughly  half  those  of  burning  comparable 
amounts  of  coal  and  two-thirds  those  of  burning  oil.  For  example,  the  fiscal  year 
1995  budget  requests  $68  million  for  high  efficiency,  natural  gas  fuel  cells  that  will 
release  60-65  percent  less  CO2  than  a  conventional  coal  plant  for  each  megawatt- 
hour  produced.  To  accelerate  the  commercial  introduction  of  market-ready  fuel  cells, 
the  Department  is  proposing  a  three-year  ($18  million  in  fiscal  year  1995),  buyer- 
rebate  program  to  increase  fuel  cell  production  and  reduce  costs. 

The  President's  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  proposes  measures  to  reduce  net 
greenhouse  gas  emissions  in  2000  to  1990  levels.  We  are  confident  that  we  can  at- 
tain our  goals,  because  we  are  already  moving  ahead  and  getting  real  commitments 
to  take  significant  actions.  Let  me  cite  a  few  examples  of  our  early  success  and  dem- 
onstrate how  the  Energy  Policy  Act  and  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  work  to- 
gether. 

Section  1605(b)  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act  authorized  the  Department  to  establish 
a  voluntary  registry  of  greenhouse  gas  emissions  and  emissions  reductions.  By  sub- 
mitting reports  to  the  Energy  Information  Administration  on  activities  that  reduce 
greenhouse  gas  emissions,  organizations  can  gain  recognition  for  emission  reduc- 
tions. The  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  uses  Section  1605(b)  to  give  electric  utilities 
and  large  industrial  utilities  an  opportunity  to  report  their  emission  reductions  un- 
dertaken to  meet  their  commitments.  Companies  agree  to  set  emission  reductions 
undertaken  to  meet  their  commitments.  Companies  agree  to  set  emission  reduction 
targets  and  are  given  the  flexibility  to  meet  their  individual  emission  targets  by 
whatever  means  works  for  them — responding  to  the  President's  call  for  creativity 
and  ingenuity.  The  response  has  been  impressive.  As  of  this  Earth  Day,  five  organi- 
zations representing  766  electric  utilities  volunteered  to  respond  to  the  President's 
call  to  action  by  signing  "The  Climate  Challenge  Accord"  with  the  Department  of 
Energy.  Each  company  can  set  specific  goals,  which  recognize  unique  circumstances, 
and  the  agreements  will  require  annuEU  reporting  of  greenhouse  gas  emissions  and 
regular  review  to  help  track  progress  toward  meeting  commitments.  We  expect  that 
individual  companies  will  sign  agreements  after  the  Section  1605(b)  guidelines  are 
published  later  this  year. 
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Companies  such  as  AT&T,  Weyerheuser,  Quad  Graphics  and  Martin  Marietta 
have  pledged  to  participate  in  similar  programs  for  industrial  emitters  and  many 
more  are  expected  to  join.  For  example,  DuPont  has  pledged  to  reduce  its  green- 
house gas  emissions  by  40  percent — 10  million  metric  tons — by  2000.  United  Parcel 
Service  has  pledged  to  reduce  greenhouse  gases  in  its  delivery  operations.  The  De- 
partment is  exploring  broad-based  program  options  for  oil  producers  such  as  the 
Sun  Company  and  BP  America  and  is  working  with  the  American  Petroleum  Insti- 
tute to  design  an  industry-wide  approach.  Finally,  18  member  companies  of  the  Na- 
tional Coal  Association  are  working  with  the  Association  and  the  Department  to  see 
how  best  to  achieve  emission  reductions.  This  response  confirms  an  old  adage  that 
the  best  in  Americans  comes  out  when  they  are  issued  a  challenge. 

The  regional  and  local  impacts  of  energy  production,  delivery,  and  consumption 
remain  unacceptably  high  in  many  areas  of  the  Nation.  Energy-related  emissions  of 
sulfur  dioxide,  nitrogen  oxides,  and  volatile  organic  compound  emissions  must  be  re- 
duced as  mandated  by  the  Clean  Air  Act  of  1990.  The  Department  of  Energy  sup- 
ports the  development  and  deployment  of  cost-effective  technologies  that  eliminate 
or  significantly  reduce  these  emissions.  Ongoing  research  to  develop  alternative  fuel 
vehicles  and  ultra-efficient  cars  is  expected  to  result  in  cleaner  transportation  sys- 
tems. Efficient  and  cost-effective  mass  transit  can  improve  air  quality.  The  Depart- 
ment continues  to  work  with  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  to  assess  air, 
water,  and  land  pollution  issues  in  relation  to  regulations  and  energy  technologies. 

Prevention  of  pollution  in  the  first  place  is  always  preferable  to  managing  wastes 
after  they  are  generated.  Research  on  and  deployment  of  advanced  pollution  pre- 
venting technologies  can  open  up  new  environmentally  sound  options  for  energy  con- 
sumers. U.S.  industries  spend  billions  of  dollars  annually  to  manage  hazardous 
wastes  from  manufacturing  processes.  In  addition  to  their  environmental  impacts, 
these  wastes  represent  a  costly  burden  to  our  economy.  The  Department  is  giving 
high  priority  to  new  initiatives  to  assist  industries  of  all  sizes  to  alter  their  manu- 
facturing processes  so  that  energy  and  material  inputs  are  reduced  and  waste  and 
pollutant  outputs  are  minimized.  Cleaner  industries  lead  to  a  more  competitive 
economy  and  a  growth  in  employment.  The  Department  is  requesting  a  $7,539,000 
increase  for  waste  minimization  programs  for  a  total  of  $34,531,000  in  fiscal  year 
1995.  This  program  funds  research  in  the  areas  of  waste  recovery  from  such  every- 
day things  as  plastics  from  shredded  auto  waste,  using  discarded  carpeting  to 
produce  feedstocks,  and  the  use  of  waste  tire  material  for  low-cost  filler  for  plastics. 

The  Nation's  energy  infrastructure  must  respond  to  environmental  concerns  while 
continuing  to  cost-effectively  fuel  the  economy.  Technologies  to  prevent  and  remedi- 
ate oil  spills,  recycle  wastes  from  oil  and  gas  production,  manage  hazardous  and  ra- 
dioactive wastes,  and  mitigate  air  emissions  are  all  part  of  the  Department's  ap- 
proach to  lowering  the  costs  of  energy-related  environmental  protection.  The  Depart- 
ment of  Energy's  work  on  identifying  a  suitable  high-level  radioactive  waste  reposi- 
tory site  continues  despite  resource  constraints.  The  siting  of  energy  facilities  is 
often  complicated  by  environmental  concerns.  We  must  work  to  ensure  the  ability 
of  our  energy  infrastructure  to  deliver  affordable  energy  without  compromising 
health,  safety,  or  the  environment. 

Our  energy  policy  extends  to  international  leadership  for  the  advancement  of  effi- 
cient energy  systems  that  protect  the  global  environment.  Industrial  development 
and  modernization  in  nations  with  high  populations  is  projected  to  place  unprece- 
dented pressures  on  the  global  environment  over  the  coming  decades.  China,  for  ex- 
ample, now  burns  more  than  a  billion  tons  of  coal  per  year,  one  third  more  than 
a  decade  ago,  and  is  expected  to  increase  its  coal  production  by  40  percent  by  the 
year  2000.  India's  coal  use  rose  by  almost  70  percent  in  the  1980's,  and  will  continue 
to  grow.  Overall,  world  coal  use  is  projected  to  at  least  double  over  the  next  30 
years. 

The  sharpest  reductions  in  global  greenhouse  gases  could  come  from  relatively 
modest  assistance  to  countries  willing  to  replace  outdated,  inefficient  technologies 
with  more  efficient,  less  polluting  systems.  That  is  why  we  believe  the  time  is  appro- 
priate to  propose  a  major  new  Clean  Coal  Technology  initiative  directed  at  the  inter- 
national market.  Our  fiscal  year  1995  budget  proposes  $50  million  to  begin  two 
showcase  projects:  One  project  would  "buy  down"  the  cost  of  an  initial  market-entry, 
U.S. -manufactured  coal  gasification,  combined  cycle  power  plant  in  China;  the  other 
would  help  refurbish  an  Eastern  European  power  plant.  Both  initiatives  are  consist- 
ent with  the  President's  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  which  calls  for  a  "joint  imple- 
mentation" pilot  initiative  with  other  countries.  Together,  these  initiatives  could 
generate  29,000-^3,000  jobs  and  position  the  U.S.  to  exploit  a  worldwide  market  for 
clean  coal  technologies  that  could  range  from  $270  billion  to  $790  billion  over  the 
next  20  years. 
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The  China  Advanced  Power  System  Project  would  provide  real-life  construction 
and  operating  experience  for  one  of  the  most  efficient,  least  COa-emitting  coal  tech- 
nologies now  available.  The  gasification  combined  cycle  technology  proposed  for 
demonstration  is  50  percent  more  efficient  than  current  technology  in  China.  Rep- 
lication and  deployment  in  the  Chinese  market  can  play  a  significant  role  in  reduc- 
ing the  global  buildup  of  greenhouse  gases.  It  will  also  offer  a  major  advantage  to 
U.S.  vendors  competing  in  a  Chinese  power  generation  market  that  is  projected  to 
require  more  than  $25  billion  of  technology  imports  by  the  end  of  the  century. 

For  the  European  Power  Plant  Upgrade  Project,  the  Department  would  share  up 
to  a  third  of  the  cost  of  pollution  control  and  other  modernization  equipment.  East- 
ern European  power  plants  are  major  polluters  and,  because  of  their  low  efficiencies, 
emit  inordinately  large  amounts  of  carbon  dioxide.  The  DOE  project  to  cost-share 
the  refurbishment  of  a  power  plant  would  be  coupled  with  the  agreement  by  the 
host  utility(ies)  to  implement  reforms  that  can  accelerate  movement  to  a  free  mar- 
ket approach  to  power  generation,  delivery,  and  pricing. 

EQUITY 

Energy  costs  are  borne  unevenly  across  regions  and  populations  of  the  country. 
Highly  affordable  electricity  is  available  in  some  regions  but  not  others.  Some  areas 
of  the  Nation  have  limited  access  to  electricity  and  no  access  to  natural  gas.  Low 
income  groups  in  general  are  not  in  a  position  to  weatherize  their  homes,  buy  effi- 
cient appliances  and  vehicles,  or  otherwise  reduce  the  price  they  pay  for  energy 
services.  As  an  example,  the  fiscal  year  1995  Weatherization  Assistance  Program 
will  result  in  the  weatherization  of  126,000  low-income  homes.  A  recent  three-year 
nationwide  evaluation  of  this  program  shows  an  average  18  percent  savings  of  heat- 
ing energy  and  a  favorable  overall  benefit-cost  ratio.  It  is  an  important  goal  of  the 
Department's  energy  strategy  to  place  a  high  priority  on  developing  a  better  under- 
standing of  the  demographic  and  regional  effects  of  energy  systems.  Data  collection 
and  analysis  capabilities  to  support  this  effort  need  to  be  expanded. 

Ongoing  efforts  to  develop  a  range  of  lower  cost,  clean  energy  technologies  will 
mitigate  the  inequities  inherent  in  energy  supply,  distribution,  and  consumption. 
Clean  and  affordable  energy  options  will  alleviate  economic  and  environmental  bur- 
dens across  the  Nation.  Small-scale,  sustainable,  and  dispersed  energy  production 
technologies,  such  as  windpower  and  photovoltaics,  can  bring  electricity  to  remote 
areas  at  relatively  low  cost  and  lower  environmental  impacts.  Flexible  and  efficient 
distribution  systems  will  allow  for  greater  access  to  conventional  energy  sources. 
The  Department  works  with  State  utility  commissions  and  Federal  agencies  to  in- 
crease their  awareness  of  the  equity  impacts  of  energy-related  decisions.  In  addition, 
financial  and  technical  assistance  to  affected  groups  will  facilitate  their  proactive  in- 
volvement in  energy  system  decisions.  Our  efforts  to  advance  pollution  prevention 
will  reverse  some  of  the  environmental  impacts  of  energy  use  by  industry. 

In  conclusion,  the  Department  of  Energy's  fiscal  year  1995  budget  represents  a 
strategic  process  that  looked  across  our  portfolio  of  energy  programs  with  an  eye  to- 
ward maximizing  the  results  we  can  bring  to  the  American  people.  I  ask  for  your 
support  in  bringing  these  services  to  the  American  people. 

ALLOCATIONS 

Chairman  Byrd.  Thank  you,  Madam  Secretary.  Your  statement 
will  be  included  in  the  record,  as  I've  already  indicated. 

On  May  19  the  Senate  Appropriations  Committee  met  and  re- 
ported out  the  602(b)  allocations  that  will  control  each  subcommit- 
tee's actions  in  developing  the  appropriations  bills  this  year. 

For  the  Interior  Subcommittee  the  allocation  is  $194  million 
below  the  budget  request  in  budget  authority  and  $215  million 
below  the  President's  request  in  outlays. 

And  would  you  believe  it,  the  subcommittee  has  already  received 
1,492  requests  from  our  colleagues  as  of  9:20  a.m.,  today.  Nobody 
seems  to  get  the  word.  Nobody  seems  to  get  the  message. 

Once  again  we'll  be  faced  with  having  to  reduce  substantially 
many  of  the  increases  proposed  in  the  budget  even  though  they  are 
often  offset  by  proposed  reductions  elsewhere  in  the  budget. 
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Secretary  O'Leary,  your  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  proposes 
significant  increases  for  a  variety  of  program  initiatives  in  areas  re- 
lated to  energy  efficiency,  petroleum  and  natural  gas  research  and 
development. 

Now  if  the  subcommittee  is  only  able  to  provide  $50  million  of 
the  approximately  $377  million  in  program  increases  requested  in 
your  fiscal  year  1995  budget,  how  would  you  propose  that  we  allo- 
cate that  $50  million? 

BUDGET  PRIORITIES 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  with  our  staffs 
we  have  done,  in  my  belief,  a  very  vigorous  and  painful  job  of  at- 
tempting to  outline  our  priorities.  I  haven't  answered  the  mail 
you've  just  delivered  because,  quite  frankly,  to  allocate  an  addi- 
tional $50  million  leaves  most  of  our  programs  so  sapped  from  the 
goals  that  we  have  articulated  that  it's  very  difficult  for  me  to  ad- 
dress those  areas. 

But  I  would  like  to  start  by  walking  through  the  fossil  energy 
budget  with  the  committee  and  outline  to  you  areas,  not  that  I'm 
endorsing,  but  areas  that  I'm  clear  to  discuss  because  I  want  to  be 
helpful  to  this  initiative,  and  I'm  recognizing  that  this  is  a  painful 
endeavor. 

PETROLEUM  RESEARCH 

In  the  fossil  program  I  would  begin  with  any  number  of  initia- 
tives in  areas  where  we  all  have  made  great  commitments.  I  would 
state,  quite  frankly,  that  the  research  initiatives  for  petroleum  and 
the  projects  that  we  have  felt  so  strongly  about  will  use  the 
supercomputing  capability  of  the  Department  of  Energy's  national 
laboratories  to  help  with  exploration  and  reducing  the  costs  of  both 
exploration  and  production.  You  will  recall  that  we  have  proposed 
a  $50  million  program  there. 

I'm  clear  on  the  fact  that  any  number  of  representatives  from  the 
industry  who  have  worked  with  us  very  carefully  in  support  of  this 
program  have  visited  this  committee  through  its  staff"  and  have 
clearly  articulated  that  they  need  the  entire  program. 

In  frankness,  I  would  say  to  you  that  any  new  initiative  begun 
can,  of  course,  reflect  a  cut.  This  is  not  a  thing  that  I  would  rec- 
ommend, but  I'm  telling  you  that  if  you're  going  there,  then  that 
might  be  a  place  that  makes  life  not  so  much  simpler,  but  would 
be  a  place  to  begin. 

We  have,  with  a  great  deal  of  pain,  walked  through  some  of  our 
other  programs,  and  let  me  articulate  them  to  you. 

FUEL  CELL  TECHNOLOGY 

In  fuel  cell  technology,  which  is  again  a  very  important  area,  we 
quite  frankly  have  the  scientific  capability,  and  we're  now  trying  to 
prove  out  the  engineering  to  reduce  cost.  There  will  be  another  op- 
portunity to  cut  there.  It's  not  one  that  pleases  me,  but  let  me  dis- 
cuss with  you  an  area  where  we  might  find  a  place  to  do  some 
work.  One  of  the  things  that  industry  is  looking  for  is  a  way  to  re- 
bate the  difference  between  the  $3,000  per  kilowatt  cost  to  the  fuel 
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cells  that  we  can  now  produce  closer  to  the  market  clearing  price 
for  other  energy  sources,  which  is  at  about  $1,500  a  kilowatt. 

We  had  planned  a  rebate  program  to  begin  to  try  to  equalize  this 
difference,  but  not  entirely.  We  have  been  working  a  program  and 
we're  approaching  a  $500  per  kilowatt  reduction,  and  what  the  in- 
dustry has  been  thinking  about,  both  the  users  and  the  takers,  is 
that  $1,000  rebate  would  be  better.  This  is  an  area  where  we  can 
for  some  time  relax  the  idea  about  rebates  and  continue  to  work 
on  the  engineering.  Would  I  want  to  do  that?  No;  I  would  not,  but 
that's  certainly  an  area  where  we  could  do  some  work. 

ADVANCED  TURBINE  SYSTEM 

In  natural  gas  research  we  have  a  plan  for  advanced  turbine  sys- 
tems, which  are  very  important  because  these  are  the  systems  that 
will  be  used  in  the  next  4  to  5  years.  There  is  an  opportunity  for 
a  reduction,  and  we've  pointed  out  to  your  staff  where  it  may  occur. 
Do  I  want  to  do  that?  No;  but  there  is  an  opportunity  to  reduce 
some  there. 

COAL  BED  METHANE 

In  coal  bed  methane  there  is  really  an  opportunity  to  help  the 
coal  industry  reduce  the  loss  of  methane  gas  in  the  movement  and 
production  of  coal.  So  there  is  another  opportunity  there.  The  pro- 
gram that  we've  contemplated,  which  is  a  part  of  the  President's 
global  climate  change  initiative,  quite  frankly  will  provide  jobs.  For 
the  $3  million  we  are  proposing  to  spend  I  understand  that  the  pri- 
vate sector  will  spend  $200  million  in  taking  that  initiative  and 
really  laying  on  the  technology  or  the  engineering  to  reduce  the 
loss  of  methane. 

More  importantly,  over  time  we  can  see  further  expenditures  in 
jobs  created  there,  but  that  is  an  area,  and  I  point  that  area  out 
because  what  we  gain  in  emissions  reductions  is  a  minor  piece 
against  the  overall  program,  but  it  does  have  jobs  impact. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  AND  REGULATORY  PROGRAMS 

We  could  go  on  and  on  with  these  programs  in  the  environmental 
and  regulatory  area,  which  is  an  area  that  I  feel  most  strongly 
about  because  I  don't  believe  we  act  as  leaders  for  the  Nation  un- 
less we're  doing  a  good  job  there;  however,  we  have  suggested  some 
level  of  cuts  there. 

OIL  TECHNOLOGY 

In  oil  technology  we've  suggested  a  cut  there  as  well,  but  this 
eliminates  long-standing  programs  working  both  with  industry  and 
more  importantly  universities  in  the  petroleum  fields,  which  I 
think  would  be  a  tremendous  loss,  both  in  terms  of  once  again  re- 
ducing cost  and  providing  opportunities  for  young  people  who  need 
to  be  trained  in  this  area  so  they  can  work  for  us  in  the  next  gen- 
eration. 

OIL  RECOVERY  FIELD  DEMONSTRATION  PROGRAM 

In  oil  recovery  field  demonstrations,  again  there  is  an  oppor- 
tunity to  cut  here,  but  understand  what  we're  doing.  We're  also  re- 
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moving  for  the  Nation  an  opportunity  to  reduce  the  cost  of  recovery 
of  petroleum. 

NAVAL  PETROLEUM  RESERVES 

In  the  naval  petroleum  reserves  area  we've  suggested  a  cut 
there.  We've  made  nobody  happy  in  our  family  over  in  the  Depart- 
ment of  Navy,  but  some  have  suggested  that  I  haven't  had  a  very 
good  history  of  doing  that  all  year,  further  exacerbating  both  the 
relationship  and  a  program  that  runs  well.  We've  had  excellent  ex- 
perience with  the  way  they've  provided  national  security  for  the  na- 
tion, and  I  would  point  out  that  reductions  do  not  make  me  very 
happy  at  all  either. 

NAVAL  PETROLEUM  AND  OIL  SHALE  RESERVES 

In  the  naval  petroleum  and  oil  shales  reserves  area,  there  is  an 
opportunity  for  cuts  there  both  in  the  program  at  Bakersfield  and 
the  program  in  Casper,  and  we've  outlined  that  to  your  staff  as 
well. 

ENERGY  EFFICIENCY  PRIORITIES 

I  will  now  walk  through  very  briefly  where  there  is  opportunity 
for  cuts  in  the  energy  efficiency  area.  I  discussed  with  your  staff 
and  you  earlier  last  month,  the  ranking  we  had  come  up  with 
which  laid  out  $150  million  worth  of  cuts.  You  will  recall,  though 
your  committee  members  do  not,  that  I  felt  that  that  cut  was  too 
deep  and  really  exacerbated  both  the  opportunity  to  generate  jobs 
in  the  economy  and  to  reduce  emissions. 

I  suggested  to  you,  and  my  staff  has  suggested  to  yours  that  a 
more  appropriate  cut  would  be  well  beneath  the  $100  million.  The 
way  we  approached  those  programs  was  to  try  to  walk  through  and 
identify  those  programs  that  provided  the  biggest  bang  for  the  buck 
in  energy  emissions  and  jobs  creation  and  certainly  in  providing  to 
the  marketplace  the  energy  efficiency  programs  for  which  there  is 
a  market,  particularly  in  the  industrial  and  commercial  sectors. 

Any  cuts  below  the  mark,  well  below  $100  million,  begin  to  exac- 
erbate not  merely  the  climate  change  action  plan  initiative,  but  all 
of  our  initiatives  in  energy  efficiency  programs.  In  particular,  such 
cuts  would  most  adversely  impact  States  who  are  now  experiencing 
an  increased  demand  for  programs,  while  at  the  same  time  State 
revenues  have  reduced  so  dramatically  that  there  are  not  programs 
that  can  continue  to  match  the  programs  the  Department  has  al- 
ways offered  and  sought  to  match. 

Perhaps  most  importantly  you  should  recall  that  at  the  State 
level  with  these  energy  efficiency  programs,  and  they  are  the  deliv- 
ery mechanisms,  the  oil  overcharge  funds,  which  provided  us  al- 
most an  undergirding  as  we  began  to  try  to  adjust  budgets,  have 
diminished  and  are  almost  at  zero  in  most  States.  So  there  are  not 
those  opportunities. 

The  weatherization  program  will,  therefore,  be  adversely  im- 
pacted causing  us  to  do  two  things — not  be  in  a  position  to  provide 
funds  to  weatherize  the  homes  of  those  who  most  need  them  and, 
most  importantly,  not  generate  jobs  in  States  in  this  country  where 
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people  have  looked  forward  to  the  opportunity  to  grow  and  expand 
and  introduce  new  technology. 

Those  are  the  basic  outlines  or  the  suggestions  that  we  have 
made.  I  want  to  make  it  clear  to  this  committee  that  I  am  not  ad- 
vocating these  cuts.  I  am  attempting  in  a  very  collegial  fashion  to 
provide  to  you  our  best  thinking.  Clearly  we  need  in  the  energy  ef- 
ficiency area  the  programs  under  the  Energy  Policy  Act  to  deliver 
on  the  commitments  that  the  President  has  made  to  the  American 
people,  and  having  come  from  4  exhilarating  years  of  having  lived 
outside  of  the  beltway,  I  can  tell  you  that  there  is  a  national  long- 
ing for  these  programs  not  merely  because  they're  seen  as  ways  to 
reduce  emissions,  but  because  people  now  recognize  that  jobs  result 
from  these  programs;  and,  most  importantly,  we  can  sell  the  new 
technologies  that  have  spun  off  from  these  programs  in  the  United 
States  and  move  into  economic  competition  in  global  markets. 

That  completes  my  instruction  with  respect  to  how  you  might 
pick  up  the  scalpel,  and  I  tell  you  that  I  have  done  my  best  to  offer 
advice,  and  I'm  sure  I'll  have  an  opportunity  to  offer  more  advice 
as  the  questions  get  more  pointed. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Well,  Madam  Secretary,  you  are  a  jewel,  and 
there  is  no  question  but  that  you're  not  advocating  these  diminu- 
tions. You've  made  that  clear  here  and  in  private,  but  you're  al- 
ways very  gracious,  you're  most  cooperative  and  you  do  try  to  be 
helpful  to  us,  and  we  understand  your  problems  and  your  dilemma 
and  we  know  that  you  understand  ours. 

I'm  going  to  yield  my  time  at  this  point  to  Senator  Murray.  She 
has  to  preside,  which  is  the  job  that  I'm  supposed  to  do  some  of 
the  time.  She's  going  to  do  my  job  for  me,  presiding  today.  She 
would  like  to  make  a  brief  statement  and  she  may  have  some  ques- 
tions. 

Senator  Murray. 

OPENING  REMARKS  OF  SENATOR  PATTY  MURRAY 

Senator  Murray.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  appreciate  that, 
and  I  just  have  a  few  brief  comments. 

First  of  all,  I  want  to  commend  you  on  your  proposed  budget.  I 
really  appreciate  the  conservation  arena  that  you  have  pushed 
yourself  into  and  I  think  that  you've  done  an  outstanding  job.  I 
don't  really  have  any  questions  on  the  budget.  I  just  wanted  to 
bring  up  two  topics  of  concern  to  me  that  have  to  do  with  your 
area,  and  since  you're  here  I  wanted  to  bring  them  forward. 

One  of  them  is  an  issue  that  I  had  a  chance  to  talk  with  Bill 
White  from  your  office  last  week  on,  the  crisis  facing  the  Pacific 
Northwest  in  trying  to  balance  our  fish,  our  salmon,  our  power 
needs  and  agriculture.  All  of  that  is  becoming  increasingly  more 
difficult,  and  I  just  want  to  let  you  know  that  I  want  to  work  more 
with  your  office  as  we  try  to  balance  how  we're  going  to  save  our 
salmon  and  keep  our  power  in  place.  So  I  just  wanted  to  let  you 
know  that  I  want  really  to  work  with  you  on  that  issue.  It's  quite 
a  troublesome  one  for  all  of  us. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Fair  enough.  Senator.  What  I  would  like  to 
say  is  please  feel  free  to  also  use  me  in  your  work  with  the  Depart- 
ment, as  I  want  to  work  with  you.  I  have,  in  the  nearly  16  months 
I've  been  in  this  job,  spent  perhaps  more  time  in  Washington  State 
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than  any  other  that  I  can  recall.  So  I  well  understand  the  tensions 
and  the  responsibility  on  the  part  of  the  Government  as  well  as  the 
State  to  try  to  balance  this  crucial  need  to  ensure  that  the  salmon 
supply  is  reinvigorated  at  the  same  time  that  we  save  what  is  the 
infrastructure  for  energy  in  the  region. 

In  my  mind  it  brings  clearly  to  bear  the  challenge  that  we  all 
face  as  we  look  after  our  natural  resources,  which  also  is  a  large 
industry  in  the  Northwest,  and  attempt  to  plan  for  the  future.  So 
I  pledge  myself  to  working  with  you  and  other  members  of  our  ad- 
ministration and  I  believe  the  entire  Congress  to  solve  this  problem 
because,  unfortunately,  we  will  face  these  dilemmas  time  and  time 
again  as  we  try  to  balance  out  this  equation. 

Senator  Murray.  Well  good.  I  look  forward  to  working  with  you. 
I  think  that  there  is  some  real  opportunity  to  look  at  this  in  new 
ways  and  get  rid  of  the  old  turf  battles  and  say  let's  solve  this  for 
1994  and  not  for  1970.  So  I  look  forward  to  working  with  you. 

HANFORD  CLEAN-UP 

The  other  issue  I  wanted  to  bring  up  quickly  was  Hanford.  You 
made  a  real  commitment  coming  out  and  really  impressed  the  peo- 
ple in  Hanford  when  you  first  began  this  job,  and  there  is  another 
Hanford  summit  next  week  that  I  believe  you'll  be  attending.  We 
really  appreciate  the  strong  budget  request  from  the  President  on 
Hanford. 

We  do  have  to  clean  up  that  site.  It's  a  commitment  that  we  ap- 
preciate your  being  there  with  us,  and  I  do  think  that  you  under- 
stand that  there  is  a  lot  of  opportunity  there  to  learn  some  new 
things  on  environmental  research  and  how  we  can  deal  with  these 
kinds  of  problems  in  the  future  and  perhaps  sell  it  worldwide  and 
it's  a  good  economic  move  as  well. 

I  was  just  in  Hanford  last  week,  and  although  everybody  was  im- 
pressed that  you  were  there  1^2  years  ago,  they  need  to  hear  next 
week  that  you're  still  committed  to  those  goals.  So  I  just  give  you 
that  for  your  information  before  you  head  out  there. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Fair  enough.  I  will  tell  you  that  when  we 
were  scheduled  to  go  to  Hanford  last  month  I  really  had  to  think 
very  carefully  about  whether  or  not  I  would  observe  the  national 
period  of  mourning  at  the  death  of  President  Nixon  or  keep  that 
commitment.  I  believe  that  we  made  the  right  choice  to  delay  the 
visit,  but  it  does  not  at  all  diminish  my  commitment. 

I  want  to  tell  you,  and  I  think  it's  important  for  everyone  to  un- 
derstand why,  clearly  we're  interested  in  what  happens  at  Hanford 
as  our  largest  site  in  terms  of  land  mass,  and  most  importantly  be- 
cause I  stepped  into  Hanford  when  there  was  no  one  else.  So  I  have 
a  personal  commitment  to  what  has  occurred  there. 

But  more  importantly  Hanford  has  become  the  petri  dish  for  op- 
portunities to  replicate  this  meeting  of  the  minds  between  the  Fed- 
eral, State,  and  local  government  on  how  now  to  turn  the  character 
of  these  sites  from  dumps,  if  you  will  allow  me  to  use  the  word  be- 
cause that  is  the  word  people  use  in  public,  and  plan  beyond  clean- 
up. So  what  has  been  learned  at  Hanford  now  turns  out  to  be  the 
model  for  Savannah  River,  for  Oak  Ridge  and  other  smaller  sites 
that  are  only  known  to  the  people  who  live  near  them. 
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So  I  maintain  my  commitment,  and  you  should  know  that  I  will 
share  this  with  the  people  in  Washington  State  and  Oregon  as 
well.  Hanford  has  become  the  national  model  for  the  way  to  get  it 
done.  So  I  pledge  to  stay  on  point  with  Hanford  and  most  impor- 
tantly to  replicate  the  lessons  learned. 

Senator  Murray.  They  will  be  delighted  to  hear  that,  and  be 
aware  that  as  Hanford  is  sitting  on  the  Columbia  River  it  has  a 
direct  connection  to  the  salmon  issue  that  I  mentioned  first.  So  I 
appreciate  that.  Thank  you. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Thank  you.  Senator  Murray. 

Senator  Nickles,  and  then  I'll  call  on  Senator  Burns  after  which 
I  will  take  my  turn,  and  as  my  fellow  Democrats  come  in  you  de- 
fend me,  will  you? 

OPENING  REMARKS  OF  SENATOR  NICKLES 

Senator  Nickles.  I'll  be  happy  to  Mr.  Chairman,  and  I  appre- 
ciate your  cooperation. 

Madam  Secretary,  welcome  again  before  this  subcommittee. 

I  would  like  to  reemphasize  a  couple  of  things  that  Chairman 
Byrd  mentioned  concerning  our  overall  budget  dilemma.  I  heard 
terms  used  of  a  $50  million  reduction  and  so  on,  so  let  me  just  give 
you  a  little  different  perspective. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  subcommittee  is  going  to  have  $231  million 
less  in  budget  authority  and  $208  million  more  in  outlays  com- 
pared to  last  year.  That's  where  we're  starting.  In  the  section  of  the 
Interior  bill  dealing  with  DOE,  the  request  is  for  $235  million  more 
than  last  year  in  budget  authority.  Well  budget  authority  is  going 
down  by  $231  million,  but  DOE  requested  $235  million  more.  So 
we've  got  a  real  problem.  I  mean  we're  not  even  close — $50  million 
is  not  close. 

We  have  to  reduce  the  administration's  figure  for  DOE  by  $235 
million  to  get  to  last  year's  figure,  and  then  we  still  have  another 
$231  million  in  budget  authority  that  we  have  to  reduce  in  other 
functions  throughout  the  entire  bill,  which  is  $13-some-billion.  But 
assuming  that  we  try  to  keep  all  the  individual  pieces  at  last  year's 
level  or  a  little  less,  have  just  the  opposite  is  true  with  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy. 

Correct  me  if  I'm  wrong.  Madam  Secretary,  but  almost  all  of  that 
increase  is  in  energy  conservation,  about  $288  million. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Well  if  you  look  at  the  budget  in  that  way, 
yes,  but  we've  suggested  and  recommended  in  some  areas  in- 
creases, but  they  balance  out,  and  as  an  example,  in  the  strategic 
petroleum  reserve  area  we've  asked  for  no  funding  for  the  purchase 
of  oil. 

But  rather  than  get  into  a  colloquy  in  which  you  think  I  don't 
recognize  this  dilemma  that  the  committee  has,  understand  that  I 
clearly  do.  I  began  my  informal  remarks  to  tell  you  that  I  clearly 
understand  the  challenge  that  you  have  and  I  hope  that  you  clearly 
understand  my  challenge.  We've  also  worked  as  best  I  know  how 
in  the  most  collegial  fashion  with  staff  to  indicate  to  you  the  direc- 
tion and  the  course  you  might  take. 

You  must  reflect  upon  the  cooperation  you've  had  with  any  other 
administration  or  Secretary  of  Energy  in  doing  what  is  a  very  dif- 
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ficult  task,  but  I  am  clearly  aware  of  the  dilemma  that  this  com- 
mittee faces,  and  I  have  brought  to  this  committee  the  budget  pro- 
posed by  my  administration  as  well  as  suggested  how  you  might  do 
your  job. 

No  one  could  understand  your  dilemma  as  well  as  you  do  from 
your  side  of  the  table,  but  in  looking  at  you  clearly  as  a  customer 
of  mine,  because  you  are,  I  have  tried  to  gain  great  insight  and  un- 
derstand the  competition  in  the  balance  that  you  must  set  among 
the  other  departments  and  agencies  that  have  been  here,  and  I 
would  venture  to  guess  have  been  even  more  eloquent  than  I.  I  un- 
derstand this  dilemma. 

Senator  Nickles.  Well  I  appreciate  your  understanding  of  the 
situation,  and  I  compliment  you  for  your  willingness  to  work  with 
us  and  for  meeting  with  me  and  Senator  Byrd  and  others  on  this 
subcommittee.  However,  we  are  still  miles  apart.  I  see  the  biggest 
difference  in  energy  conservation.  I've  looked  at  the  growth  in  en- 
ergy conservation  and  from  a  taxpayer's  standpoint,  it  is  phenome- 
nal growth. 

You've  requested  a  43-percent  increase  between  1994-95.  Just  to 
give  you  the  figures:  in  1989  we  were  spending  a  little  over  $300 
million,  a  couple  of  years  later  $460  million,  that's  1991-92  is  $511 
million,  1993  is  $560  million,  and  1994,  the  year  we're  in,  over  a 
$100  million  increase  to  $672  million.  This  year,  you've  requested 
$961  million.  That  is  a  phenomenal  rate  of  growth.  I  don't  think 
we  can  afford  that. 

I  notice  in  the  building  sector  there  is  a  $98  million  increase. 
This  is  just  between  1994-95.  In  the  industry  sector  there  is  a  $55 
million  increase,  the  transportation  sector,  a  $49  million  increase, 
technical  and  financial  assistance,  a  $73  million  increase,  the  ma- 
jority of  which  is  in  the  grant  portion. 

You  add  all  that  up  together  and  I  still  have  in  the  back  of  my 
mind,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  we're  going  to  have  less  money  to  spend 
in  budget  authority  this  year  than  we  had  last  year.  I  just  don't 
think  these  are  realistic  figures.  I  say  that  because  you  mentioned 
in  your  comments  that  we're  going  to  be  looking  at  how  to  make 
ends  meet.  One  of  the  logical  places  to  look  is  the  largest  incremen- 
tal increases,  and  the  largest  incremental  increase  is  in  energy  con- 
servation. You  mention  several  programs  such  as  fuel  cells  and  so 
on,  but  those  are  small  programs.  There  are  not  a  whole  lot  of  dol- 
lars there. 

I'll  be  happy  to  work  with  you  and  your  staff  on  each  and  every 
program  to  try  to  figure  out  the  best  ones  and  fund  them.  But  I'm 
trying  to  look  at  the  big  bucks,  and  I  see  the  big  bucks  in  energy 
conservation. 

Another  problem  I  want  to  touch  on  deals  with  SPR.  You  men- 
tioned no  money  to  buy  SPR  oil,  but  $153  million  for  infrastructure 
next  year? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  That's  correct,  yes. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  You've  got  a  lot  of  problems  in  SPR.  You've  got 
some  hot  oil,  you've  got  some  gaseous  oil. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  No  one  knows  better  than  I,  Senator. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  What  is  the  estimate  to  remedy  those  prob- 
lems? 
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Secretary  O'Leary.  The  budget  figures  that  my  colleague  is  going 
to  give  me,  because  I  don't  keep  all  these  numbers  in  my  head, 
amounts  to  for  the  hot  oil  about  $19  million  during  1993-95,  and 
in  the  gassy  oil  area,  $45  million  for  a  period  of  3  years. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Is  that  45  per  year? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  No;  it's  cumulative. 

Senator  Nickles.  So  altogether  it's  about  $65  million? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  That's  correct,  and  then  the  additional  is  for 
the  Life  Extension  Program,  Senator.  I  recognize,  as  one  who 
comes  from  a  background  where  you  count  on  the  equipment  and 
have  a  clear  understanding  that  no  one  had  addressed  the  issue  of 
an  infrastructure  now  20  years  old  and  whether  and  how  to  keep 
it  in  good  maintenance,  that  we  had  simply  permitted  the  infra- 
structure to  fall  apart. 

A  major  example  would  be  the  sink  hole  at  one  of  our  SPR  sites 
in  Louisiana.  That  is  the  kind  of  thing  we  can  see  occurring  over 
time,  and  of  course  you  can  back  off  of  this  program  and  slow  down 
the  rate  at  which  we  life  extend,  but  it  is  still  a  necessary  endeavor 
and  in  my  experience  the  longer  you  drag  out  the  program,  the 
more  expensive  the  capital  outlay  over  time  because  it  gets  more 
and  more  expensive  as  we  now  race  to  catch  up. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  So  to  strip  the  gas  off  of  the  SPRO  oil,  and  I 
don't  know  what  you  do  on  the  temperature,  but  basically  you're 
looking  at  $65  million.  You've  got  $150-some-million  for  infrastruc- 
ture— what  is  the  $100  million  for? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  I'm  not  sure  how  those  numbers  were  laid 
out,  but  I've  given  you  the  correct  figure.  In  the  life  extension  area 
$365  is  cumulative  over  the  next  6  years.  So  you  do  have  the  right 
figure. 

Someone  is  trying  to  whisper  to  me. 

Senator  Nickles.  Go  ahead. 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  $70  million  in  1995. 

Secretary  O'LEARY.  $70  million  in  1995,  thank  you. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  I'm  happy  to  hear  from  any  of  your  specialists. 

Secretary  O'LEARY.  And  the  Lord  knows,  I  am.  He's  my  col- 
league. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  I  wanted  to  ask  you  about  the  sinkhole  at 
Weeks  Island. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Fair  enough. 

Senator  Nickles.  How  do  you  address  it  and  what  is  the  esti- 
mated cost? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  You  address  it  by,  one,  doing  seismic  tests  in 
wells  to  understand  where  the  infirmities  and  the  weaknesses  are, 
and  once  we've  understood  those,  then  we'll  seek  to  correct  them 
in  the  same  way  we  laid  in  the  infrastructure.  The  cost,  I've  been 
told,  would  be  up  to  $100  million  for  the  correction.  The  $100  mil- 
lion assumes  as  the  outside  probability  that  correction  is  ineffective 
or  cannot  be  accomplished,  in  which  case  one  moves  the  oil.  The 
value  of  the  oil  in  the  well  itself  is  $1.4  billion.  So  you  can  still  see 
the  advantage  there. 

Now  we're  not  contemplating  in  this  year's  budget  that  expendi- 
ture because  we  have  not  yet  analyzed  nor  completely  assessed  the 
problem.  We  expect  to  do  that  during  the  remainder  of  this  year, 
and  likely  we'll  have  proposals  in  1996,  but  we  will  have  to  address 
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that  problem  using  life  extension  funds  at  least  in  the  beginning 
of  the  assessment. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Well  I'm  interested  in  your  infrastructure 
funds,  and  it  would  be  useful  if  your  staff  could  give  us  some  kind 
of  a  breakdown.  I  may  have  some  reservations. 

Let  me  ask  you  a  question  on  SPR  in  general,  and  this  may  be 
a  question  better  suited  for  the  Energy  Committee.  In  your  submis- 
sion on  the  energy  reauthorization,  did  you  propose  using  SPR  oil 
to  dampen  prices  if  prices  are  increased? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Well  in  the  extension  of  the  authorization  we 
have  not  attacked  the  statute  itself  that  undergirded  the  rationale 
for  the  creation  of  the  SPR,  which  always  had  been,  first  of  all,  to 
equalize  any  disparities  because  of  supply  shocks.  But  the  under- 
girding  language  of  that  statute  always  presumed  that  if  one  could 
ameliorate  supply  shocks,  one  could  also  ameliorate  price  shocks. 

I  had  expected  that  someone  would  ask  me  this  question,  and  I 
want  first  of  all  to  refresh  the  committee's  memory  that  I  was 
around  in  1974  and  even  through  1979  as  we  were  developing  the 
international  accords  as  the  reason  even  to  have  an  multinational 
strategic  petroleum  reserve.  I  have  always  been  clear  on  the  ten- 
sion about  what  the  purpose  was.  In  my  mind  they  are  twofold,  but 
the  ameliorating  supply  shock  has  always  been  the  most  important 
piece. 

I'm  also  aware  of  the  fact  that  during  the  war  with  Iraq  the  issue 
was  very  much  discussed  as  to  whether  or  not  the  SPR  could  be 
used  to  ameliorate  the  price  increases,  and  when  I  looked  at  what 
happened  over  that  time  what  I  saw  was  a  reduction  in  price  that 
may  well  have  come  from  the  indication  that  the  war  was  soon  to 
be  over.  In  fact,  it  was  a  relatively  short  lived  episode  as  history 
records  these  things.  So  I  have  always  seen  the  two  goals,  the  sup- 
ply disruption  intervention  being  the  first  goal  and  the  second  goal 
to  reduce  prices. 

Senator  Nickles.  Madam  Secretary,  the  existing  language  does 
not  state  that  the  Secretary  has  permission  to  do  this  to  alleviate 
price  increases.  Have  you  now  proposed  to  do  that? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  No,  no,  no.  I'm  suggesting  to  you,  without 
having  clearly  refreshed  myself  on  the  language  of  the  legislation, 
that  we're  proposing  that  the  legislation  stay  the  same.  My  reading 
of  the  history  of  the  legislation  and  the  use  of  the  SPR  has  been 
that  the  two  go  hand  in  hand.  One  cannot  address  supply  shortage 
without  addressing  price  exacerbation. 

Senator  Nickles.  Well  let  me  inform  you  and  the  administration 
that  if  you  try  to  put  language  in  that  deals  with  using  SPR  for 
price  fluctuation  you're  going  to  have  some  serious  opposition. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  OK,  and  you  heard  me  say  that  we're  not 
proposing  that  new  language. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  That  wasn't  my  understanding.  So  I  hope  that 
you're  correct,  and  I  hope  I'm  misinformed  on  what  the  intentions 
of  your  Department  were. 

Secretary  O'LEARY.  Well  I'll  make  myself  correct  if  I'm  incorrect. 
How's  that,  Senator. 

Senator  Nickles.  I  appreciate  that. 

Secretary  O'LEARY.  I  understand  your  point. 
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Senator  Nickles.  And  again,  I  would  appreciate  your  giving  us 
some  estimates  on  the  infrastructure  demands  and  needs  on  SPR 
for  the  next  several  years.  I  hope  Weeks  Island  is  the  exception, 
but  we've  invested  I  don't  know  how  much  money  in  the  infrastruc- 
ture of  Weeks  Island  already,  and  if  we  have  to  put  $100  million 
in  to  move  the  oil  and  fmd  another  facility,  well  I  think  it's  an  eco- 
nomic disaster. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Which,  Senator,  makes  all  the  more  impor- 
tant the  assessment  of  the  conditions  so  we  can  determine  the  proc- 
ess that  we  use  and  go  after  those  things  that  are  clearly  at  high 
risk  but  can  be  saved  and  do  this  in  a  fashion  that  makes  good  eco- 
nomic sense  as  well. 

I  think  you  and  I  are  in  total  accord  on  how  we  ought  to  ap- 
proach this,  and  my  colleagues  will  be  pleased  to  come  up  and  brief 
you  so  that  you  will  have  an  opportunity  to  analyze  both  our  plans 
and  whether  or  not  you  think  we're  meeting  those  goals. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Strategic  Petroleum  Reserve — Life  Extension  Program 

The  total  estimated  cost  of  the  Comprehensive  Life  Extension  Plan  is  $370  mil- 
lion. The  Department  anticipates  that  the  appropriations  for  the  Plan  will  be  re- 
quested as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  Appropriation 

1994                               $34,559,000 

1995 69,359,000 

1996 62,970,000 

1997 61,727,000 

1998 60,618,000 

1999 56,614,000 

2000 19,880,000 

Total  365,727,000 

Approximately  $5  million  of  prior  year  appropriations  will  be  spent  on  the  pro- 
gram. The  Department  has  not  yet  completed  definition  of  the  extent  of  the  problem 
with  the  sink  hole  at  Weeks  Island  or  determined  a  course  of  action.  If  the  oil  must 
be  removed  and  the  mine  abandoned,  the  cost  could  be  $100  million.  However,  it 
is  premature  to  define  the  requirement,  timing,  and  source  of  funding. 

SPRO  AND  PRIVATE  STORAGE 

Senator  Nickles.  You  have  what,  about  500  million  barrels  in 
SPRO? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  That's  right,  approximately  590  million  bar- 
rels. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  I  would  be  interested  in  what  the  figures  for 
private  storage  are.  I  know  that  fluctuates  seasonally,  but  if  you 
have  those  figures  readily  accessible  I  would  appreciate  them. 
Some  people  look  at  SPRO  as  their  only  safeguard  against  a  dis- 
ruption, when  actually  there  is  a  significant  amount  of  private  stor- 
age available. 

Secretary  O'LEARY.  And  we  know  it's  well  used  during  times  of 
supply  interruption  as  well.  We'll  provide  those  for  you  and  I'll  en- 
deavor to  get  them  up  to  you  this  afternoon. 

Senator  NiCKLES.  I'm  not  in  that  big  a  hurry,  but  I  would  appre- 
ciate getting  them. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  I  like  to  get  these  assignments  out  of  the 
way,  sir. 
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[The  information  follows:] 

Private  Oil  Storage  Availability 

The  Department  does  not  collect  data  on  the  total  volume  of  crude  oil  storage  ca- 
pacity on  a  regular  basis.  In  1989  the  National  Petroleum  Council  performed  a  sur- 
vey and  reported  that  there  were  508  million  barrels  of  shell  capacity  for  crude  oil 
as  of  March  31,  1988  in  the  whole  United  States. 

Most  of  that  tankage  is,  of  course,  in  use  for  the  storage  of  commercial  oil.  The 
Energy  Information  Administration  reports  that  the  amount  of  crude  oil  inventory 
as  of  March  1994  is  338  million  barrels  in  the  whole  United  States,  and  163  million 
barrels  within  PADD  III. 

CLEAN  BURNING  ALTERNATIVE  FUEL 

Senator  NiCKLES.  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  very  much.  Thank 
you,  Madam  Secretary. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Thank  you.  Senator  Nickles. 

Senator  Burns. 

Senator  Burns.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Madam  Secretary,  I  want  to  first  of  all  thank  you  for  your  sup- 
port of  clean  burning  alternative  fuels  mostly  in  the  area  of  ethanol 
and  natural  gas.  They're  of  particular  interest  to  us  because  of 
Montana  and  its  investment  in  agriculture  and  the  renewables  and 
because  I  think  we're  a  source  of  a  great  deal  of  natural  gas  in  our 
State. 

I  would  like  just  to  bring  to  this  subcommittee  and  specifically 
get  your  opinion  on  things  that  you're  doing  to  facilitate  the  use  of 
natural  gas  and  ethanol:  mixing  those  two  fuels  into  a  clean-burn- 
ing fuel  and  also  a  fuel  that  we  have  quite  a  lot  of. 

I  think  what  disturbs  me  more  than  anything  else,  is  that  we 
have  worked  rather  hard  to  destroy  the  infrastructure  of  oil  explo- 
ration in  this  country,  and  the  lifting  of  that  oil.  And  what  disturbs 
me  when  I  look  at  the  balance  of  payments,  and  when  we  talk 
about  national  security  we  have  to  talk  about  energy  security.  So 
I  would  like  just  for  the  record  and  for  this  subcommittee  to  ask 
what  you're  doing  along  those  lines. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Well,  first  of  all,  contrasting  budget  increases 
on  the  energy  efficiency  side  where  I  think  we  could  get  some  help 
as  well,  and  I'll  come  back  to  that  later  as  I  talk  about  the  trans- 
portation sector  as  an  infrastructure,  I  want  to  point  out  that  the 
increases  in  the  area  of  expenditure  for  technology  as  well  as  com- 
mercialization in  the  area  of  natural  gas  have  increased  dramati- 
cally over  the  past  2  years  at  the  same  time  our  energy  efficiency 
program  has. 

This  year  the  increase,  while  not  nearly  as  dramatic  as  last  year, 
represents  work  in  the  area  first  of  all  of  trying  to  inform  ourselves 
and  bring  to  market  more  sophisticated  turbines  using  natural  gas 
for  their  application  in  the  production  of  energy  both  as  primary 
energy  and  in  large  industrial  applications.  It's  a  natural  and  we're 
seeing  it  in  terms  of  what  the  marketplace  wants. 

That's  the  opportunity  for  us  and  we're  focused  in  two  areas:  try- 
ing to  ensure  that  these  two  turbines  are  far  more  efficient  and  our 
goal  is  to  improve  the  efficiency  of  these  turbines,  which  now  lan- 
guishes around  35  to  36  percent,  and  to  bring  them  up  to  50  per- 
cent and  beyond.  That  will  increase  their  attractiveness  both  as  an 
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energy  source  and  make  downstream  the  requirement  for  the  use 
of  natural  gas  much  more  palatable. 

Senator  Burns.  May  I  stop  you  right  there? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Yes. 

Senator  Burns.  Up  until  this  point  we're  working  on  that  and 
you  say  in  light  of  the  budget  cuts,  is  there  anything  in  the  private 
sector  that  would  drive  that  efficiency  study? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Well,  actually,  what  we're  doing.  Senator,  if 
I  may  interrupt,  is  we're  attempting  to  drive  the  development  of 
the  technology.  So  we're  looking  for  opportunities  out  of  fossil  fuel 
to  marry  with  the  private  sector  opportunities  to  develop  tech- 
nology. That  would  be  No.  1. 

Clearly  the  requirement  is  there  and  the  efficiency  gains  are  de- 
sired. The  difficulty  in  the  private  sector  always  is  do  we  make  the 
investment  ourselves  and  alone  on  technology  that  is  not  yet  prov- 
en. But  I  don't  know  of  any  board  room  in  America  nor  any  people 
who  are  chief  financial  officers  or  those  who  are  actually  in  the 
business  of  buying  power  or  making  decisions  about  turbines  who 
are  not  looking  at  this  next  generation  of  turbines,  and  the  decision 
to  go  natural  gas,  and  you  should  excuse  the  obvious  pun,  is  quite 
natural. 

To  drive  the  efficiency  of  those  turbines  even  more,  since  that  is 
the  natural  selection,  does  two  things.  It  reduces  operating  costs, 
and  of  course  drives  natural  gas  into  the  marketplace.  That's  an 
important  area. 

ALTERNATIVE  FUEL  VEHICLES 

I  want  to  move  now  away  from  the  big  technology  to  the  smaller 
technology  and  focus  on  the  transportation  sector  and  talk  about 
alternative  fuel  vehicle  initiatives  which  have  focused  on  sugges- 
tions coming  not  merely  from  the  Federal  Government,  but  out  of 
the  alternative  fuel  Federal  fleet  conversion  task  force  which  had 
members  from  the  public,  and  members  from  the  gas  and  other  al- 
ternative fuel  industries,  as  well  as  environmentalists  working  to 
make  some  suggestions.  The  suggestions  were  quite  simply — that 
the  Government  use  its  purchasing  power  to  drive  markets  that 
would  be  naturals,  marry  it  with  the  Clean  Air  Act  requirements, 
and  focus  it  on  nonattainment  areas. 

The  goal  we  set  for  ourselves  this  year,  as  an  administration, 
was  to  create  25  clean  cities  who  were  willing  to  move  to  alter- 
native fuel  vehicles,  and  in  selecting  those  cities  commit  to  move 
Federal  dollars  for  the  purchase  of  Federal  alternative  fuel  fleets 
into  those  cities.  We  set  the  goal  at  25  cities  at  the  end  of  last  year, 
and  I'm  happy  to  report  that  the  week  after  next  I  will  be  in  Mil- 
waukee and  we  will  designate  the  city  of  Milwaukee  and  its  outly- 
ing counties  as  the  12th-clean  city  in  the  United  States  just  about 
making  our  bogey  for  the  first  half  year. 

Now  let  me  continue  and  I'll  try  to  do  this  quickly.  The  exciting 
piece  here  is  that  you've  got  the  Federal  funds  driving  the  market- 
place. The  city  determines  that  it  will  allocate  some  of  its  fleet  to 
alternative  fuels,  and  in  most  instances  the  State  comes  along  with 
it,  along  with  your  local  utilities  and  other  users  and  providers  of 
alternate  fuels  and  the  people  in  the  marketplace  to  build  and  con- 
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vert  these  automobiles.  The  final  goal  is  to  end  up  with  more  serv- 
ice stations  to  service  those  cars  and  pull  the  market. 

I'm  excited  about  the  opportunity  and  I  would  quickly  pick  up 
the  idea  that  we  do  more  of  this  in  our  Federal  Energy  Manage- 
ment Program  by  focusing  on  the  best  technology  which  we  apply 
in  buildings  that  belong  to  the  Federal  Government  and  once  again 
push  the  technology  right  up  to  the  marketplace  so  that  it  can  be 
dragged.  So  we  have  tried  to  look  at  this  not  as  a  Federal  grant 
program,  but  as  a  program  that  really  puts  the  alternative  fuel  in 
the  market  that  most  needs  it  and  most  wants  it. 

NATURAL  GAS  EXPLORATION  TECHNOLOGIES 

Senator  Burns.  Along  those  lines  in  Colorado  and  Wyoming  and 
of  course  to  the  north  of  us  in  Alberta,  the  western  provinces  of  Al- 
berta, we  are  finding  large  deposits  of  natural  gas  in  the  overthrust 
areas.  One  just  north  of  us,  which  is  probably  the  largest  gas-pro- 
ducing field  in  the  world,  is  the  Waterton  field.  In  those  areas,  and 
they're  telling  me  that  field  will  produce  around  3  trillion  cubic  feet 
of  gas. 

Are  you  familiar  with  these  areas  in  Wyoming  and  Colorado  and 
the  gas  energy  potential  they  hold  for  meeting  our  domestic  needs, 
and  I'm  saying  south  of  the  border  as  far  as  domestic?  Are  you  fa- 
miliar with  those? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Yes;  I  am,  sir. 

Senator  Burns.  There  are  about  six  geological  features  similar  to 
Waterton  that  have  been  identified  in  Montana  and  it's  believed 
that  each  of  these  are  capable  of  production  of  the  Waterton  level. 
Do  you  believe  that  reasonable  natural  gas  exploration  would  be 
useful  in  this  area  as  we  try  to  meet  not  only  our  energy  needs, 
but  become  energy  dependent  on  ourselves? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Yes,  I  do,  and  I  would  use  this  as  an  oppor- 
tunity to  inform  you  and  members  of  the  committee  that  as  we  look 
at  how  we're  using  our  technology,  our  most  cutting-edge  tech- 
nology, we  focus  on  these  needs. 

Just  yesterday  we  announced  with  Cray  Research  the  lease  of 
two  new  superparallel  computing  machines  whose  application  10 
years  ago  would  have  been  simply  to  our  defense  program,  and  in 
this  announcement  we  partnered  with  the  private  sector  and  asked 
ourselves  from  the  very  beginning  how  can  we  ensure  that  this 
technology  is  available  to  industries  that  need  our  help. 

Yesterday  one  of  the  participants  at  this  press  conference  was 
the  vice  president  for  Research  from  Amoco  who  points  out  that  by 
using  this  supercomputing  technology  he  can  now  define  reservoirs 
much  more  carefully  to  help  us  tap  and  help  them  tap  reservoirs 
and  be  certain  that  we  are  tapping  them  to  the  highest  potential. 

So  not  only  are  we  aware  of  these  opportunities,  but  we're  trying 
to  make  the  technology  that  the  Department  has  and  will  be  pur- 
chasing for  national  needs,  available  to  industry  as  we  are  purchas- 
ing it  to  do  just  the  thing  that  you've  outlined. 

Senator  Burns.  Now  most  of  those  deposits,  and  I  would  agree 
with  you  that  the  technology  challenge  is  to  find,  search  and  find 
those  formations  that  yield  the  most  and  take  advantage  of  them, 
but  most  of  those  deposits  are  found  in  public  lands,  lands  owned 
by  the  United  States  of  America,  and  we  can  develop  those  with 
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very  sensitive  and  environmentally  safe  techniques.  That's  the 
great  thing  that  is  happening,  and  I  think  some  of  us  get  behind 
on  our  technology  of  what's  happening  out  there.  I  don't  because 
I  have  the  pleasure  of  serving  with  Senator  Rockefeller  on  Science 
and  Technology  and  NASA  on  the  Authorizing  Subcommittee 
where  we  look  at  these  new  technologies  almost  on  a  weekly  basis. 

But  I  would  ask  would  you  help  the  American  people  take  the 
story  of  gas  exploration  to  the  land  managers  of  those  areas,  both 
BLM  and  the  Forest  Service,  and  work  cooperatively  with  those 
land  agencies  to  bring  them  up  to  date  on  new  technologies  so  that 
the  American  people  can  use  that  resource. 

I  think  it's  very  important  because  of  the  work  that  you're  doing, 
and  I  can't  emphasize  that  enough,  the  ETB,  the  marriage  between 
natural  gas  and  your  renewables,  your  ethanols  and  this  kind  of 
thing.  It  just  makes  sense  environmentally  for  our  air  and  makes 
a  lot  of  sense  that  we  tap  those  reservoirs  and  get  all  of  the  heavy 
fuels. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Senator  Burns,  I  commit  to  do  that.  I  will 
point  out  to  you  that  we've  had  several  modest  successes  this 
year — the  Department  of  Energy  working  with  principally  the  De- 
partment of  Interior — and  you  make  me  very  aware  of  the  fact  that 
we  perhaps  did  not  publicize  those  successes  well  enough. 

Senator  BURNS.  Well  I  think  that's  right. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  You  have  delivered  the  mail  and  I  have  re- 
ceived it.  Bill  White  has  been  working  almost  weekly  with  our  col- 
leagues over  at  Interior,  and  we  have  begun  to  work  with  our  col- 
leagues at  EPA  on  just  these  kinds  of  issues,  and  I  think  some  ex- 
citing things  will  come  out  of  the  President's  Council  on  Sustain- 
ability.  But  I  am  understanding  and  I  commit  now  to  work  with 
and  ensure  that  we  have  informed  the  public  and  that  we  educate 
and  engage  the  public. 

Senator  Burns.  Well  we've  been  following  that  very  closely,  and 
I  just  want  to  congratulate  you  on  that.  I  think  it's  very  important 
for  those  people  for  energy  security.  I  just  think  it  is. 

CLEAN  COAL  TECHNOLOGY  AND  CLEAN  AIR  INVESTMENTS 

Now  with  that  I  only  have  one  more  question.  Your  investment 
outside  the  United  St£.tes  for  clean  air  and  clean  coal  technology, 
and  you've  addressed  one  area  and,  of  course,  that  is  central  Eu- 
rope and  Eastern  Europe.  Do  you  know  how  much  money  we  will 
be  investing  in  that  area,  public  funds  in  order  to  set  those  projects 
in  motion  and  how  much  of  an  investment  that's  going  to  be? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  In  the  Department  of  Energy's  budget  we 
have  requested  $25  million  for  this  year,  with  a  clear  understand- 
ing that  I'm  not  in  a  position  to  provide  to  you  the  numbers  coming 
out  of  the  State  Department,  but  we  can  rack  those  DOE  numbers 
and  give  them  to  you  for  the  record.  But  for  our  programs  this  is 
a  very  modest  beginning  and  clearly  recognizes  the  fact  that  we  are 
well  aware  that  there  is  some  discomfort  in  some  areas  with  the 
thesis,  and  we  are  hoping  in  this  modest  beginning,  Mr.  Chairman, 
to  simply  show  that  this  makes  good  sense  because  as  we  export 
our  coal  we  can  and  should  be  exporting  our  technology  as  well. 
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Senator  BURNS.  Well  in  Montana  we've  got  more  coal  than  Ara- 
bia has  got  oil.  So  we  think  that's  kind  of  exciting,  what  you're 
doing  over  there  in  research  and  especially  in  clean  coal  technology. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  It's  ready  for  a  marketplace. 

Senator  Burns.  That's  also  very  important  to  the  chairman  and 
his  State.  But  I  think  what  we  have  to  look  at  is  we've  still  got 
some  nonattainment  areas  in  the  United  States  that  could  be 
helped  with  some  conversions  and  retrofits  that  would  help  us  here 
in  the  United  States,  but  we  also  understand  the  importance  of 
Eastern  Europe,  too,  and  central  Europe. 

I  thank  the  Secretary  for  coming  this  morning,  and  I  would  ap- 
preciate it  if  you  could  pull  those  numbers  together  and  see  what 
that  investment  will  be  in  Eastern  Europe.  I  think  the  taxpayers 
of  the  Unites  States  deserve  to  know  about  that  investment,  and 
also  I  know  this  is  not  your  end  of  it,  but  I  would  imagine  that 
there  will  be  a  substantial  investment  along  the  Mexican  border 
because  of  environmental  problems  down  there,  but  I  don't  think 
that's  air  down  there.  I  think  that  has  to  do  with  ground  water  and 
water. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  There  is  some  air  work  ongoing,  and  I'm 
aware  of  that  because  we  have  a  modest  amount  expended  by  the 
Department  of  Energy  to  do  some  monitoring  of  the  air  quality 
very  near  the  border  because  we're  clearly  aware  that  those  prob- 
lems need  to  be  not  only  assessed  but  addressed.  I  will  endeavor 
to  get  you  that,  and  I'm  clear  I  can  get  you  the  information  on 
Eastern  Europe,  and  we'll  provide  that  as  a  part  of  the  record  if 
that  meets  your  needs. 

Senator  Burns.  That  would  for  the  committee,  and  I  appreciate 
it. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Activities  in  Eastern  and  Central  Europe  Involving  DOE 

Clean  coal  retrofit  program  in  Poland 

The  Support  for  Eastern  European  Democracy  Act  of  1989  (SEED  1)  authorized 
$10  miUion  for  a  clean  coal  retrofit  project  with  Poland.  The  Department  of  Energy 
(DOE)  is  administering  the  project  under  an  interagency  agreement  with  the  Agency 
for  International  Development  (AID).  On  May  15,  1991,  DOE  selected  the  U.S.  firm, 
Airpol,  to  install  a  state-of-the-art  scrubbing  system  on  a  100  Megawatt  (MW)  unit 
for  which  the  Department  is  providing  $7.8  million.  The  government  of  Poland  de- 
cided to  retrofit  a  second  50  MW  unit  at"  the  plant  from  Airpol  at  a  cost  of  $3.9  mil- 
lion. 

The  scrubbing  system  was  dedicated  in  November  1993,  and  is  now  operational. 
The  Skawina  plant  will  be  the  first  actively  controlled  plant  in  Poland  to  comply 
with  Polish  SO2  regulations  that  must  be  implemented  nationwide  by  1998.  A  fol- 
low-on project  is  being  planned  which  will  entail  the  installation  of  a  facility  to  con- 
vert the  waste  produced  by  the  scrubber  to  road  bed  material. 

Krakow  clean  fossil  fuel  and  energy  efficiency  project 

As  part  of  the  agreement  between  the  U.S.  and  Poland  for  the  clean  coal  retrofit 
project,  DOE  agreed  to  conduct  a  scoping  analysis  and  define  a  program  of  assist- 
ance to  Poland  to  address  pollution  from  low  emission  sources  in  Krakow.  The 
project  was  begun  in  1991  and  was  authorized  at  up  to  $20  million  in  U.S.  assist- 
ance funds.  A  $5.5  million  pilot  program  was  undertaken  to  investigate  the  tech- 
nical and  economic  issues  related  to  various  mitigation  options.  Following  public 
meetings  with  U.S.  and  Polish  industry  in  both  the  U.S.  and  Krakow,  proposals 
were  solicited  in  September  1992  and  nine  U.S. -Polish  joint  ventures  were  selected 
for  final  negotiation  in  September  1993.  DOE  is  making  $14.5  million  available  as 
matching  funds  for  the  projects;  the  total  value  of  the  projects  is  valued  at  more 
than  $31  million. 
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The  projects  selected  will  potentially:  eliminate  small  boilers,  develop  policy  incen- 
tives to  switch  to  district  heating,  improve  the  control  and  supervision  of  the  district 
heating  systems,  provide  training  in  the  conversion  and  operation  of  small  boilers, 
introduce  inertial  separators  that  can  reduce  particulate  emissions,  supply  cleaned 
and  graded  coals  for  stoker  boilers  and  introduce  low-emission  briquettes  into  the 
residential  and  hand-fed  boiler  market.  Final  awards  are  expected  in  the  first  quar- 
ter of  Calendar  Year  1994. 

Regional  energy  efficiency  project 

DOE  is  participating  in  an  energy  assistance  effort  managed  by  the  U.S.  Agency 
for  International  Development  (U.S.  AID)  entitled  the  Regional  Energy  Efficiency 
Project  for  Eastern  and  Central  Europe.  The  project  is  a  four-year,  $34  million  pro- 
gram to  provide  energy  assistance  in  a  variety  of  areas.  The  project  includes: 
— An  agreement  with  AID  whereby  DOE  has  been  provided  with  $3.9  million  in 
fiscal  year  1991,  $5.6  million  in  fiscal  year  1992,  $5.5  million  being  planned  for 
fiscal  year  1993  for  technical  cooperation  activities  in  the  areas  of:  clean  coal 
technology;  energy  efficiency  and  renewable  energy;  and  nuclear  safety  (work  in 
each  of  tnese  areas  is  described  in  greater  detail  below); 
— Contracts  to  U.S.  industry  for  services  in  several  areas:  energy  efficiency  and 
energy  sector  restructuring;  electric  power  systems  and  related  fuel  supplies; 
and  oil  and  gas  systems;  and 
— A  cooperative  agreement  with  the  U.S.  Energy  Association  for  a  Utility  Partner- 
ship Program  between  U.S.  investor-owned  utilities  and  utilities  in  Eastern  Eu- 
rope. 

Energy  efficiency  projects 

Energy  Efficiency  is  an  important  element  of  the  Department's  activities  in  East- 
ern Europe  funded  through  AID.  These  projects  include: 
— Core  funding  for  energy  efficiency  centers  in  Bulgaria,  the  Czech  Republic,  and 
Poland.  These  are  non-profit  centers  staffed  by  local  energy  efficiency  experts 
with  assistance  from  U.S.  experts.  The  centers'  activities  focus  on:  policy  re- 
search and  development,  training  and  demonstration  projects,  public  education 
and  information  services,  and  business  development. 
— A  project  for  assessing  Poland's  wind  energy  resources,  the  potential  for  com- 
mercial exploitation  of  these  resources,  and  opportunities  for  developing  com- 
mercial ventures  in  this  area. 
— Providing  support  in  Integrated  Resource  Planning  (IRP)  to  Poland  by  training 

local  government  and  utility  decisionmakers  in  the  IRP  concept. 

Energy  efficiency  is  also  an  important  component  of  the  Krakow  Clean  Fossil 

Fuels  and  Energy  Efficiency  Project.  The  Department  of  Energy,  working  through 

the  Pacific  Northwest  Laboratory,  has  successfully  completed  the  first  phase  of  a 

demonstration   of  energv   efficiency   measures   for   buildings.   The   demonstration 

roiect  installed  various  kinds  of  conservation  and  energy  use  control  devices  in  four 

ign-rise  apartment  buildings  in  Krakow. 

In  addition,  trial  financial  incentives  were  implemented  to  motivate  some  apart- 
ment residents  to  lower  energy  use.  Preliminary  analysis  of  the  energy  efficiency 
demonstration  shows  energy  savings  ranging  from  5  percent  to  24  percent  depend- 
ing on  the  mix  of  conservation  measures  installed  in  the  building. 

Fossil  energy  projects  under  the  regional  energy  efficiency  project 

In  addition  to  the  two  projects  in  Poland  specifically  designated  by  the  SEED  Act, 
the  Act  also  encouraged  the  U.S.  to  conduct  other  energy  related  projects  in  Eastern 
European  countries.  As  a  result  of  discussions  between  DOE  and  AID,  numerous 
projects  of  limited  scope  are  being  conducted  through  an  interagency  agreement. 
The  following  gives  a  brief  account  of  these  projects,  which  are  identified  by  their 
locations: 

Cesky  Krumlov,  Czech  Republic. — This  project  involved  an  analysis  of  fuel  and 
emission  reduction  alternatives.  The  objective  was  to  develop  a  methodology  to  ana- 
lyze the  costs  and  emission  levels  of  particulate  and  SO2  from  combustion  units 
within  the  town  and  provide  contacts  with  U.S.  firms  that  can  offer  equipment  and 
services  to  reduce  emission.  This  project  assisted  the  town  officials  in  planning  to 
meet  future  energy  needs  and  in  selecting  the  most  cost-effective  method  for  reduc- 
ing emissions. 

Ostrava,  Czech  Republic. — This  project  was  for  life  extension  and  analysis  of  emis- 
sion reduction  alternatives  for  the  power  plants  suppl3dng  steam  and  electricity  to 
the  Trinec  and  Nova  Hut  steel  works.  The  objective  was  to  develop  a  methodology 
to  analyze  the  costs  and  emissions  for  various  life  extension  improvements  for  the 
power  plants.  This  particular  project  provided  for  training  Ostrava  power  plant  en- 
gineers in  the  U.S.  in  techniques  of  maintenance  and  diagnostic  equipment  to  ex- 
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tend  plant  life.  This  project  enabled  the  plant  officials  to  make  cost-effective  choices 
for  plant  modifications  to  reduce  emissions  and  to  carry  out  preventive  maintenance 
programs  to  increase  power  plant  availability;  also,  plant  officials  were  introduced 
to  U.S.  firms  that  could  supply  the  equipment  and  services  needed  to  modify  the 
plant. 

Plzen,  Czech  Republic. — This  project  was  to  analyze  energy  efficiency  "variants" 
to  satisfy  heating  demands  in  the  city  of  Plzen.  The  purpose  was  to  provide  tech- 
nical assistance  to  the  city  in  assessing  its  options  for  meeting  heating  requirements 
while  minimizing  environmental  and  economic  costs.  There  is  a  large  coal-fired  dis- 
trict heating  system  which  was  the  focus  of  the  project.  This  system  is  inadequate 
to  meet  demand,  so  the  city  government  sponsored  a  study  to  finalize  the  concept 
of  the  Plzen  heat  supply  system.  DOE  provided  expert  advice  in  evaluating  the 
study  variants  or  options,  and  provided  recommendations  that  will  enable  the  city 
to  determine  the  most  cost-effective  solution  to  satisfy  the  heating  demand  in  the 
city.  The  city  was  put  into  contact  with  U.S.  firms  that  can  provide  equipment  and 
services  to  satisfy  the  heating  demands. 

Sofia,  Bulgaria. — This  project  involved  policy  reform  for  energy  pricing  and  man- 
agement in  Bulgaria.  The  objective  of  this  project  was  to  provide  an  analysis  of  en- 
ergy utilization  in  the  buildings  sector  and  to  develop  energy  pricing  and  manage- 
ment policy  reforms  to  assist  the  City  of  Sofia  in  implementing  a  smooth  transition 
to  market-based  energy.  An  assessment  was  made  of  the  current  system  of  produc- 
tion, pricing,  and  delivery  of  energy  used  in  the  buildings  sector,  and  assistance  was 
provided  in  the  formulation  of  appropriate  pricing  policies  to  limit  the  economic  im- 
pact of  eliminating  government  subsidies. 

Ziar-nad-Hronom,  Slovakia. — This  project  is  to  conduct  a  feasibility  study  analyz- 
ing the  costs  and  emissions  for  various  technology  alternatives  for  an  aluminum 
plant  located  in  the  city.  This  will  involved  a  characterization  of  the  existing  elec- 
tricity and  heating  supply/demand  balances  and  requirements,  assessment  of  emis- 
sions performance  of  each  option  suggested,  and  an  economic  analysis  for  each  op- 
tion. 

Usti-nad-Labem,  Czech  Republic. — This  project  is  to  develop  least-cost  alternatives 
for  reducing  emissions  from  the  district  heating  systems  to  include  as  an  alternative 
the  upgrading  of  low-rank  coal. 

Riga,  Latvia. — This  project  is  a  fuel  study.  It  will  investigate  and  compare  the  po- 
tential supply  sources  of  imported  coal  for  the  planned  300  MW  thermal  power  gen- 
erating station  in  Li^aga,  Latvia. 

Sofia,  Bulgaria. — This  is  a  Bulgarian  clean  coal  utilization  project.  The  project 
will  evaluate  the  clean  coal  technology  options  for  Maritza  lignite-based  power  gen- 
eration and  domestic  heating  fuel  production. 

Technical  assessments  and  conferences 

DOE  also  engages  in  technical  assessments  and  conferences  on  Eastern  Europe 
designed  to  increase  understanding  of  energy  issues  in  the  region,  promote  U.S.  en- 
ergy security  interests,  and  enhance  opportunities  for  U.S.  industry.  Activities  to 
date  include: 

— A  U.S.  Electric  Power  Technologies  Conference  on  July  9-11,  1992,  in  Prague, 
sponsored  by  DOE,  in  cooperation  with  the  U.S.  Trade  and  Development  Pro- 
gram and  the  Department  of  Commerce.  The  Conference  brought  together  offi- 
cials from  U.S.  industry  with  those  from  Eastern  Europe  and  the  Former  Soviet 
Union  to  explore  U.S.  technologies  and  the  electricity  plans/needs  of  these  coun- 
tries; 

— A  follow-up  conference  held  from  September  19-22,  1993,  in  Budapest,  Hun- 
gary, and  entitled  the  "U.S. -Eastern  Europe/Former  Soviet  Union  Electric 
Power  Technologies  Conference — One  Year  Later"; 

— A  Conference  on  "Coal-Fired  Powerplant  Upgrading"  held  in  June  1993  in  War- 
saw, Poland.  The  conference  discussed  options  and  opportunities  for  upgrading 
coal-fired  powerplants  in  the  region.  It  included  over  400  participants; 

— A  Conference  on  Alternatives  for  Pollution  Control  from  Coal-Fired  Low  Emis- 
sions Sources  sponsored  from  April  26-28,  1994  in  Prague  by  the  Department 
of  Energy,  the  Agency  for  International  Development,  and  the  Czech  Ministry 
of  Environment;  and 

— ^An  International  Symposium  and  Exhibition  on  Environmental  Contamination 
in  Central  and  Eastern  Europe  to  be  held  in  Budapest  in  September  1994  in 
cooperation  with  the  Hungarian  government. 

DOE  /  Hungarian  terms  of  reference 

As  a  follow-up  to  a  meeting  in  May  1991  between  former  Secretary  of  Energy 
Watkins  and  former  Hungarian  Minister  of  Industry  and  Trade  (MOIT),  Peter  Bod, 
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DOE  worked  with  the  MOIT  to  develop  a  Terms  of  Reference  (TOR)  on  technical 
and  administrative  assistance  between  Hungary  and  DOE.  The  Terms  of  Reference 
was  signed  by  the  current  Hungarian  Minister  of  Industry  and  Trade  Ivan  Szabo 
in  April  1992,  and  by  Secretary  Watkins  on  June  2,  1992.  The  Terms  of  Reference 
is  a  voluntary  agreement,  whereby  DOE  provides  assistance  in  the  areas  of  energy 
information  systems,  energy  regulatory  systems  and  radioactive  waste  disposal.  Vis- 
its by  DOE  and  FERC  officials  in  1991  and  1992  provided  assistance  in  the  first 
two  areas.  The  Terms  of  Reference  expired  at  the  end  of  1993,  but  Hungary  has  re- 
cently requested  a  renewal  of  this  agreement.  The  scope  of  the  agreement  are  now 
being  developed. 

Science  and  technology  agreements 

DOE  participates  in  science  and  technology  cooperation  agreements  with  Poland, 
Hungary,  the  Czech  Republic  and  Yugoslavia.  This  cooperation  was  initiated  under 
bilateral  agreements  signed  by  the  Department  of  State  with  each  of  these  govern- 
ments and  is  managed  by  Joint  Boards  representing  both  governments.  Energy  re- 
search is  one  of  the  high  priority  areas  of  cooperation  together  with  agriculture, 
health,  environment  and  basic  sciences.  There  are  over  50  joint  energy  R&D  activi- 
ties underway  with  these  countries  in  areas  such  as  clean  coal  research,  energy  effi- 
ciency, renewable  energy,  nuclear  energy,  high  energy  and  nuclear  physics,  genetic 
engineering  and  other  basic  energy  sciences.  The  Office  of  Policy  acts  as  the  coordi- 
nator for  all  of  these  initiatives  and  represents  DOE  at  Joint  Board  meetings. 

Participation  in  activities  of  the  International  Energy  Agency 

The  International  Energy  Agency  (lEA)  has  an  active  program  in  Eastern  and 
Central  Europe.  The  major  features  of  this  program  are:  in-depth  reviews  of  the  en- 
ergy situations  and  policies  of  Poland,  Hungary,  the  CSFR  and  Romania  by  expert 
teams;  sponsorship  of  seminars  and  workshops  on  various  regional  issues,  including 
energy  efficiency,  the  efficient  use  of  low  rank  coal,  electricity  issues,  and  energy 
and  environmental  strategies.  DOE  officials  have  participated  in  the  lEA  in-depth 
reviews  of  Poland,  Hungary,  and  Romania  which  entail:  visits  to  each  country  by 
an  expert  team  to  consult  with  energy  and  industry  officials  and  energy  organiza- 
tions; a  review  and  critique  session  at  IE  A  headquarters  with  representatives  of  the 
lEA  member  governments  and  a  team  from  the  country  reviewed;  and  a  published 
report  providing  an  assessment  of  the  energy  situations  and  policies  of  each  country 
and  recommendations  for  energy  policy  and  structural  reform.  The  IE  A  has  pub- 
lished its  reports  on  Hungary,  Poland,  the  Czech  and  Slovak  Republics  and  Roma- 
nia. 

Climate  change  country  studies 

In  February  1992,  during  negotiation  of  the  Framework  Convention  on  Climate 
Change,  the  U.S.  committed  to  a  country  studies  program  to  assist  developing  and 
transitional  economies  with  their  own  climate  change  action  plans.  Bulgaria,  the 
Czech  Republic  and  Poland  were  among  the  countries  assisted  in  the  first  round  of 
funding  under  this  program.  Teams  of  U.S.  experts  have  been  assisting  these  coun- 
tries in  developing  the  scope  of  their  country  study  and  finalizing  workplans.  The 
studies  entail  development  of  emissions  inventories  and  assessments  of  various  miti- 
gation and  adaptation  strategies.  Proposals  from  Estonia,  Hungary,  Lithuania,  Lat- 
via, Romania  and  the  Slovak  Republic  were  received  in  the  second  round.  This  pro- 
gram is  managed  by  an  interagency  team. 

Activities  in  Asia 

The  Administration  has  requested  $20  million  for  fiscal  year  1995  and  $30  million 
for  fiscal  year  1996  to  reduce  the  risk  of  building  an  integrated  gasified  combined 
cycle  (IGCC)  project  using  U.S.  technology  in  China.  The  project  would  be  between 
200-400  MW  in  scale. 

The  U.S.  chairs  the  Expert  Group  on  Clean  Coal  Technology  under  the  Asia  Pa- 
cific Economic  Cooperation  (APEC's)  Energy  Working  Group.  The  group  considers 
issues  and  initiatives  associated  with  coal  and  the  environment.  Past  activities  in- 
cluded a  seminar  in  Thailand,  which  the  U.S.  helped  to  organize  and  sponsor,  on 
technical  issues  relating  to  presently  commercial  clean  coal  technologies.  The  U.S. 
is  also  helping  to  organize  a  clean  coal  technology  seminar  (development,  operating 
efficiency,  economics,  environmental  performance,  and  project  financing)  in  Indo- 
nesia in  October  1994,  and  a  clean  coal  technology  training  course  (more  in-depth 
information,  including  computer  models  and  methods)  in  Sydney,  Australia,  Novem- 
ber 28-December  7,  1994. 


1419 

Mexico 
mexico  city  air  quality  initiative 

Phase  1:  Primarily  ozone  pollution 

The  study  is  completed  and  the  capability  for  applying  the  results  is  established 
at  the  Mexican  Petroleum  Institute  (IMP). 

Mexico  City  officials  are  using  the  products  and  have  supported  the  results  enthu- 
siastically. 

Final  aocumentation  has  reached  the  final  processing  stage.  Because  of  the  shar- 
ing between  Los  Alamos  National  Laboratory  (LAND  and  IMP  on  how  the  final  doc- 
ument is  published,  all  volumes  may  not  be  printed  prior  to  late  July.  Draft  copies 
exist  for  all  the  volumes. 

Project  was  initiated  in  July  1990.  Total  U.S.  funding  was  $4.09  million.  Total 
Mexican  funding  was  by  PEMEX  and  was  $4.5  million. 

Phase  II:  Aerosols  and  visibility  issues 

Project  plan  has  been  developed  for  the  cooperative  project  led  by  LANL  and  IMP. 
Project  has  been  initiated  as  a  three  phase  project:  first  phase  lasting  9  months 
from  April  1994;  second  phase  lasting  30  months;  third  phase  lasting  9  months. 

Funding  is  estimated  to  be  $5  million  for  LANL  over  four  years  (through  fiscal 
year  1998),  subject  to  the  availability  of  funds  from  DOE,  and  an  equal  amount  to 
IMP  from  PEMEX. 

First  meeting  of  the  project  Steering  Committee  is  scheduled  for  August  11,  1994, 
in  Mexico  City.  Other  U.S.  representatives  are  from  Department  of  State,  EPA,  and 
LANL.  Mexican  Steering  Committee  members  include  SEDESOL  (Mexico's  EPA), 
the  Mexican  Ministry  that  includes  energy  issues,  the  Mexico  City  Pollution  Office, 
PEMEX,  and  IMP. 

A  one  page  project  description  of  the  new  project  developed  by  LANL  and  IMP 
is  attached. 

DOE'S  BORDER  ENVIRONMENT  PROJECT 

In  March  1994,  DOE  announced  a  new  program  to  improve  air  quality  along  the 
U.S. -Mexico  border.  Building  on  the  success  of  the  Mexico  City  air  quality  project, 
DOE  will  provide  assistance  toward  the  installation  of  advanced  pollution  control 
and  monitoring  technologies  at  Mexican  facilities,  and  thereby  improve  the  air  qual- 
ity of  U.S.  border  cities. 

To  meet  this  goal  DOE,  in  cooperation  with  the  Los  Alamos  and  Sandia  labs,  will 
establish  partnerships  with  other  Federal  agencies.  State/local  government  organi- 
zations, and  the  private  sector  to  provide  technical  assistance  to  local  interests. 

The  cost  of  the  program  in  fiscal  year  1994  is  about  $200K,  and  the  total  cost  of 
the  fiscal  year  1994-96  program  is  estimated  to  be  about  $2.5  million.  DOE  will  pro- 
vide 75  percent  of  program  funds  in  the  first  year  and  50  percent  in  subsequent 
years. 

The  initial  geographical  focus  of  the  program  will  be  on  the  El  Paso/Juarez  area. 
EI  Paso  is  a  nonattainment  area  for  ozone,  PM-10,  and  carbon  monoxide.  Despite 
El  Paso's  efforts  to  reach  attainment,  its  air  quality  is  not  likely  to  improve  without 
additional  pollution  control  in  Juarez. 

Los  Alamos  (and  to  a  lesser  extent  Sandia)  will  provide  assistance  in  monitoring, 
the  development  of  emissions  inventories,  and  modeling.  A  major  part  of  this  effort 
will  involve  the  use  of  LIDAR  (remote  sensing  using  aircraft)  to  gather  meteorologi- 
cal data. 

The  labs  will  also  be  working  to  identify  a  pollution  prevention  technology  project 
that  would  employ  technologies  that  they  have  developed.  The  most  likely  location 
for  the  project  would  be  a  maquiladora  project  in  Juarez. 

DOE  will  also  be  exploring  opportunities  for  promoting  the  greater  use  of  natural 
gas  in  the  border  region. 

Los  Alamos  National  Laboratory 

The  objective  of  this  project  is  to  develop  and  apply  the  tools  needed  to  make  eco- 
nomically and  environmentally  sound  decisions  for  controlling  and  improving  the 
problems  of  suspended  particulates  and  poor  visibility  in  the  atmosphere  of  Mexico 
City.  While  the  obvious  effect  on  visibility  has  been  recognized  for  years,  the  impli- 
cations for  human  health  of  high  particulate  levels  are  only  recently  being  realized. 
"If  the  data  of  polluting  emissions  is  evaluated  according  to  the  degree  of  toxicity, 
there  appears  a  phenomenon  that  up  to  now  had  not  been  adequately  recognized: 
the  serious  problem  that  suspended  particles  pose  to  the  City.  Deforestation,  soil 
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erosion,  open-air  garbage  dumps,  and  the  pollution  generated  in  certain  industrial 
areas  of  Mexico  City,  such  as  the  one  at  Xalostoc,  have  a  negative  impact  on  the 
health  of  the  Citv's  inhabitants  that  is  greater  than  was  previously  known."  ^ 

The  project  will  be  a  four  year  collaboration  between  Los  Alamos  National  Labora- 
tory and  the  Instituto  Mexicano  del  Petroleo  (IMP)  to  understand  the  sources  and 
fates  of  suspended  particulates  in  Mexico  City  and  to  assess,  with  consideration  of 
costs,  benefits,  technical,  institutional  and  social  factors,  the  options  for  controlling 
the  problem.  This  is  a  48-month  project,  divided  into  three  phases:  (1)  a  9-month 
phase  in  which  available  data  will  be  collected  and  evaluated,  source-receptor  analy- 
sis will  be  initiated  and  detailed  plans  for  a  field  campaign  will  be  developed;  (2) 
a  30-month  phase  for  data  analysis,  further  source-receptor  analysis,  visibility  anal- 
ysis, regional  photochemical  haze  and  aerosol  analysis  and  overall  comprehensive 
assessment  of  all  the  major  problem  components  to  include  assessment  of  control 
options  for  their  technical  feasibility,  environmental  impact  and  socioeconomic  im- 
pact; and  (3)  a  9-month  phase  for  final  qualification  of  the  modeling  and  decision 
analysis  system  and  for  writing  and  publishing  a  comprehensive  final  report. 

One  or  more  field  campaigns  will  be  conducted  in  the  second  phase  of  the  project. 
The  objective  will  be  to  more  explicitly  characterize  the  Mexico  City  suspended  par- 
ticulate problem  and  through  subsequent  analysis  provide  data  for  input  and  ver- 
ification of  models.  The  measurements  to  be  made  during  the  field  campaign(s)  may 
include:  aerosol  elemental  analysis  at  several  receptor  sites;  sulfate  and  nitrate 
analysis  of  aerosols  at  several  receptor  sites;  graphitic  carbon  and  organic  carbon 
at  several  receptor  sites;  total  mass  and  size  fractionated  mass  at  several  receptor 
sites;  visibility  and/or  optical  scattering  measurements  at  several  sites;  all  of  the 
above  measurements  by  aircraft  or  other  airborne  methods;  emission  database  for 
SO2,  NOx,  toxic  organics  and  biogenic  organics;  and  source  profiles  for  industry  and 
mobile  sources. 

Modeling  capabilities  with  adaptations  for  Mexico  City  to  be  developed  in  the  sec- 
ond phase  include  an  airshed  model  with  aerosol  physics  and  chemistry  and  a  visi- 
bility model  with  computer  synthesed  photographs.  A  comprehensive  database  of  air 
quality  management  options  will  be  developed  with  costs,  benefits  and  other  rank- 
ing factors. 

The  final  phase  (9  months)  will  be  devoted  to  further  application  of  the  modeling 
and  decision  analysis  tools  to  provide  Mexican  policy  makers  with  a  sound  basis  for 
emissions  management  and  air  quality  management  policy  implementation  and  to 
writing  and  compilation  of  the  final  report. 

The  total  U.S.  cost  for  the  three  year  effort  is  $5  million.  Mexico  will  invest  an 
equal  amount  in  this  effort.  Phase  1  (9  months)  will  cost  $0.8  million,  phase  2  (30 
months)  $3.15  million  and  phase  3  (9  months)  $1.05  million. 

FUEL  CELLS 

Senator  Burns.  One  other  statement,  don't  give  up  on  the  fuel 
cells.  I  think  fuel  cells  are  very  futuristic,  and  don't  let  anybody 
talk  you  out  of  that. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Fair  enough,  and  what  I  was  offering  up  for 
consideration  for  a  cut  was  merely  the  rebate  program.  I  am  clear 
to  understand  that  we  need  to  keep  going  on  the  technology. 

Senator  Burns.  Fine,  and  I  thank  you.  Madam  Secretary,  and  I 
thank  the  chairman. 

FTE  REDUCTIONS 

Chairman  Byrd.  Thank  you.  Senator  Burns. 

When  he  took  office  President  Clinton  issued  an  Executive  order 
that  Federal  staffing  be  reduced  Governmentwide  by  100,000  FTE's 
over  a  5-year  period.  In  the  fiscal  year  1994  budget  each  agency 
had  dollar  and  FTE  reductions  associated  with  meeting  this  target. 
Then  in  September  the  Vice  President's  National  Performance  Re- 
view   increased    the    proposed    Federal    staffing    reduction    from 


1  "Comprehensive  Pollution  Control  Program  for  the  Mexico  City  Metropolitan  Zone — Sum- 
mary and  Advances,"  General  Coordination  for  the  Environmental  Pollution  Prevention  and 
Control  in  the  Valley  of  Mexico  (Mexico  City  Government),  May,  1992,  page  9. 
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100,000  to  252,000  FTE's  in  order  to  help  achieve  the  savings  asso- 
ciated with  reinventing  government.  Now  due  to  the  buyout  legisla- 
tion the  Govemmentwide  staffing  reduction  is  scheduled  to  be 
272,909  FTE's  over  a  6-year  period. 

How  are  these  FTE  reductions  affecting  the  ability  of  your  De- 
partment to  carry  out  its  mission,  Madam  Secretary? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Mr.  Chairman,  we're  clear  on  the  commit- 
ment that  we've  made  as  an  administration  to  deliver  these  reduc- 
tions and  staff.  We're  also  clear  that  the  Department  of  Energy  has 
a  unique  challenge  simply  because  so  few  full-time  Federal  Govern- 
ment employees  manage  so  many  contract  employees,  20,000  as 
against,  or  in  terms  of  management  because  I  don't  want  you  to 
think  there  is  a  clash,  they  are  colleagues  as  well,  approximately 
140,000  employees. 

So  we  have  niade  some  special  commitments  to  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget  with  respect  to  how  we  achieve  those 
numbers,  and  quite  frankly  we  are  going  to  be  achieving  some  of 
those  numbers  through  contract  employees  as  we  are  aware  that 
we  must  do  new  work  in  the  environmental  restoration  area. 

I  am  clear  on  several  issues.  One,  we've  got  a  problem  and  we 
need  to  ensure  that  the  reductions  in  the  staff  are  not  all  felt  in 
one  place,  and  I'm  very  sensitive  to  ensuring  that  we  attempt  to 
deploy  the  right  number  of  people  to  the  field  because  I  believe 
that's  where  the  work  gets  done. 

I'm  also  understanding  here  that  we  have  customers  in  the  Con- 
gress, in  0MB  and  among  our  sister  agencies.  That  has  been  a 
hard  lesson  to  teach  many  of  us  in  the  Department  of  Energy,  but 
we  are  learning  it.  That's  one  of  the  tensions. 

Another  tension  quite  frankly  is  as  the  people  who  are  now  leav- 
ing government,  generally  the  most  senior  and  in  many  cases  the 
most  experienced,  we  have  to  ensure  that  we're  not  draining  the 
corporate  body  while  at  the  same  time  we  look  forward  to  the  op- 
portunity to  bring  in  new,  fresh  thinking  people.  So  that's  an  area 
that  we  have  to  watch  very  carefully  as  well. 

In  my  most  recent  experience  in  the  private  sector  I've  also 
learned  that  at  the  same  time  you're  cutting  people  you  want  to  be 
sure  you're  not  doing  that  to  your  detriment  and  most  often  you 
can  find  savings  outside  of  staff.  So  I'm  trying  to  balance  that  need 
as  well  and  continue  to  find  savings  in  the  way  we  manage  the  De- 
partment of  Energy. 

ENERGY  TECHNOLOGY  CENTERS  FTE  REDUCTIONS 

Chairman  Byrd.  Your  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  proposes 
to  eliminate  77  FTE's  from  fossil  R&D  programs,  60  of  which  would 
be  taken  out  of  the  field  offices.  In  addition,  your  proposed  reduc- 
tion of  $10  million  in  program  direction  would  force  additional 
staffing  cuts  at  the  energy  technology  centers  of  up  to  one-third  of 
the  centers'  existing  contract  work  force. 

How  do  you  explain  this  apparent  conflict  between  your  fiscal 
year  1995  budget  request  and  your  stated  goal  of  increasing  sup- 
port for  DOE  field  offices? 

And  a  further  question,  the  Department's  budget  request  pro- 
poses to  increase  the  Morgantown  Energy  Technology  Center's 
[METC]  R&D  budget  by  22  percent  over  current  levels.  Given  this 
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proposed  increase  for  METC,  why  are  you  also  proposing  to  reduce 
the  FTE's  at  the  Morgantown  Energy  Technology  Center  by  18  and 
the  contract  work  force  by  one-third? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Basically,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  throw  out 
some  gross  numbers  and  then  come  into  the  discussion  of  the  spe- 
cific centers.  In  fossil  energy  the  decrease  overall,  as  you  pointed 
out,  is  77.  That  amounts  to  a  reduction  of  6  percent  in  the  entire 
staff.  The  greater  part  of  that  reduction,  1.7  percent,  occurs  at 
headquarters.  Contrast  the  Morgantown  Center,  which  experiences 
under  two  programs  a  loss  of  only  5.5  percent,  and  I  now  want  to 
explain  why. 

While  18  full-time  equivalent  slots  have  been  lost  at  Morgantown 
through  the  Fossil  Program,  another  11  have  been  added  on  by  the 
environmental  management  program  bringing  the  overall  loss,  and 
even  I  can  do  this  math,  to  7. 

I  had  committed  to  you  when  I  spoke  to  you  last  month  to  take 
a  hard  look  at  how  we  have  racked  among  the  various  centers  to 
be  certain  and  clear  that  equity  is  done  and  if  more  people  need 
to  be  deployed  to  the  field  to  do  so. 

On  the  research  initiatives  I'm  very  clear  on  the  fact  that  a  budg- 
et increase  does  not  necessarily  attend  to  the  requirement  for  more 
individuals.  I  will  now  admit  sheer  ignorance  to  not  having  pre- 
pared myself  to  answer  that  direct  question.  So  I  will  go  back  and 
take  a  hard  look  at  it  and  I  will  provide  an  appropriate  response 
to  the  record,  although  I  think  I  know  enough  about  this  kind  of 
business  to  be  very  clear  to  say  simply  expending  more  money  on 
research  does  not  of  necessity  require  more  people.  I  suspect  that 
the  equipment  we're  buying  for  the  research  or  the  research  itself 
is  simply  grander  though  doesn't  require  more  people,  but  I  will 
look  at  it  personally. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Fossil  Energy  FTE's  Reduction 

The  reductions  which  have  been  taken  to  FTE's  in  the  Fossil  Energy  R&D  area 
have  been  strictly  done  on  a  prorata  basis.  Each  of  the  Headquarters  and  Energy 
Technology  Centers  (ETC)  staffs  are  proposed  to  be  reduced  as  part  of  the  Adminis- 
tration's efforts  to  streamline  all  operations.  FE  is  currently  reviewing  ways  in 
which  to  achieve  these  reductions  including  the  use  of  the  buyout  authority,  and 
early  retirements.  The  intent  is  to  accomplish  the  staff  reductions  without  layoffs 
and  to  achieve  greater  efficiency  with  the  use  of  existing  staff. 

MORGANTOWN  ENERGY  TECHNOLOGY  CENTER  FTE  REDUCTIONS 

Throughout  the  Department,  reductions  are  being  proposed  which  are  designed  to 
improve  performance  of  both  Federal  and  contractor  staffs.  Given  the  overall  gov- 
ernment deficit  and  the  need  for  government  to  take  a  hard  look  at  all  of  its  oper- 
ations, the  Administration  is  fully  committed  to  the  goals  outlined  in  the  National 
Performance  review.  Similar  to  the  efforts  in  private  industry,  which  have 
downsized  but  have  improved  overall  quality,  the  government  intends  to  follow  this 
example  and  apply  the  lessons  to  its  own  operations.  In  addition,  even  though 
METC  may  be  experiencing  program  increases,  we  are  proposing  that  these  in- 
creases can  and  must  be  staffed  with  fewer  Federal  employees.  The  analogy  to  this 
situation  is  no  different  than  the  steel  and  auto  industries  which  have  increased 
output  but  have  done  so  with  a  declining  workforce.  These  industries  have  done  so 
to  remain  economically  viable.  The  government  likewise  must  do  so  to  remain  via- 
ble. 
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FOSSIL  energy's  REORGANIZATION  PLAN 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  is  the  status  of  the  Department's  efforts 
to  reorganize  the  Office  of  Fossil  Fuels,  and  what  impact  would 
your  reorganization  plan  have  on  the  energy  technology  centers? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Well,  as  was  last  briefed  to  me  about  10  days 
ago,  I  expect  the  reorganization  package  to  arrive  on  my  desk,  and 
actually  come  to  think  of  it  I  expected  it  last  week.  It  may  be  there. 

Mr.  SiEGEL.  The  union  is  reviewing  it. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  It's  now  being  reviewed  by  the  union. 

I  have  spent  a  great  deal  of  time  examining  this  program,  as  I 
have  all  of  our  programs,  as  I  do  a  quarterly  program  review  with 
each  of  our  major  offices.  I'm  clear  that  the  realignment  makes 
sense.  We've  gotten  out  of  our  stovepipes  and  really  tried  to  ad- 
dress the  work  we  do  by  economic  reality.  So  my  sense  is  that  the 
Morgantown  office  ought  to  be  much  better  managed  for  two  rea- 
sons. It  will  be  left  in  most  instances  with  clear  authority  to  man- 
age itself  within  the  stated  goals  to  be  accomplished. 

And  I  cannot  compliment  Mr.  Siegel  and  his  staff  enough  on  the 
hard  work  that  they  have  undertaken  during  this  past  year  to  ra- 
tionalize a  program,  which  has  quite  frankly  stayed  pretty  much  in 
an  old  mode.  I  think  you  will  be  happy  with  what  you  see,  and  I'm 
clear  that  our  colleagues  at  Morgantown  will  be  happy  with  the  re- 
adjustment, and  if  that's  not  so  my  guys  from  fossil  energy  haven't 
shared  something  with  me. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Does  this  mean  that  the  combustion  system  and 
clean  coal  technology  work  would  be  concentrated  at  Morgantown? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  The  large  bulk  of  it  would  continue  to  be  at  Morgan- 
town,  yes. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Will  there  be  an  increase  in  that  effort  there? 

Mr.  SiEGEL.  Yes,  sir;  as  was  pointed  out,  our  fiscal  year  1995 
budget  does  call  for  an  increase  at  Morgantown. 

CLEAN  COAL  TECHNOLOGY  DEMONSTRATION  PROGRAM 

Chairman  Byrd.  The  Clean  Coal  Technology  Demonstration  Pro- 
gram has  completed  five  competitive  solicitations  and  five  rounds 
of  project  awards.  A  total  of  45  projects  in  21  States  have  been  se- 
lected to  participate  in  this  program  with  the  private  sector  con- 
tributing a  total  of  $4.6  billion  or  more  than  two-thirds  of  the  cost 
necessary  to  complete  these  technology  demonstrations. 

The  Department's  March  1994  report  entitled  "Clean  Coal  Tech- 
nology— The  Investment  Pays  Off  concludes  that  the  Clean  Coal 
Technology  Demonstration  Program  has  been  successful  in  dem- 
onstrating and  commercializing  coal  processing  technologies.  These 
include  many  of  the  new  sulfur  dioxide  and  nitrogen  oxide  retrofit 
technologies  for  coal-fired  powerplants.  As  this  report  points  out, 
when  the  initial  phase  of  the  1990  Clean  Air  Act  amendments  go 
into  effect  next  year  more  than  20  new  technological  options  for  re- 
ducing acid  rain  emissions  will  have  been  demonstrated. 

Subsequently,  in  fulfillment  of  a  committee  directive  regarding 
the  future  of  this  program,  the  Department  concluded  that  the  pro- 
gram was  approaching  its  most  crucial  juncture.  The  Department's 
May  1994  report,  "Clean  Coal  Technology  Program — Completing 
the  Mission"  states: 


1424 

Today,  the  Clean  Coal  Technology  Program  stands  at  its  mid-point.  Many  of  the 
earlier  projects,  chiefly  environmental  retrofit  technologies,  are  generating  data  or 
have  completed  their  test  programs.  The  larger  projects,  new,  highly  advanced 
power  generating  systems,  are  at  the  point  of  design  completion  with  several  now 
moving  into  construction. 

Madam  Secretary,  what  is  the  status  of  the  five  projects  selected 
in  round  5  of  the  Clean  Coal  Program,  and  when  are  these  projects 
likely  to  proceed  to  construction? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Well  for  the  coal-fired  diesel  and  the  four  riv- 
ers pressurized  fluidized  bed  project,  we  sent  reports  to  the  Con- 
gress I  believe  just  in  the  past  weeks.  A  third  report  will  be  sub- 
mitted in  June,  and  that  will  cover  the  externally  fired  combined 
cycle  project.  Then  in  August  the  fourth  project,  that  is  the  Cam- 
den clean  energy  project,  will  be  reported  to  the  Congress  as  we 
have  indicated. 

We  have  one  other  project  where  we've  not  yet  completed  the 
final  negotiations.  So  we've  extended  the  time  for  that  negotiation 
to  the  end  of  this  year.  Of  the  five  projects,  four  will  demonstrate 
both  process  and  equipment  for  advanced  power  generation,  as  you 
have  indicated,  and  one  will  focus  on  industrial  applications  for 
combined  steel  making  and  power  generation,  which  is  an  area 
where  we  need  to  continue  to  address  opportunities  for  energy  sav- 
ings and  cost  savings  through  cogeneration. 

I'm  clear  on  the  fact  that  we  are  well  advanced  on  the  timetable, 
which  we  have  shared  between  your  staff,  and  I  would  simply  say 
that  we  will  report  this  progress  as  we  have  committed. 

Chairman  Byrd.  How  important  are  these  superclean  and  highly 
efficient  advanced  power  generating  system  demonstration  projects 
likely  to  be  to  the  future  of  coal  as  an  energy  resource?  Many  of 
these  were  selected  in  rounds  4  and  5. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  As  I  indicated  to  Senator  Burns  with  respect 
to  the  use  and  application  of  natural  gas  in  industrial  applications 
and  in  electric  generation  applications,  these  are  the  answers  for 
the  future. 

My  sense,  having  spent  some  time  in  the  business,  is  that  it's  the 
opportunity  to  spring  us  forward  to  use  an  energy  resource  which 
we  all  know  is  most  abundant  and  which  projections  into  the  mid 
or  at  least  the  first  quarter  of  the  21st  century  tell  us  we  will  be 
relying  on  a  great  deal. 

We've  got  two  opportunities,  to  make  these  generation  stations 
more  efficient  and  at  the  same  time  to  reduce  emissions,  and  I 
think  we've  started  with  a  wonderful  track  record  on  the  emissions 
reduction,  and  we  are  at  the  right  point  in  the  cycle  to  simply  make 
that  machine  much  more  energy  efficient.  So  it's  extremely  impor- 
tant to  the  future  of  coal  and  to  the  environmental  condition  of 
both  the  United  States  and,  as  I've  pointed  out  often,  the  globe,  sir. 

DEFERRING  CLEAN  COAL  FUNDING 

Chairman  Byrd.  Despite  an  advanced  appropriation  for  fiscal 
year  1995  of  $375  million  for  the  Clean  Coal  Technology  Program, 
the  Department  is  requesting  only  $37.1  million.  In  addition,  the 
Department  is  proposing  that  the  remaining  balance  of  clean  coal 
funds,  $488  million,  is  to  be  provided  in  fiscal  year  1996,  $75  mil- 
lion, and  in  fiscal  year  1997,  $413  million. 
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Why  is  the  Department  proposing  to  spread  out  and  defer  dean 
coal  funding  just  at  the  point  when  the  larger  and  more  complex 
advanced  combustion  system  demonstrations  will  be  moving  from 
design  to  construction? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  For  two  reasons,  Mr.  Chairman.  One  quite 
clearly  is  the  recognition  of  the  desperate  straits  we  find  ourselves 
in  as  we  try  to  allocate  expenditures  against  what's  available. 
That's  the  budgetary  or  the  fiscal  reality.  The  operational  reality 
is  with  these  large  and  very  important  projects  the  startup  phases 
quite  frankly  do  not  require  the  greatest  expenditure  of  funds. 
They  require  the  thought,  the  planning,  the  design,  and  we  believe 
having  looked  at  this  very  clearly,  and  I'm  taking  this  directly  from 
my  team  in  fossil  energy,  that  the  way  we  have  stepped  up  this 
program  is  both  appropriate  in  terms  of  budgetary  constraints,  but 
perhaps  most  importantly  in  terms  of  the  realities  of  the  way  the 
projects  will  be  operated. 

And  to  step  into  dangerous  territory  I  will  tell  you  this.  Quite 
frankly  I  believe  the  unexpended  funds  over  time  reflect  the  reality 
that  more  often  than  not  we  have  planned  early  on  for  large  ex- 
penditures which  have  not  occurred.  So  I  believe  this  plan  meets 
the  marketplace  reality  and  the  reality  at  the  work  station. 

Chairman  Byrd.  The  Department's  report,  the  May  1994  report 
to  which  you  referred,  recommends  not  proceeding  with  a  sixth 
competitive  round  for  the  Clean  Coal  Technology  Program. 

The  Department's  report,  however,  does  recommend  a  continuing 
role  for  the  Federal  Government  in  assisting  with  the  commercial 
deployment  of  clean  coal  technologies  by  using  remaining  unobli- 
gated balances  to  fund  either  United  States  participation  in  inter- 
national showcase  technology  demonstrations,  in  other  words, 
China  and  Eastern  Europe,  or  to  provide  subsidies  to  buy  down  the 
domestic  costs  of  capital  and/or  the  initial  operating  costs  for  many 
of  the  most  advanced  combustion  systems. 

The  availability  of  remaining  unobligated  balances  in  the  Clean 
Coal  Program  to  undertake  some  of  these  initiatives  is  heavily  de- 
pendent on  a  series  of  go/no-go  decisions  which  have  not  yet  been 
made  for  projects  awarded  through  the  five  competitive  rounds  of 
the  Clean  Coal  Program. 

Now  aren't  we  putting  the  cart  before  the  horse  if  we  start  si- 
phoning off  funds  before  these  critical  go/no-go  decisions  have  been 
made  or  the  technology  demonstrations  completed? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  It  has  been  a  very  tough  balance  to  deter- 
mine whether  to  follow  the  marketplace  today  or  to  hold  some  in- 
vestment against  needs  in  the  future,  and  what  really  shaped  and 
focused  our  decisions  in  the  budget  that  we  have  proposed  is  struc- 
tured to  go  after  an  international  market,  where  clearly  some  peo- 
ple think  we  should  be  holding  a  bit  back  for  sweetening  the  pot 
at  home,  is  quite  frankly,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  look  at  where  that 
marketplace  goes. 

As  I  discussed  earlier,  I  am  driven  by  the  advice  of  our  National 
Coal  Council  which  told  us  to  look  to  international  markets,  and 
I'm  also  driven  by  everything  I've  read  in  terms  of  the  projection 
for  the  use  of  coal  that  shows  the  increase  even  in  the  United 
States  capacity  for  coal  production  to  be  outside  of  the  United 
States. 
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It  was  a  tough  decision  to  make,  and  I'm  clear  on  the  fact  that 
likely  when  this  technology  that  you  and  I  have  discussed  regard- 
ing round  5  is  available,  then  we  might  consider  whether  or  not  op- 
portunities to  pull  that  technology  into  the  marketplace  would  be 
appropriate. 

But  what  I  see  at  the  moment  is  a  marketplace  some  place  else 
and  a  focus,  unfortunately,  on  smaller  modules  for  generation  here 
in  the  United  States  which  for  the  short  term,  the  near  term  and 
not  the  long  term,  look  away  from  coal.  So  I'm  simply  trying  to  fol- 
low this  marketplace  to  keep  the  industry  alive  and  moreover  to 
deploy  the  technology. 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  happens  in  the  event  your  computer  codes 
are  in  error  and  the  projections  are  not  as  indicated?  Would  this 
mean  that  additional  appropriations  would  be  necessary? 

Secretary  O'Leaey.  My  sense,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  that  it's  going  to 
be  tough  to  get  any  more  money  from  this  committee  and  any  other 
before  which  we  appear,  and  I  think  the  challenge  for  us,  and  espe- 
cially my  colleagues  in  fossil  is  to  carefully  manage  every  step  of 
the  way  and  to  be  clear  as  we  are  making  commitments  for  the 
long  term  that  they  are  correct  commitments  and,  quite  frankly,  to 
come  and  seek  guidance  from  this  committee  and  other  committees 
before  whom  we  appear  who  share  your  interest  and  your  clear  de- 
sire to  have  us  be  ready  to  move  both  right  and  left.  I  understand 
the  tension  here  as  well. 

INTERNATIONAL  INITIATIVE 

Chairman  Byrd.  I'm  going  to  turn  now  to  Senator  Stevens  who 
is,  as  always,  very  patient,  but  before  doing  so  let  me  say  that  I 
have  enormous  respect  for  you  and  the  determination  that  you've 
applied  to  your  international  initiative.  I  do  not  for  a  moment  ques- 
tion your  motivation  or  your  commitment  to  the  proposal,  but,  as 
you  were  saying,  you  were  around  in  1974-75. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Yes,  sir. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Keep  in  mind  that  I  had  an  awful  lot  to  do  with 
getting  the  clean  coal  initiative  started.  The  ability  to  create  these 
partnerships  between  the  Federal  Government  and  the  private  sec- 
tor in  order  to  demonstrate  innovative  environmental  control  and 
advance  power  generating  systems  will  determine  the  future  viabil- 
ity of  coal  as  a  fuel  source,  and  that  determination  is  enormously 
important  to  West  Virginia  and  to  other  coal-producing  States  and 
to  the  Nation. 

As  the  reports  produced  by  your  Department  clearly  indicate,  the 
job  of  demonstrating  these  innovative  technologies,  however,  re- 
mains half  finished.  We  are  at  the  midpoint  of  this  program  with 
much  of  the  most  important  work  yet  to  be  done.  As  a  result,  com- 
pleting the  technology  demonstrations  must  be  the  primary  goal  of 
the  Clean  Coal  Technology  Program  and  all  other  considerations 
must  remain  secondary. 

I'll  turn  now  to  Senator  Stevens,  unless  you  have  a  comment? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  know  when  to  keep  my 
mouth  shut.  [Laughter.] 
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ALASKAN  CLEAN  COAL  TECHNOLOGY — HEALY 

Senator  Stevens.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  thank  you,  and  thank 
Secretary  O'Leary,  too,  for  helping  us  move  forward  on  the  Alaska 
clean  coal  technology  at  Healy.  It's  tied  into  the  Pittsburgh  oper- 
ation, as  you  know,  and  in  fact  we'll  be  meeting  this  afternoon  with 
your  people  from  Morgan  town. 

I'm  slightly  concerned  about  the  potential  that  we  see  in  China 
and  Eastern  Russia  and  Japan  in  terms  of  competition  in  this  same 
area.  We  have,  as  you  know,  at  least  one-half  of  the  coal  of  the 
United  States  and  one-quarter  of  the  coal  of  the  world  we're  told, 
a  minimum  of  5.5  trillion  tons  of  coal.  We  have  the  existing  oil  in- 
dustry moving  overseas  now,  and  I  think  I  share  the  chairman's 
point  of  view  that  we've  got  to  move  forward  as  quickly  as  we  can 
into  the  demonstration  phase. 

If  we  can  demonstrate  this  low-rank  coal  water  fuel,  which  is  a 
hot  water,  dry  coal  process  that  came  out  of  Pittsburgh,  as  I'm  sure 
you  know,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  we  could  be  commercially  viable 
in  the  Pacific  rim  with  Alaska's  coal  with  a  low-sulfur  content  and 
a  very  clean-burning  fuel  and  substantially  increase  our  U.S.  ex- 
ports into  the  area  that  has  a  growing  energy  demand. 

We're  proceeding  now  that  the  environmental  impact  statement 
was  completed  by  your  Department.  I'm  told  that  there  is  a  pros- 
pect now  for  a  demonstration  of  this  to  actually  be  worked  into  the 
plan  using  a  plant  that  is  already  dormant  not  too  far  from  Healy 
at  the  Nickadon  Powerplant  near  the  Port  of  Anchorage. 

I'm  here  basically  to  thank  you  for  what  you've  done  and  to  urge 
you  to  proceed  as  rapidly  as  you  can.  There  are  markets  out  there 
for  our  coal  and,  in  addition,  more  than  half  of  our  coal  is  on  lands 
that  are  owned  by  the  Alaskan  Native  people  and  it  would  be  of 
substantial  benefit  to  their  employment  opportunities,  their  econ- 
omy and  to  their  future  economic  health.  So  I  hope  that  your  De- 
partment really  understands  the  relationship  of  coal  to  the  national 
and  international  energy  strategy  that  we're  pursuing.  If  they  do, 
we'll  be  right  along  with  West  Virginia  in  taking  their  technology 
and  applying  to  our  coal  and  establishing  one  of  the  really  bright 
new  exports  for  the  United  States. 

I  guess  you  know  it  can  be  stored  in  existing  fuel  tanks  and  it 
can  be  used  in  existing  commercial  burning  facilities.  It  has  the 
adaptability  to  existing  technology  with  a  brand  new  fuel,  and  it's 
really  not  going  to  come  to  the  south  48.  The  transportation  costs 
are  so  difficult  there  that  our  coal  will  go  on  the  international  mar- 
ket. 

So  we're  sort  of  poised  and  ready  for  a  new  era  in  energy  with 
the  oil  income  declining  in  Alaska,  Madam  Secretary,  and  the  ball 
is  in  your  court.  So  we're  watching  you  very  tentatively.  This  is  the 
new  American  opener,  do  we  get  that  ball  out  of  your  court,  and 
I'm  hopeful  that  you  will  be  able  to  assist. 

My  only  question  to  you  is  are  you  going  to  come  up  and  take 
a  look  at  that  in  Alaska  this  year? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Senator,  first  of  all,  at  the  risk  of  failing  to 
be  amusing,  I'm  going  to  try  at  any  rate.  In  the  16  months  I've 
been  in  this  job  I've  been  always  clear  that  the  ball  was  in  my 
court,  and  to  mix  a  metaphor,  that  many  people  were  willing  to 
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hold  my  jacket,  but  pretty  much  that  we  were  out  there  on  the  line 
to  get  it  done,  and  I  with  this  wonderful  team  behind  me  feel  up 
to  it. 

I've  been  trying  to  get  to  Alaska  for  16  months,  and  it  would  ap- 
pear that  I  have  some  international  travel  in  my  future  this  sum- 
mer, and  perhaps  on  the  way  back  from  one  of  those  trips  I  will 
finally  get  to  Alaska.  I  will  tell  you  I  have  been  there  before. 

You  should  also  know  that  I  was  born  in  Newport  News,  VA.  My 
father  who  was  a  physician  served  as  a  physician  for  the  Longshore 
Union  there  at  Hampton  Roads.  I  know  coal  and  I  know  coal  trans- 
port. I  worked  for  Northern  States  Power  for  nearly  4  years,  which 
is  a  utility  that  generates  61  percent  of  its  demand  out  of  coal,  and 
I  was  well  aware  of  many  of  these  clean  coal  projects  as  an  investor 
and  as  a  board  member  well  before  I  arrived  at  the  Department  of 
Energy. 

To  those  who  wonder,  I  am  not  anticoal.  I  see  it  and  understand 
that  it  is  clearly  in  the  mix.  To  pick  up  the  theme  that  the  chair- 
man has  been  sharing,  and  having  been  around  long  enough  to  un- 
derstand it,  I'm  clear  on  the  need  of  the  diversity  of  supply.  So  my 
obligation  is  to  keep  it  all  moving,  and  I  understand  the  ball  is  in 
my  court. 

Senator  Stevens.  Good.  I've  told  the  chairman  before  that  it  was 
coal  that  took  me  to  Alaska.  I  had  made  some  studies  of  the  coal 
industry.  I  was  a  young  lawyer  and  was  asked  to  come  up  and  join 
a  law  firm  in  Fairbanks  that  represented  the  interior  coal  industry, 
and  I  think  it  has  still  got  a  great  future  for  Alaska. 

You're  going  overseas,  and  do  you  have  any  studies  yet  on  the 
comparison  of  the  attainment  level  of  our  competitors  in  China  and 
Russia  and  in  particular  Japan?  Presumably  they're  the  same  tech- 
nologies, and  I'm  led  to  believe  they  may  be  out  there  in  the  dem- 
onstration phase  ahead  of  us. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  No;  my  research  of  the  information,  much  of 
which  I  put  in  my  bag  for  reading  on  long  plane  flights  about  2 
weeks  ago,  leads  me  to  clearly  understand  that  we  have  a  great  op- 
portunity to  comer  that  market,  but  as  you  have  pointed,  their 
mines  are  working  and  most  importantly  they  have  been  in  those 
countries  where  the  opportunities  for  joint  projects  exist  well  ahead 
of  us.  So  that's  my  urgency  to  get  moving  and  to  catch  up. 

Senator  STEVENS.  Well  I  agree  with  the  chairman.  I  think  we 
should  pursue  those  technologies  that  have  the  best  chance  to  com- 
pete internationally  as  rapidly  as  we  can.  So  I  will  join  my  good 
friend  and  long-time  chairman  here  in  any  efforts  that  he  can  put 
forth  to  help  you  get  the  money  to  do  just  that. 

EXPORT  OF  ALASKAN  OIL 

Let  me  change  the  subject,  Madam  Secretary.  I'm  meeting  this 
afternoon  with  the  leaders  of  the  maritime  unions  that  in  the  past 
have  opposed  the  export  of  Alaskan  oil  and  they  have  a  new  pro- 
gram to  support  a  modification  of  the  ban  against  the  export  of 
Alaskan  oil,  the  export  of  oil  in  American  bottoms,  American  built 
ships  and  American  owned  and  manned  ships  from  one  company, 
a  company  that's  not  integrated  in  terms  of  West  Coast  operations, 
BP. 
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It  leads  me  to  ask  do  you  have  a  date  yet  as  to  when  your  report 
will  be  finished  regarding  a  proposal?  I  congratulate  you  for  includ- 
ing that  in  your  study  back  when  very  few  people  were  thinking 
about  it. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Stevens.  Your  study  may  have  an  impact  on  congres- 
sional action  here,  and  I'm  not  pushing  you  on  what  your  decision 
is,  but  do  you  know  when  it's  going  to  be  finished? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Well  you  could  push  me  either  way  and  let 
me  say  this.  In  this  regard  I'm  clear  that  the  ball  has  not  always 
been  in  my  court. 

Senator  Stevens.  No;  it  has  not. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  But  the  ball  was  in  my  court  last  year  and 
I  felt  it  was  important  to  undertake  the  assessment  in  asking 
where  it  impacts.  I'll  tell  you,  Senator  Stevens,  I  thought  that  re- 
port was  on  its  way  out  last  week,  and  I  suspect  well  before  the 
16th,  sir. 

Senator  Stevens.  Good.  I  hope  that  your  people  will  address  this 
specific  concept.  The  oil  that  comes  out  of  Alaska  goes  down  the 
West  Coast,  and  77  percent  of  that  oil  is  consumed  in  California. 
We've  lost  the  California  independent  oil  producers.  The  oil  that 
comes  into  Oregon  and  Washington  is  the  property  of  Arco  and 
Exxon,  which  are  integrated  companies.  The  proposal  that  BP  has 
will  not  disturb  Oregon  and  Washington.  We're  going  to  hear  some 
complaints  from  them,  but  your  Department  has  the  capability  to 
prove  to  them  by  their  own  statistics  that  this  BP  proposal  will  not 
affect  the  supply  or  the  job  structure  in  Oregon  and  Washington. 

It  will  in  fact  affect  the  job  structure  in  California  and  give  an 
incentive  to  restore  the  independent  oil  industry  down  there.  At 
least  1  million  barrels  ought  to  come  back  on  with  about  a  40,000 
new  job  concept  there,  and  it  will  assist  us  to  restore  our  State  in- 
come because  we  will  be  selling  that  oil  that  is  dumped  now  in 
southern  California  below  the  market  price  because  of  the  cost  of 
shipping  it  beyond  there.  It's  dumped  and  it  will  go  into  the  Pacific 
market  at  the  world  price.  Our  State  revenues  will  go  back  up  and 
our  State  employment  will  go  back  up. 

I  think  that  the  difficulty  is  that  Congress  is  looking  at  this  and 
that's  why  the  union  people  are  coming  in  to  talk  to  us,  and  we're 
urging  caution  to  give  time  for  everyone  to  understand  it.  I  think 
it's  a  very  limited  exemption  that  is  a  win-win  concept,  and  it  de- 
pends now,  unfortunately,  and  I'm  not  going  to  use  that  metaphor 
again,  but  it  depends  to  a  great  extent  on  the  impact  of  that  report 
on  this  action  of  Congress. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  I  understand. 

Senator  Stevens.  I'm  sure  we're  not  going  to  act  until  we  see 
that  report,  and  I  would  hate  to  see  that  report  throw  cold  water 
on  the  basic  proposition  that  is  such  a  win-win  proposition.  I'm  not 
asking  you  for  a  conclusion,  but  I'm  just  urging  you  to  see  to  it  that 
it's  on  time. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Fair  enough.  Let  me  reassure  you  that  I 
clearly  understood  the  areas  requiring  assessment  when  I  asked 
that  the  study  be  undertaken,  and  I  clearly  understood  the  oppor- 
tunities to  free  Alaskan  oil  for  quite  frankly  an  opportunity  to  in- 
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crease  price  by  relieving  the  pressure  on  the  southern  CaUfomia 
marginal  wells. 

I  need  to  say  this  well  because  I'm  wanting  to  be  elegant  in  my 
language  but  clear  in  my  personal  point  of  view. 

Chairman  Byrd.  You're  always  clear  and  elegant 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Byrd.  [continuing].  Whether  you're  talking  about  your 
personal  point  of  view  or  otherwise. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Well  it's  very  important  on  this  personal 
point  of  view.  [Laughter.] 

I  came  to  the  job  out  of  the  experience  of  regulating  this  indus- 
try, and  I  remembered  how  the  legislation  forbidding  the  export  of 
Alaskan  crude  was  derived.  We  at  the  Department  of  Energy  at- 
tempt to  focus  on  freeing  markets  for  the  equities  dictate  it.  I'm 
also  understanding  as  a  part  of  this  administration  that  I  don't 
have  the  luxury  any  more  of  having  many  personal  opinions.  So  it 
has  been  very  important  to  me  to  have  our  analysis  well  reviewed 
within  our  administration.  It  is  that  step  that  we  are  now  going 
through,  and  that  has  delayed  both  the  report  itself  and,  quite 
frankly,  I  wanted  to  have  the  report  vetted  in  our  National  Eco- 
nomic Council  because  I  believe  that  is  appropriate. 

That  work  should  be  completed  shortly.  I  agree  with  you  that 
now  comes  the  time  for  real  engagement  and  dialog  among  all 
those  who  believe  that  they  will  be  adversely  impacted  as  well  as 
those  who  believe  that  this  is  good  for  the  national  economy,  and 
I  am  anxious  to  have  that  take  place. 

Senator  Stevens.  I  appreciate  that.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  it's  a 
very  interesting  concept  because  the  former  Senator  and  former 
Vice  President  and  now  Ambassador  Mondale  was  the  author  of 
the  prohibition  against  the  export  and  he  is  in  a  position  now  to 
articulate  the  changing  needs  out  there  and  to  understand  this 
basic  opposition  I  think. 

I  would  hope  that  those  levels  of  the  administration  you've  men- 
tioned will  take  the  time  to  understand  it.  That's  why  I'm  saying 
I  think  there  are  a  lot  of  people  still  here,  even  at  this  very  table, 
not  now,  but  they  have  a  right  to  sit  at  this  table,  who  don't  under- 
stand it  yet  and  don't  understand  the  distribution  of  Alaskan  oil. 

As  I  said,  77  percent  stops  in  California,  and  the  portion  that  is 
going  to  be  displaced  from  California  is  that  which  is  not  going  to 
integrated  companies.  It's  going  into  the  independent  market,  and 
that's  the  BP  section.  That  is  not  going  to  disturb  the  job  structure 
of  Washington  and  Oregon. 

I  was  told  by  the  maritime  people,  both  the  unions  and  the  ship 
owners  and  builders,  that  it  takes  time  for  those  people  who  have 
been  opposed  to  exporting  Alaskan  oil  to  understand  that  this  is 
not  really  basically  counter  to  the  reasons  for  which  they  demanded 
the  ban.  I  still  don't  support  the  ban,  and  I  think  it's  unconstitu- 
tional as  a  matter  of  fact,  but  I  do  believe  this  company  has  a  right 
to  seek  to  increase  its  market  and  to  help  the  California  independ- 
ents to  restore  their  market. 

So  I  hope  that  we  can  get  people  to  understand  this  one  before 
we  act  on  it. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Just  one  final  point.  Senator  Stevens.  I  don't 
know  if  you're  aware  of  the  fact  that  five  of  the  seafaring  unions 


1431 

sent  a  letter  to  the  President  late  last  week  indicating  their  sup- 
port of  the  proposal  with  the  appropriate  modifications  affecting 
the  Jones  Act  bottoms.  I  will  see  that  this  afternoon  a  copy  of  that 
letter  is  sent  to  you. 

Senator  STEVENS.  They're  bringing  a  copy  to  me  this  afternoon. 

Secretary  O'Leaky.  OK,  fme. 

Senator  Stevens.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Thank  you.  Senator  Stevens. 

Senator  STEVENS.  Nice  to  see  you,  and  I  do  hope  you  stop  by  and 
I  hope  you  let  us  know  when  you're  coming. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Thank  you,  sir,  I  will. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Senator  Cochran. 

Senator  Cochran.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman, 

Madam  Secretary,  welcome  to  our  committee. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Thank  you,  sir. 

new  technology  in  SUPPORT  OF  THE  OIL  AND  GAS  PROGRAMS 

Senator  CoCHRAN.  I  notice  in  your  statement  you  talk  about  put- 
ting some  emphasis  on  new  technologies  that  will  affect  the  natural 
gas  and  petroleum  industries  in  a  positive  way,  and  I  want  to  con- 
gratulate you  for  providing  support  for  those  initiatives. 

In  our  part  of  the  country  the  oil  and  gas  industries  are  in  a 
great  deal  of  economic  distress,  as  you  know,  and  anything  we  can 
do  to  help  support  new  technologies  and  maybe  adjust  policies  to 
provide  incentives  for  domestic  oil  and  gas  production  will  not  only 
provide  important  assistance  to  those  industries,  but  it  will  also 
help  us  deal  more  effectively  with  the  problem  of  the  importation 
of  so  much  of  our  energy  which  is  hurting  our  balance  of  trade  and 
putting  our  economy  in  some  jeopardy. 

I'm  curious  to  know,  for  example,  what  your  specific  use  of  funds 
will  be  when  you  say  that  funding  for  natural  gas  and  petroleum 
technologies  in  particular  is  proposed  to  increase  33  percent  over 
fiscal  year  1994  levels.  What  exactly  will  you  spend  that  money  to 
do? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  We'll  spend  this  money  in  any  number  of 
ways  simply  advancing  and  accelerating  programs  already  existing. 
Earlier  this  morning  I  talked  about  a  few  of  these  programs  indi- 
cating that  I  had  suggested  areas  for  cutting,  but  being  clear  that 
I  was  not  in  favor  of  those  cuts,  and  also  being  clear  that  I'm  un- 
derstanding the  challenge  that  this  committee  faces. 

ADVANCED  COMPUTATIONAL  INITLVTIVE 

The  first  one  I  would  mention  is  using  the  Department's  ad- 
vanced computational  expertise  to  help  us  both  discover  and  ex- 
tract both  petroleum  and  natural  gas  from  reservoirs.  This  year  we 
have  proposed  a  $50  million  fund  shared  in  fossil  energy  research 
and  in  our  defense  program  to  use  some  of  our  supercomputing  ca- 
pabilities to  deploy  that  technology  to  fields  for  discover}^  and  ex- 
ploration, especially  as  it's  useful  in  the  area  of  exploration. 

To  your  colleagues  just  yesterday  we  announced  the  use  of  two 
new  superparallel  computing  machines  from  Cray  Research  that 
are  designated  for  use  in  our  national  security  program,  but  at  the 
time  we  offered  the  opportunity  to  engage  with  the  Department  we 
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asked  for  the  development  of  partnerships  with  the  private  sector 
for  use  of  the  software  in  areas  that  would  help  U.S.  competitive- 
ness, and  I'm  here  to  tell  you  we  already  have  one  sign-on  by  an 
integrated  petroleum  company.  So  in  those  areas  we  will  be  spend- 
ing money. 

The  traditional  areas  where  we  have  always  worked  on  reducing 
the  costs  of  production  in  fields  in  the  United  States  will  be  ex- 
panded as  well,  and  some  of  those  programs  you  well  know  involve 
working  not  merely  with  our  laboratories  and  with  small  and  inde- 
pendent oil  and  gas  producers,  but  working  with  universities  as 
well  who  need  the  expertise  coming  from  our  labs  in  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy  to  train  engineers  and  the  like. 

We  have  had  several  successful  rounds  of  projects  under  those 
existing  programs,  and  I'm  here  to  tell  you  that  a  gentleman  whose 
name  is  Mark  Murphy  has  come  onto  what  is  called  the  Secretary 
of  Energy's  advisory  board  because  I  met  him  at  Los  Alamos  about 
1  year  ago  as  someone  who  had  used  one  of  our  existing  programs 
and  could  talk  about  the  fact  that  cost  had  been  reduced  in  his 
four-generation  old  family  business,  and  he  was  very  high  on  the 
capabilities  to  actually  get  into  the  national  labs  and  actually  our 
technology.  So  we're  going  to  be  further  expanding  those  programs. 

Most  of  those  do,  as  I  indicated,  focus  on  aging  fields,  and  I 
would  simply  tell  you  that  there  are  now  24  projects  in  14  States, 
and  we  seek  to  expand  those  opportunities.  Some  of  the  criticism 
we  have  been  hearing  was  that  we  tended  to  be  working  in  the 
same  trough  and  not  expanding  to  new  companies  who  quite  frank- 
ly more  desperately  needed  our  help.  It  is  our  intention  to  expand 
those  areas  with  the  funds  that  we've  asked  for. 

I  discussed  earlier  fuel  cells,  and  I  think  you  were  here  for  the 
discussion  on  the  high-efficiency  turbines  with  application  and  use 
both  in  industry  and  in  the  electric  utility  sector,  which  are  in  my 
mind  the  market  pull  to  bring  product  into  the  marketplace. 

GAS  TURBINE  TECHNOLOGY 

Senator  Cochran.  Does  the  work  that's  being  done  in  the  new 
gas  turbine  technology  area  seem  to  be  encouraging,  and  are  we 
going  to  have  a  new  generation  of  gas  turbines  as  a  result  of  that 
work? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  We  simply  have  to.  I  mean  the  way  we  en- 
courage this  marketplace  is  to  craft  a  better  machine  and  a  better 
machine  is  a  more  efficient  machine. 

Senator  CoCHRAN.  Is  cost  being  shared  by  private  industry? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Yes;  it  is. 

Senator  Cochran.  And  to  what  extent,  do  you  know? 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  Fifty  percent. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  As  is  our  custom,  although  we've  done  much 
better  in  the  clean  coal  area,  my  colleague,  Mr.  Siegel,  tells  me  it 
will  be  50  percent,  50-50. 

SPR  LIFE  EXTENSION  PROGRAM 

Senator  CoCHRAN.  There  is  one  area  you  mention  in  your  state- 
ment that  is  also  of  special  interest  in  our  part  of  the  country,  and 
that  is  the  strategic  petroleum  reserve.  On  page  5  you  talk  about 
the  budget  placing  the  most  emphasis  on  a  multiyear  life  extension 
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program  to  refurbish  facilities  and  extend  their  performance  capa- 
bilities through  at  least  the  year  2025. 

I'm  curious  to  know  whether  or  not  contemplated  within  this  ex- 
pansion or  extension  program  as  you  call  it  is  the  development  of 
new  storage  facilities.  There  had  been  underway  for  some  several 
years  a  review  of  new  sites  that  may  be  utilized  for  the  storage  of 
petroleum  reserves,  one  of  which  was  in  the  State  of  Mississippi  at 
the  Richton  Salt  Domes. 

My  question  is  what  is  the  status  of  that  process  and  is  that  area 
in  my  State  still  under  consideration  as  a  possible  site  for  petro- 
leum reserve  storage? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Now  comes  the  example  of  truth  in  govern- 
ment that  is  painful. 

Senator  Cochran.  That  sounds  like  a  no.  [Laughter.] 

Secretary  O'Leary.  No  for  the  time,  and  I  need  to  clearly  explain 
that,  and  I  beg  the  indulgence  of  staff  now  because  I  did  discuss 
this,  though  not  as  pointedly  earlier.  Where  we  come  in  this  pro- 
gram is  to  recognize  clearly  that  we  need  to  retrofit  the  infrastruc- 
ture before  we  take  the  next  steps. 

I'm  trying  to  remember  because  I've  spent  so  much  time  on  this 
issue.  I'm  clear  on  the  fact  that  we  need  to  broaden  our  opportunity 
for  targets  of  expansion  of  the  strategic  petroleum  reserve.  I  have 
on  many  occasions  engaged  in  discussions  that  would  offer  anybody 
from  Mississippi  hope  that  the  next  time  around  we  would  be  ex- 
panding, and  one  of  the  things  you  clearly  have  to  do  under  the  En- 
vironmental Policy  Act  is  consider  areas  and  locations  where  there 
is  a  desire  on  the  part  of  the  community  to  have  the  facility.  So 
I  was  set  to  go  and  I  could  say  things  honestly  and  feel  pretty  com- 
fortable about  it. 

Where  we  are  at  the  moment,  however,  is  in  clear  recognition  of 
the  budget  stringencies  that  we  face.  We're  not  proposing  an  ex- 
pansion for  this  year,  although  in  the  reauthorization  we're  giving 
ourselves  some  opportunity  to  expand  modestly,  though  not  to  1 
billion  barrels. 

So  what  that  does  is  it  puts  me  in  the  position  of  telling  you  no, 
not  immediately.  When  we've  gotten  our  house  in  order  and  we  are 
able  to  contemplate  further  expansion,  then  surely  Mississippi 
should  be  in  the  mix.  I  have  clearly  heard  from  people  from  Mis- 
sissippi at  the  State  level,  not  merely  the  Federal  level,  and  just 
real  folks,  when  I'm  in  the  State,  that  there  is  a  desire  that  we  look 
toward  Mississippi.  When  the  time  is  appropriate  I  will  do  that, 
but  I  cannot  tell  you  that  the  time  is  imminent.  I  would  be  lying, 
and  I'm  working  real  hard  to  never  do  that. 

ECONOMIC  GROWTH  THROUGH  ENERGY  PRODUCTIVITY 

Senator  Cochran.  There  is  another  parochial  interest  I  have 
that  I  wanted  to  bring  to  your  attention,  and  that  is  in  connection 
with  your  statement  that  the  administration's  energy  policy  is  plac- 
ing a  new  emphasis  on  proactive  cost  effective  measures  to  stimu- 
late economic  growth  through  energy  productivity.  It  sounds  great. 
Energy  consumers  in  all  sectors  often  fail  to  employ  energy  effi- 
cient technologies  and  practices  even  when  it  would  be  in  their  fi- 
nancial best  interest.  And  further,  the  Department  of  Energy  is 
well  positioned  to  increase  its  technical  assistance  outreach  to  man- 
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ufacturers,  utilities,  government  agencies  and  other  consumers  of 
energy. 

I  have  a  new  project  that  I  want  to  suggest  you  consider  that's 
consistent  with  those  goals  and  those  policies  and  that  emphasis. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Yes,  Senator. 

Senator  Cochran.  In  the  TVA  region  the  Tennessee  Valley  Au- 
thority produces  power  for  distribution  over  a  multistate  area,  as 
you  know,  and  there  has  been  from  time  to  time  consideration  of 
expanding  or  replacing  power  generation  facilities  in  that  region. 
At  one  point  they  were  going  nuclear.  They  started  building  a  big 
nuclear  powerplant  in  our  State,  and  then  they  later  changed  their 
mind,  and  this  happened  in  other  States,  too. 

It  has  just  come  to  my  attention  that  there  is  a  project  that  is 
being  developed  by  Phillips  Petroleum  up  in  the  northeast  part  of 
our  State  to  extract  and  use  lignite,  which  is  in  some  abundance 
in  that  area  of  the  State,  for  the  purpose  of  power  generation  utiliz- 
ing new  technologies  that  are  clean,  efficient  and  all  the  other  good 
words  that  you  want  to  use  as  adjectives  to  describe  the  process. 
This  leads  me  to  conclude  that  it  would  be  consistent  with  your 
mission  here  and  your  purpose  to  look  into  that  and  to  see  if  what 
I  have  heard  is  true  and  that  TVA  has  the  opportunity  to  purchase 
power  or  power  generation  facilities  in  northeast  Mississippi  utiliz- 
ing lignite  as  a  source  of  energy  that  would  bring  down  ultimately 
the  cost  of  electricity  to  consumers  in  that  region. 

So  what  I'm  hoping  you  will  do  is  open  up  a  line  of  discussion 
with  TVA  on  this  issue.  A  proposal  has  been  made,  I'm  told  by  our 
State  government,  to  provide  some  assistance  and  support  for  the 
effort  and  the  TVA  people,  while  they've  listened  a  bit,  seem  to  be 
less  than  enthusiastic  about  sitting  down  and  carefully  reviewing 
it. 

As  the  Department  of  Energy  and  the  policy  guru  in  this  area 
I  would  hope  that  maybe  your  office  could  use  its  efforts  to  get 
TVA's  attention  and  suggest  to  them  that  they  take  a  careful  look 
at  this,  and  if  it  is  feasible,  if  it  is  workable  and  if  it  is  all  the 
things  I'm  told  that  it  is,  tell  them  to  get  off  their  duff  and  do 
something  about  it  and  enter  into  an  agreement  if  it's  the  fair 
thing  to  do. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Could  I  indicate  to  you  that  what  I  would 
like  to  do  today  is  have  someone  from  fossil  energy  follow  up  with 
your  staff  to  clearly  get  on  point  with  the  folks  in  Mississippi  as 
well  as  to  talk  to  the  people  from  Phillips  so  that  we  might  under- 
stand the  project  and  the  economics  of  the  project. 

Senator  CoCHRAN.  That's  great. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  OK.  Someone  will  be  in  touch  today,  and 
then  we'll  follow  up  and  let  you  know  what's  going  on. 

Senator  Cochran.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Order  received,  sir. 

Senator  Cochran.  Thank  you.  No  order,  but  a  suggestion. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Senator  Bumpers. 

Senator  Bumpers.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  want  to  first  say  to  the  Secretary  that  I'm  sending  her  name 
over  to  the  White  House  for  a  congressional  medal  for  her  courage 
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in  coming  in  here  and  proposing  a  reduction  in  clean  coal  tech- 
nology. [Laughter.] 

TOKAMAK  PROJECT 

Madam  Secretary,  let  me  ask  you  a  question  that's  not  related 
to  this  committee's  jurisdiction,  but  as  a  matter  of  curiosity  how 
important  was  the  announcement  that  they  made  up  at  Princeton 
the  other  day  about  fusion  energy? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Extremely  important.  I'm  glad  that  you  give 
me  the  opportunity,  though  not  in  this  jurisdiction  of  this  commit- 
tee, to  discuss  the  Tokamak  project  and  the  announcement,  the  ex- 
traordinary announcement  of  last  week. 

Since  last  December  anybody  who  has  been  watching  the  area  of 
fusion  energy  has  got  to  be  excited  at  the  progress  made  and  re- 
ported. Here  is  our  challenge,  and  it's  interesting  because  a  lay  per- 
son every  now  and  again  begins  to  sound  like  a  physicist  and  it's 
very  frightening  to  me,  but  the  challenge  is 

Senator  Bumpers.  You  can  put  that  stuff  back.  We're  just  getting 
started  here. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  No;  I  don't  need  this  stuff  with  you  I  don't 
think.  [Laughter.] 

The  challenge  we  have  now  is  to  take  the  wonderful  results  com- 
ing out  of  the  experimentation  and  delivery  them  to  bench  scale, 
to  real  bench  scale,  a  technology  that  really  demonstrates  that  we 
can  take  the  next  step. 

My  fear  is  at  a  time  when  we're  all  trying  to  figure  out  how  to 
tighten  up  this  budget,  the  Tokamak  is  easily  plucked.  If  we  pluck 
this  one,  we  take  a  group  of  scientists  and  physicists  who  have 
been  working  on  this  problem  for  more  than  a  quarter  of  a  century 
and  banish  them  to  some  other  endeavor. 

More  importantly,  if  we  don't  keep  going,  we'll  have  nothing  to 
deliver  to  the  international  collaboration  when  the  time  comes, 
likely  next  year,  and  we  are  gaining  a  reputation  as  a  nation  as 
very  untrustworthy  to  collaborate  with  on  matters  involving  basic 
science.  If  we  don't  go  forward  with  this  project  it  will  send  the 
wrong  international  signal  and  no  one  will  want  to  participate  with 
us  because  we  don't  keep  our  commitments,  and  we're  clear  on  the 
fact  that  we  cannot  afford  to  go  it  alone. 

Senator  Bumpers.  How  much  are  other  countries  contributing  to 
this  project? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Well  so  far  this  is  our  own  project  and  the 
initiative  is  to  develop  this  piece  of  the  project  as  a  centerpiece  for 
the  international  effort,  and  I  feel  now  I  should  have  kept  my  book 
open  because  I'm  well  aware  of  the  fact  that  there  are  international 
scientists  working  at  Tokamak.  Well  nobody  is  in  the  room,  and  I'll 
have  to  provide  this  for  the  record.  I  can't  tell  you  that  they  put 
in  large  sums  of  money,  but  this  is  the  thing  that  brings  us  to  the 
table  as  a  senior  partner  and  the  group  of  people  who  have  the 
most  to  offer  in  terms  of  having  proved  out  the  basic  scientific  con- 
cepts. These  physicists  don't  get  excited  often,  but  they're  awfully 
excited  up  there  at  Princeton. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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ToKAMAK  Physics  Experiment 

As  a  domestic  initiative,  the  Tokamak  Physics  Experiment  project  design  team  is 
comprised  almost  exclusively  of  U.S.  scientists  and  engineers  from  our  national  lab- 
oratories, universities,  and  private  industry.  While  there  are  periodic  visits  and  ex- 
changes of  technical  information  with  foreign  fusion  research  programs  (e.g.,  Russia, 
Japan,  Europe,  India),  there  are  no  scientists  formally  assigned  to  the  permanent 
project  team  by  foreign  institutions.  No  foreign  financial  contributions  to  the  project 
have  been  sought  or  received.  The  Japanese  and  Europeans  have  already  made  com- 
parable domestic  investments  in  their  fusion  programs  in  recent  years. 

FEDERAL  ENERGY  MANAGEMENT  PROGRAM 

Senator  Bumpers.  Well  the  figure  here  is  you're  asking  for  $343 
million  for  fusion  for  1995;  is  that  correct? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  That's  correct. 

Senator  Bumpers.  Madam  Secretary,  first  of  all,  you  have  re- 
quest a  43-percent  increase  for  conservation  programs,  that's  a 
$291  million  increase  according  to  my  calculations,  which  is  a  lot 
of  money,  and  the  chairman  has  probably  already  given  you  a  lec- 
ture about  the  budget  constraints  that  this  subcommittee  is  operat- 
ing under,  and  I  know  that  he  shares  my  concern  for  every  one  of 
these  things  that  you've  discussed  this  morning. 

I  want  to  be  as  helpful  as  I  can  and  will  be  because  I  believe  very 
strongly  in  energy  conservation.  We  certainly  are  not  going  to  be 
able  to  come  up  with  that  amount  of  money,  as  much  as  I  would 
like. 

But,  as  you  know,  OTA  has  performed  a  study  that  says  that 
with  existing  technologies  the  Federal  Government,  which  spends 
$4  billion  a  year  mostly  just  heating  and  cooling  buildings  with  ex- 
isting technologies,  could  cut  that  by  $1  billion.  Now  if  we  had  that 
billion  dollars  in  our  pocket  we  could  give  you  virtually  everything 
you're  asking  for  here,  but  we  don't  have. 

So  the  question  is  what  are  you  doing  or  what  are  you  proposing 
to  do  in  light  of  the  OTA's  assessment  about  what  we  could  be 
doing  in  saving  energy? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  First  of  all,  to  focus  merely  on  the  Federal 
building  and  the  Federal  infrastructure  that  consumes  energy,  part 
of  the  proposal  for  this  increase  in  funding  focuses  on  the  Federal 
Energy  Management  Program.  And  now  you  have  to  hear  a  per- 
sonal story,  not  a  long  one. 

I  left  the  Government  and  was  gone  for  12  years.  I  came  back 
and  I  said  we're  still  doing  this?  I  mean  this  was  the  Federal  En- 
ergy Management  Program  when  I  sailed  out  of  town.  What  had 
happened  over  the  years  is  a  clear  desire  to  fund  the  program,  but 
no  strategy,  and  with  no  strategy  you're  not  a  large  lift  in  support 
of  an  effort  to  get  that  done. 

We've  gone  back  in  our  administration  and  revamped  the  pro- 
gram and,  perhaps  most  importantly,  pulled  together  all  of  the 
Federal  agencies  who  make  decisions  about  how  we  go  about  in- 
vesting to  save  dollars  in  energy  for  the  American  taxpayers. 

We  are  ready  now  to  use  the  Federal  Energy  Management  Pro- 
gram almost  as  the  jumping  off  program  to  deploy  technologies, 
outside  of  the  savings  we'll  recognize  in  the  Federal  Government, 
into  State  buildings  who  also  need  help  with  managing,  first  of  all, 
the  decision  about  what  to  invest  to  save  money,  and  then  to  de- 
ploy those  same  experiences.  I  want  now  to  focus  on  the  unique  op- 
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portunity  not  existing  years  ago,  to  use  contractors,  third-party 
contractors  who  can  come  in  and  invest  their  own  money  and  bet 
on  sharing  the  savings  with  State  and  local  government,  and  the 
Federal  Government  even,  to  get  a  bigger  bang  for  the  buck. 

So  this  program  that  is  proposed  in  this  budget  for  an  increase 
is  an  opportunity  to  start  to  get  at  that  and  deploy  the  savings  op- 
portunities, not  just  using  Federal  dollars,  but  using  these  third- 
party  contractors  who  quite  frankly  are  at  my  door  almost  daily 
saying,  gee,  hope  you  get  an  opportunity  to  do  some  of  this  plan- 
ning because  we  would  like  to  come  in,  make  these  applications 
work  for  you  and  give  you  rebates  which  we'll  share. 

One  other  point.  Just  this  past  fall  the  Department  of  Energy  re- 
ceived a  symbolic  check  for  almost  $1  million  representing  the  ret- 
rofit of  simply  the  lighting  and  some  of  the  ballasts  in  the  Forrestal 
Building  and  the  money  that  we  would  save  over  a  4-year  period. 
Much  of  that  work  was  done  by  a  third-party  contractor  which 
meant  we  didn't  spend  a  Federal  buck  to  get  it  at  all.  But  that's 
what  the  rebate  is  worth  and  that's  value  returned  to  the  taxpayer. 
So  the  thing  works  and  we  just  need  to  have  an  opportunity  to 
spread  it. 

Senator  Bumpers.  I'll  bet  you  90  percent  of  the  Senators  and  the 
House  Members  don't  have  a  policy  on  turning  the  lights  out  when 
they  leave. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Whereas  I  have  a  heat  sensor  so  that  the 
light  goes  off  5  seconds  after  I've  left  the  room,  and  if  everybody 
is  too  still  and  too  cool,  the  lights  go  off.  That  doesn't  often  happen, 
but  it  happened  last  night.  [Laughter.] 

STATE  ENERGY  OFFICES 

Senator  Bumpers.  That  brings  me  to  the  State  Energy  Offices. 
They've  been  operating  mostly  on  oil  overcharge  funds  and  now 
they're  out  of  money  and  you're  asking  for  a  150-percent  increase 
in  that  program.  I  know  some  of  the  people  in  my  State  office  and 
I  have  a  lot  of  respect  for  them,  but  I  don't  think  anybody  in  the 
Senate  could  say  with  very  much  certainty  that  he  or  she  knows 
what  they're  doing.  What  are  they  doing? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Well  they  are  the  machine  and  the  engine 
that's  driving 

Senator  Bumpers.  Let  me  ask  another  question,  and  I'm  sorry  to 
interrupt.  You  talk  about  State  buildings,  why  are  they  not  in- 
volved in  conservation  efforts  at  the  State  level? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Because,  one,  they  have  not  the  staff  and  the 
technical  know-how  to  train  the  people  in  State  office  buildings,  the 
Director  of  the  State  Office  of  Government  Services,  on  what  steps 
to  take,  and  further  it  can't  get  enough  of  the  seed  money  to  get 
going. 

So  what  we're  proposing  to  do  is,  and  often  those  of  us  who  have 
this  ethic  are  called  zealots,  but  that  was  the  old  days  when  it  just 
seemed  to  be  a  good  thing  to  do,  but  people  now  recognize  it  cuts 
costs.  So  we're  going  to  deploy  these  individuals  in  various  States, 
where  we  have  excellent  programs  to  begin  to  first  of  all  tap  into 
existing  capability  on  the  part  of  public  utilities,  who  through  their 
PUC's  are  mandated  to  do  this  work.  Not  only  to  see  that  it's  deliv- 
ered to  the  private  sector,  it's  nice  to  do  it  for  Coke  Refining  in  St. 
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Paul,  MN,  but  even  a  better  thing  to  do  it  for  the  State  House  in 
Minnesota  and,  therefore,  save  the  taxpayer  money. 

This  is  a  very  small  amount  of  money  to  license  50  State  energy 
offices  to  do  the  work  so  that  we  can  deliver  to  them  the  know-how, 
the  technology  base  which  asks  for  simple  things.  One,  how  do  you 
go  into  a  building  and  assess  it  so  that  you  understand  where  the 
applications  are  and,  more  importantly,  if  there  is  someone  already 
existing  in  that  State,  be  it  Pennsylvania  or  Arkansas  or  West  Vir- 
ginia, now  do  you  take  just  the  software  to  develop  the  package 
and  now  to  deploy  that  to  a  small  city  or  town  in  Arkansas  or  West 
Virginia  who  wouldn't  know  how.  You  could  bring  someone  in  with 
a  software  program  or  a  third-party  contractor  who  would  cut  the 
deal  for  the  city  and  make  everybody  a  winner  and  also  create 
some  jobs  while  your  are  doing  it. 

So  this  is  what  these  State  people  can  do  if  they  simply  get  the 
tools  from  us,  and  the  money  we're  asking  for  is  for  us  to  enrich 
their  tools  and  to  provide  them  the  wherewithal  to  deploy  it 
through  State  and  local  government.  Sure  Coke  Refining  will  get 
it  on  its  own,  Weyerhauser  will  get  it  on  its  own  and  Georgia  Pa- 
cific will  get  it  on  its  own,  but  the  small  businesses  who  will  sur- 
vive or  maybe  flourish  will  only  get  it  if  it's  delivered  to  them 
through  State  energy  offices  and  that's  what  we're  after. 

Senator  Bumpers.  Do  you  have  any  report  on  what  the  State  en- 
ergy offices  are  doing? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Senator,  that's  a  question  that  I  cannot  an- 
swer. I  will  go  back  to  do  the  research.  Where  is  Christine? 

Ms.  Ervin.  I'm  not  aware  of  one,  but  I  will  certainly  look  into 
it. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  What  I'm  aware  of  is  some  reports  done  in 
various  States  generally  by  small  businesses  interested  in  energy 
efficiency.  There  is  a  report  existing  in  the  State  of  Massachusetts, 
and  I  believe  that  there  is  a  report  existing  in  the  State  of  New 
York.  What  I'll  do  is  endeavor  to  pull  those  together  and  then  go 
back  and  ask  the  question. 

Senator  Bumpers.  That  will  be  helpful. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  I'm  not  aware  of  the  GAO  having  done  one, 
but  they  could  have. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Reports  on  Operations  of  State  Energy  Offices 

There  has  been  a  fairly  recent  report  by  the  General  Accounting  Office  (GAO)  that 
mentions  the  role  of  State  energy  offices.  It  is  entitled  "DOE's  Efforts  to  Promote 
Energy  Conservation  and  Efficiency,"  April,  1992  (RCED-92-103).  This  report's 
statement  about  the  States'  role  is  set  in  the  broad  context  of  all  DOE's  conserva- 
tion/efficiency programs.  It  says,  "In  conjunction  with  state  energy  offices,  DOE's 
State  Energy  Conservation  Program  grants  are  used  to  support  state  (1)  funding  of 
energy  efficiency  improvement  loans  for  private  and  puolic  low-income  housing, 
schools,  hospitals,  and  other  public  buildings,  (2)  implementation  of  Integrated  Re- 
source Planning  and  other  innovative  regulatory  approaches,  and  (3)  energy  plans 
that  estimate  possible  electricity  and  other  energy  savings  and  establish  policies  to 
accomplish  those  savings." 

Other  reports  have  been  done  that  address  particular  aspects  of  individual  State 
efforts  to  work  with  their  own  businesses  on  promoting  energy  efficiency.  For  exam- 
ple, the  Massachusetts  Energy  Council  published  a  report  in  December,  1992,  enti- 
tled "The  Energy  Efficiency  Industry  and  the  Massachusetts  Economy."  This  report 
details  the  economic  benefits  of  energy  efficiency  throughout  the  State:  "creating 
jobs,  boosting  exports,  increasing  competitiveness,  reducing  utility  costs,  and  putting 
our  energy  dollars  to  work  in  Massachusetts."  Moreover,  it  observes,  "because  Mas- 
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sachusetts  committed  to  energy  efficiency  early,  our  energy  efficiency  firms  got  a 
jump  on  the  competition." 

With  respect  to  the  State  government's  role,  the  report  specifically  recommends 
"Massachusetts  should  develop  and  implement  a  plan  to  create  the  most  energy  effi- 
cient economy  in  the  nation.  By  setting  and  achieving  this  goal,  we  will  create  jobs, 
protect  the  environment,  reduce  the  cost  of  doing  business,  and  make  Massachu- 
setts' businesses  more  competitive.  The  tools  we  will  need  include  utility  Demand 
Side  Management  programs,  an  efficiency-based  Clean  Air  Act  compliance  strategy, 
highly  efficient  State  buildings,  and  low  income  energy  programs." 

Many  State  Energy  Offices  publish  reports  annually  which  describe  their  activi- 
ties. Some  very  specific  examples  of  the  effectiveness  of  one  State's  efforts  to  im- 
prove the  energy  efficiency  of  its  business  and  industry  are  included  in  the  1992  An- 
nual Report  of  the  New  York  State  Energy  Office.  That  Office's  Energy  Investment 
Loan  Program  (EILP),  for  instance,  provided  a  below-market-interest  loan  to  the 
Troy  Mattress  Company  in  Albany,  following  a  free  energy  audit,  which  enabled  the 
company  to  buy  a  new,  faster  stitching  machine  which  saves  an  estimated  $14,000 
in  energy  costs  annually.  In  Manhattan,  the  Spring  Street  Apartment  Corp.  received 
EILP  assistance  to  help  pay  for  installing  109  energy-saving  windows  in  a  20-unit, 
Depression-era  cooperative  apartment  building.  This  project  will  save  enough  in  en- 
ergy costs  to  recover  its  investment  in  less  than  5  years.  As  of  1992,  the  EILP  had 
provided  over  $13  million  in  subsidies  for  over  $53  million  in  energy  efficiency 
projects  throughout  the  State,  with  expected  annual  energy  cost  savings  of  $10  mil- 
lion. 

LOW-INCOME  WEATHERIZATION  FORMULA 

Senator  Bumpers.  Now  Senator  Cochran  asked  you  about  two  or 
three  parochial  things,  and  I  have  a  parochial  interest,  too,  and 
that's  in  the  low-income  weatherization  formula.  I  forget  the  year 
when  we  had  the  terrible  heat  in  the  South,  but  we  lost  82  people 
in  Arkansas  alone,  people  who  had  fans  and  people  who  had  air 
conditioners,  but  wouldn't  turn  them  on  simply  because  they  didn't 
think  they  would  be  able  to  pay  the  bill  at.  the  end  of  the  year,  and 
yet  this  thing  is  skewed  toward  the  Northern  States. 

Now  I'm  going  to  be  very  reluctant  to  keep  championing  this  pro- 
gram, which  I  believe  in  very  strongly  because  it  has  had  a  dyna- 
mite effect  on  energy  conservation.  A  recent  study  performed  by 
Oak  Ridge  National  Laboratory  found  the  program  saves  approxi- 
mately 600,000  barrels  of  oil  a  year  and  over  20  years  it  would  save 
12  million. 

My  point  is  this.  Heat  can  be  just  as  devastating  as  cold  can  be. 
I  know  you're  working  on  some  changes  in  the  formula.  When  can 
we  expect  them,  and  I  hope  before  I  have  to  vote  on  this. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  My  people  keep  telling  me  a  new  formula  will 
come  soon.  Christine,  when  is  soon?  The  ball  is  in  your  court. 

Ms.  Ervin.  Yes;  it  is.  In  the  last  couple  of  weeks  we  have  worked 
very  hard  to  get  a  general  consensus  among  the  States  on  a  for- 
mula change  that  would  not  penalize  the  warm  weather  States. 
The  budget  hitch  is  that  it  would  require  a  $24  million  increase  to 
keep  all  States  at  at  least  the  fiscal  year  1994  level.  In  other 
words,  the  increase  would  then  go  to  the  warmer  weather  States. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Christine,  if  I  can  interject,  is  the  issue  here 
that  we  need  the  $24  million  to  keep  some  States  whole  from  the 
previous  baseline  while  we  bring  others  up  to  the  baseline? 

Ms.  Ervin.  That's  essentially  it.  There  is  a  hold-harmless  provi- 
sion. 

Senator  Bumpers.  Is  this  the  goal  you're  working  on  right  now? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  That's  the  goal  we're  working  on,  sir. 
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Senator  Bumpers.  Why  don't  you  send  that  to  me.  Did  you  testify 
on  that  here  today? 
Secretary  O'Leary.  Not  yet. 

Senator  Bumpers.  Why  don't  you  send  me  something  on  that. 
Secretary  O'Leary.  I  will  indeed. 
[The  information  follows:] 

Status  of  Rulemaking  for  Weatherization  Funding  Formula 

DOE  is  now  reviewing  several  options.  Our  goal  is  to  keep  all  States  at  the  fiscal 
1994  funding  level  while  increasing  resources  available  to  warm  weather  States. 
The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  included  a  $43  million  increase  for  the  Weather- 
ization Assistance  Program  to  enable  the  Department  to  equitably  address  the  for- 
mula issue  as  well  as  increase  the  number  of  low-income  homes  weatherized.  Facing 
the  realities  of  budgetary  pressures,  we  support  the  House  Interior  mark  of  a  $24 
million  increase  as  necessary  to  implement  a  formula  change. 

There  now  exists  a  coalition  of  States  that  have  agreed  in  principle  to  a  hold- 
harmless  approach  to  implementation  of  a  revised  funding  formula.  With  Congres- 
sional support,  an  adequate  degree  of  consensus  can  be  reached  among  the  affected 
parties,  enabling  us  to  proceed  with  an  expedited  rulemaking  to  change  the  formula 
in  time  for  the  1995  program  year,  which  begins  next  April. 

PROPOSED  CHANGES 

Senator  Bumpers.  Incidentally,  do  you  have  a  target  date  to  pub- 
lish these  proposed  changes  in  the  formula? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  When  you  and  I  had  visited,  about  4  or  5 
weeks  ago,  and  it  seems  like  years  ago,  I  thought  this  revised  for- 
mula was  going  to  be  published  before  I  came  back  into  govern- 
ment. My  sense  is  this.  If  we  can  achieve  the  equity  through  the 
budget,  we  ought  to  be  able  to  develop  this  draft  regulation  very 
shortly.  There  is  no  reason  why  it  can't  be  done. 

Senator  BUMPERS.  Incidentally,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  may  just 
make  a  point  for  the  record  here,  and  that  is  DOE  is  asking  for 
$961  million  for  its  conservation  programs.  That  sounds  like  an 
awful  lot  of  money,  but  in  1979  we  spent  $950  million  on  these  pro- 
grams. That  was  back  when  this  was  really  a  sexy  subject,  con- 
servation and  research  and  development  and  so  on. 

ELECTRIC  VEHICLES 

Incidentally,  we're  getting  all  kinds  of  information  now  about 
battery  operated  automobiles,  and  I  think  it  was  General  Motors 
the  other  day  that  said  now  they're  going  to  have  to  back  away 
from  what  they  announced.  Is  that  correct,  on  battery  automobiles? 

Secretary  O'LEARY.  I  need  the  afternoon  to  discuss  the  bat- 
tery  

Senator  Bumpers.  Give  it  to  me  in  60  seconds. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Well  what  I  would  like  to  say  in  60  seconds 
is  that  the  industry  feels  the  pressure  from  the  California  zero 
emissions  car  and  they're  trying  to  step  away  from  the  1998  re- 
quirement that  they  sell  2  percent  zero  emission  automobiles  in 
California.  The  only  thing  available  of  course  is  battery  driven  ve- 
hicles. 

My  sense  is  that  we  should  not  permit  this  backing  away,  but  I 
own  some  of  it  because  part  of  the  issue  is  how  do  you  bring  the 
costs  down  enough  to  have  an  attractive  vehicle  for  the  market- 
place. We're  making  extraordinary  strides  in  that  area,  and  I  am 
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working  with  the  major  automobile  industry  in  ways  that  I  think 
are  appropriate  to  try  to  encourage  that  desire  to  go  forward. 

At  the  same  time  entrepreneurs  who  see  the  marketplace  are 
going  to  beat  the  Big  Three  to  the  marketplace  with  these  vehicles 
if  they're  not  careful,  and  I  think  that  will  push  them  more  than 
what  I  say  or  what  the  various  commissions  and  air  quality  boards 
will  say. 

I  want  to  end  this  area  of  discussion  by  indicating  that  13  East 
Coast  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia  are  now  looking  at 
whether  or  not  they  should  go  forward  with  a  California-like  initia- 
tive, and  this  will  really  drive  what  clearly  has  to  happen. 

Senator  Bumpers.  Madam  Secretary,  these  class  one  cities  under 
the  Clean  Air  Act,  they're  going  to  have  to  come  into  compliance 
with  all  of  this.  Battery  operated  automobiles,  that's  a  highly  laud- 
able goal  and  we  ought  not  to  back  away  from  our  own  commit- 
ment to  research  and  technology  in  that  area. 

CORPORATE  AVERAGE  FUEL  ECONOMY  [CAFE] 

But  I  can  tell  you  having  just  spent  a  week  in  Italy  and  France 
that  we  haven't  gone  nearly  far  enough  with  our  CAFE  standards. 
You  know,  that  just  drives  the  automobile  industry  in  this  country 
up  a  wall,  but  you  just  don't  see  the  same  type  of  cars  on  the  high- 
ways of  Italy  and  France.  They  drive  as  fast  as  we  do.  Incidentally, 
they  don't  spend  nearly  as  much. 

All  I'm  saying  is  it's  really  interesting  to  see  those  countries 
where  they  charge  $1.50  a  liter  for  gasoline,  and  I  don't  know 
whether  they  have  CAFE  standards  or  not.  I  think  they  just  prob- 
ably let  price  determine  it.  In  this  country  I  don't  think  we  would 
ever  have  the  courage  to  do  that.  So  the  next  best  thing  of  course 
is  CAFE  standards.  Now  we're  going  to  have  to  come  to  grips  with 
that  either  by  getting  gasoline  up  to  $3  or  $4  a  gallon,  or  we're 
going  to  have  to  come  up  with  some  higher  CAFE  standards.  You 
give  the  American  public  a  choice,  and  I  think  I  know  which  one 
they  would  take.  But  if  you're  going  to  meet  the  Clean  Air  Act 
goals,  one  or  both  of  those  things  are  going  to  have  to  happen,  and 
the  CAFE  standards  have  remained  static  since  1985. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Now  let's  see  if  I  can  still  get  an  award  from 
the  White  House.  Let  me  try  this.  We  grappled  with  these  issues 
as  we  deliberated  on  the  President's  global  climate  change  initia- 
tives, and  everyone  knows  that  we're  not  quite  ready  nor  did  we 
clearly  understand  at  the  time  we  were  negotiating  the  clean  car 
initiative,  and  there  is  a  fancier  name  for  it.  What  is  it  called  in 
the  real  world? 

Mr.  Gross.  Partnership  for  the  new  generation  of  vehicles. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Partnership  for  the  new  generation  of  vehi- 
cles. So  at  the  time  we  were  doing  global  climate  change  and  we 
were  negotiating  that  piece,  we  were  looking  back  in  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy  to  identify  what  we  were  already  expending  on  the 
automobile  of  the  21st  century. 

What  we  realized  when  we  issued  that  global  climate  challenge, 
which  quite  frankly  did  not  step  up  to  that  issue  for  reasons  that 
I  believe  were  correct  were:  (1)  the  automobile  industry  and  its  al- 
lied services  were  just  recovering  from  a  terrible  downward  slope 
and  coming  back  and,  (2)  we  had  these  other  initiatives  ongoing. 
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You  will  also  recall  we  had  just  come  through  the  debacle  of  the 
energy  tax,  and  you  remember  me,  I  was  the  kid  who  supported 
the  BTU  tax  and  then  the  gasoline  tax  which  went  to  4.3  cents. 

What  we  committed  to  was  that  by  the  end  of  this  year  we  would 
review  this  area,  which  is  very  important  to  all  of  us,  and  come 
back  with  some  recommendations  as  an  administration.  Part  of  my 
job  today  is  to  commit  that  we  will  do  that  and  we  will  live  up  to 
the  timetable  and,  most  importantly,  that  we  will  engage  you  and 
other  Members  of  the  Congress  and  the  broad  constituency  as  we're 
developing  our  assessment  and  our  recommendations.  So  more  is 
owed  is  what  I  would  say. 

Senator  Bumpers.  Madam  Secretary,  just  let  me  make  this  clos- 
ing statement  for  the  record  so  I  can  absolve  myself  in  the  knowl- 
edge that  I  said  it.  Is  there  any  place  in  your  Department  where 
you  can  generate  as  much  benefit  to  this  society  as  you  can  in  im- 
proving automobile  fuel  economy  standards? 

As  you  know,  the  President  is  committed  to  reduce  greenhouse 
emissions  in  the  year  2000  to  the  level  of  1990.  We're  not  going  to 
reach  that  by  saying  something  rhetorically.  You're  going  to  do  it 
by  taking  action.  Second,  you  reduce  our  trade  deficit  very  dramati- 
cally by  reducing  our  dependence  on  foreign  oil,  which  has  all  kinds 
of  other  social  and  well  as  economic  implications.  And,  finally,  just 
the  pure  clean  air  benefits  that  we  get  as  a  result  of  driving  auto- 
mobiles that  use  less  energy. 

I  just  think  that  we  ought  to  step  up  to  the  plate.  It's  the  old 
story.  As  long  as  you  can  walk  up  there  and  you've  got  $1.10  in 
your  pocket  to  buy  gasoline  with  you're  going  to  do  it.  We  have  just 
simply  backed  away  from  the  commitments  we  were  making  back 
when  we  had  to  make  them.  We  still  have  to  make  them,  but  we 
just  haven't  recognized  it. 

You  say  you  just  want  to  stay  4  years,  it's  history  writing  time 
for  you  already.  [Laughter.] 

So  you  probably  would  find  more  support  and  more  S3rmpathy 
over  here  for  a  fairly  dramatic  course  on  that  than  you  might 
think. 

Those  are  my  sentiments,  Mr.  Chairman.  If  you  don't  like  them, 
I'll  change  them.  [Laughter.] 

Chairman  Byrd.  Thank  you.  Senator  Bumpers. 

COAL  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

Madam  Secretary,  the  Energy  Information  Administration  in  its 
annual  energy  outlook  1994  estimates  that  greater  coal-fired  elec- 
tric power  generation  will  engender  an  increase  in  coal  production 
and  use  from  the  current  annual  level  of  $1  billion  short  tons  to 
more  than  1.2  billion  short  tons  by  the  year  2010,  an  increase  of 
more  than  20  percent.  The  EIA  also  projects  that  coal  will  continue 
to  be  the  fuel  source  for  over  one-half  of  the  electric  power  gen- 
erated in  the  United  States  in  2010. 

I  would  add  that  if  utilities  elect  to  retire  and  not  life  extend  a 
significant  number  of  the  110  nuclear  powerplants  now  operating, 
the  EIA  projections  for  increased  coal  use  may  be  understated. 

Given  this  nation's  continuing  reliance  on  coal  as  a  fuel  source, 
what  is  the  energy  policy  rationale  for  the  Department's  proposed 
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23-percent  reduction  in  funding  for  coal  R&D  programs  in  fiscal 
year  1995? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Simply  this.  One,  I've  read  and  reviewed 
those  figures  and  I  don't  quarrel  with  them.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
they  provide  the  foundation  for  much  of  the  planning  and  the  strat- 
egy that  reflects  itself  in  this  budget. 

I  would  begin  by  simply  saying  that  our  past  activities,  those 
dealing  with  acid  rain  control,  magnetohydrodynamics  [MHD]  and 
industrial  and  commercial  combustion  is  completed.  Those  are  now 
the  technologies  that  are  moving  into  the  marketplace,  and  the  re- 
port that  you  have  cited,  Mr.  Chairman,  you  have  seen  that  oppor- 
tunity for  us  actually  to  move  the  technology  into  the  marketplace. 

The  highest  priority  R&D  tends  to  be  and  should  be  I  believe 
those  superclean  and  superefficient  combustors  that  I  have  dis- 
cussed earlier,  and  what  I  also  earlier  discussed  is  the  opportunity 
to  platform  this  work  logically  planning  for  the  assessment,  the 
siting  work  and  then  to  build  into  as  we  expand  the  budget  in  the 
out-years  the  expenditures  that  must  be  made  on  these  more  effi- 
cient and,  if  you  will,  these  late  20th  century  and  early  21st  cen- 
tury generators. 

I  think  we  have  it  just  about  right,  and  I'm  clear  that  you  don't 
entirely  agree,  but  it  is  there  where  no  doubt  we  will  feel  your 
shifting  of  our  priorities.  My  job  here  is  to  eloquently  defend  what 
has  been  a  very  thoughtful  process  in  which  I  have  engaged  myself 
personally. 

FOSSIL  ENERGY 

Chairman  Byrd.  The  Department's  fiscal  year  1995  budget  re- 
quest for  fossil  energy  R&D  includes  a  proposal  to  use  $16.3  million 
of  unspecified  prior  year  balances  that  remain  within  fossil  energy 
R&D  programs. 

From  where  are  these  prior  year  balances  coming? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Well  my  colleagues  tell  me  we  will  prepare 
and  send  that  for  the  record.  They  smile  and  I  cringe  because  I  sus- 
pect that  I  well  understand  where  the  bulk  of  them  will  come  from, 
but  I'm  also  clear  that  they  want  me  to  give  them  the  opportunity 
to  do  a  good  scrub  on  the  work  that  we  will  forward  to  you. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Perhaps  we  could  come  back  this  afternoon 
then.  Would  they  have  it  by  then? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  We  will,  Mr.  Chairman,  get  it  up  by  end  of 
day. 

Chairman  Byrd.  How  much  will  come  from  coal  R&D? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  They're  not  clear.  They  would  have  told  me 
if  they  knew.  They  would  certainly  want  to  tell  you,  sir,  even  if 
they  didn't  want  to  tell  me. 

Chairman  Byrd.  And  they  naturally  wouldn't  have  anticipated 
questions  like  these  from  me. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  I  think  that  we  all  should  have,  sir. 

Chairman  Byrd.  To  what  extent  is  this  offset  masking  deeper 
cuts  in  coal  R&D  programs? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  I  think  that  the  figures  we're  going  to  defi- 
nitely get  you  by  this  afternoon  will  reveal  that. 

Chairman  Byrd.  I  think  we  had  better  come  back  tomorrow.  I 
should  think  they  would  anticipate  questions  like  these. 
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Secretary  O'Leary.  I  think  I  know  the  answer.  Don't  you  know 
the  answer?  Spit  it  out.  Either  that  or  you're  going  to  come  up  here 
tomorrow  with  it. 

Mr.  SlEGEL.  That  answer  is  that  you're  correct,  that  the  $16  mil- 
lion does  mask  not  only  coal,  but  the  oil  and  gas  budgets  as  well. 
The  money  has  to  come  out  of  somewhere  in  the  1995  budget  and 
we're  searching  for  places  right  now.  We  don't  have  the  exact  an- 
swer for  you,  but  clearly  some  will  come  out  of  the  coal  budget  we 
requested  and  some  will  come  out  of  the  natural  gas  and  oil. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  be  blunt.  Here  is 
where  we  are.  As  we  began  to  try  and  reflect  the  stringencies  both 
on  the  budget  and  on  the  outlay  side  we  have  gone  back  through 
now  three  iterations  and  tried  to  do  justice  to  everyone  clear  on  the 
fact  that  we  would  be  here  and  see  you  today.  We're  not  finished 
with  that  job.  It's  not  because  we  haven't  known  we  had  to  do  it, 
but  it  has  been  a  very  tough  set  of  priorities  to  try  and  address. 

I  will  personally  phone  you  this  afternoon  and  endeavor  to  have 
that  work  completed.  If  we  do  not,  I  think  it's  fair  for  you  to  call 
me  up  here  again,  and  I'm  willing  to  come.  We've  not  been  lazy. 
We  just  haven't  been  smart  enough. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Fossil  Energy  Prior  Year  Balances 

A  summary  of  the  $16  million  reduction  in  the  Fossil  Energy  Research  and  Devel- 
opment Program  is  shown  in  the  following  table.  The  source  of  funding,  however, 
may  change  due  to  program  requirements  throughout  the  year. 

LOCATION  OF  THE  FOSSIL  ENERGY  OFFSET 

[In  millions  of  dollars] 


Location 

Amount 

B&R 

Program 

PETC  . 

Subtotal  

Subtotal  

;ville  

Subtotal  

$3,192,000 
210,000 
600,000 
300,000 
200,000 
200.000 

4,702,000 

AA0505 
AA0520 
AA0535 
AA151010 
AA2515150 
AA2520 

AB0540 
AB0555 
AB4510 

AC1510 

Coal  flue  gas  cleanup. 

Coal  advanced  research. 

Coal  preparation. 

Materials. 

Process  research/technology  development. 

Indirect  liquefaction. 

METC 

1,365,000 

494,000 

3,262,000 

5,121,000 

Natural  gas  research/resource  and  extraction. 
Gas  env.  research  regulatory  impact. 
Fuel  cells  advanced  concepts. 

Bartles 

3,500,000 

Enhanced  oil  recovery— light  oil. 

3,500,000 
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LOCATION  OF  THE  FOSSIL  ENERGY  OFFSET- 

[In  millions  of  dollars] 


-Continued 


Location 


Amount 


B&R 


Program 


Contract  closeouts  from  prior  years 


Subtotal  

Grand  total 


219,899 

AA0505 

108,659 

AA0510 

36,976 

AA0515 

47,852 

AA0520 

106,853 

AA15 

2,580 

AA2510 

78,332 

AA2515 

112,620 

AA2520 

39,361 

AA2530 

3,581 

AA2560 

4,056 

M3510 

43,347 

AA3515 

33,418 

AA3520 

94,990 

AA55 

7,000 

AA65 

103,388 

AA70 

620,466 

AA8530 

81,213 

AA8580 

30,009 

M8585 

13,773 

AA8590 

34,144 

AA8595 

1,138 

AB0550 

6,082 

AB0510 

25,580 

AB0520 

25,123 

AB4510 

39,013 

AB4515 

216,050 

AB4520 

112,825 

AC05 

2,439 

AC1505 

39,478 

AC1510 

449,676 

AC1520 

59,507 

AC20 

130,669 

AW 

27,656 

AVOl 

32,484 

39AA88F101 

8,351 

39AA89F101 

2,667 

39AA89F103 

54,260 

35AA 

19,485 

39AA/GPP 

3,075,000 


16,398,000 


Coal  flue  gas  cleanup. 

Coal  gas  stream  cleanup. 

Coal  waste  management. 

Coal  preparation. 

Advanced  research  and  tech.  development. 

Solvent  extraction. 

Coal  Liquefaction  demonstrations. 

Indirect  liquefaction. 

Coal  support  studies. 

Advanced  research. 

Pressurized  fluidized  bed  combustion. 

Alternative  fuels  utilization. 

Advanced  combustion  technology. 

Heat  engines. 

Underground  coal  gasification. 

Magnetohydrodynamics. 

Coal  gas  demonstration  plants. 

Systems  for  power  production. 

Systems  for  industrial  fuel  gas  production. 

Fuel  cells  molten  carbonate. 

Systems  for  coproducts. 

Natural  gas  research/utilization. 

Western  tight  gas  sands. 

Environmental  and  advanced  research. 

Fuel  cells  advanced  concepts. 

Fuel  cells  molten  carbonate. 

Fuel  cells  phosphoric  acid. 

Advanced  extraction  and  process  technology. 

Heavy  oil. 

Light  oil. 

Enhanced  oil  recovery  pilot  ventures. 

Oil  shale. 

Environmental  restoration. 

Cooperative  research  and  development. 

Construction  METC  administrative  wing. 

PETC  chemical  engineering  laboratory. 

PETC  building  922. 

Capital  equipment. 

General  plant  projects. 


PETROLEUM  PROGRAMS 

Chairman  Byrd.  The  EIA  estimates  that  American  dependency 
on  foreign  oil  is  expected  to  rise  rapidly  from  the  1992  net  oil  im- 
port level  of  38  percent  of  U.S.  daily  requirements  to  60  percent  of 
daily  requirements  by  the  year  2010.  According  to  the  EIA,  U.S. 
net  imports  as  a  percent  daily  consumption  averaged  44  percent  in 
1993. 

Does  the  42-percent  funding  increase  proposed  by  the  Depart- 
ment in  fiscal  year  1995  for  petroleum  programs  suggest  that  we 
as  a  nation  can  produce  our  way  out  of  our  foreign  oil  dependency 
simply  by  reducing  the  marginal  costs  of  domestic  oil  production 
through  reservoir  classification,  enhanced  oil  recovery  and  tech- 
nology transfer  efforts? 
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Secretary  O'Leary.  No;  it  does  not,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  this 
budget  contemplates  doing  any  number  of  other  things,  and  clearly 
on  the  energy  efficiency  side  the  deployment  of  renewables.  But 
quite  frankly  with  respect  to  the  industry  itself  at  home,  the  dis- 
cussion and  the  dialog  that  I  had  with  Senator  Stevens  regarding 
the  release  of  the  ban  on  the  export  of  Alaskan  oil  is  a  piece  of  that 
package.  Our  administration's  support  of  the  legislation  now  pro- 
posed, the  bill  proposed  by  Senator  Bennett  Johnston  to  offer  the 
royalty  holiday  is  another  mechanism,  as  well  as  those  tax  incen- 
tives that  we  have  addressed  in  the  domestic  natural  gas  and  oil 
initiative,  which  is  now  being  reviewed  by  our  administration  in 
the  National  Economic  Council. 

Those  are  some  of  the  initiatives  that  have  to  be  used  to  address 
this  problem,  but  it  is  the  full  mix  of  incentives  for  the  industry 
directly  as  well  as  these  initiatives  to  reduce  the  production  and 
the  finding  costs. 

DIRECT  AND  INDIRECT  LIQUEFACTION 

Chairman  Byrd.  Given  the  fact  that  almost  two-thirds  of  our 
daily  consumption  of  oil  is  in  the  transportation  sector,  doesn't  it 
make  sense  to  continue  our  efforts  to  develop  the  technologies 
needed  to  produce  alternative  sources  for  these  fuels  as  in  the  di- 
rect and  indirect  conversion  of  coal  to  liquid  fuels? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  I  knew  that  that  question  would  be  asked 
and  I'm  well  prepared  to  answer  it.  Yes,  it  does,  sir,  and  I  know 
that  you  have  been  long  an  advocate  of  our  aggressive  science  and 
technology  in  this  area,  and  it  was  a  great  program  when  the  price 
was  right. 

Our  issue  at  the  moment  is  that  the  price  is  flat  and  is  flatter 
today  than  it  was  yesterday  and  the  day  before.  We  continue  this 
program,  but  very  modestly  because  we're  also  looking  at  what  the 
market  signal  is  and  what  the  projections  are  for  an  increase  in 
cost  of  crude  oil  which  make  the  technology  now  ready  to  deploy 
to  the  marketplace. 

So  you're  right  to  point  out  that  we  have  pulled  back  the  pro- 
gram, but  we  think  we  have  done  it  very  rationally  recognizing 
that  the  right  price  signal  is  not  there.  We  have  not  abandoned  this 
program,  and  I  will  not  abandon  this  program.  We  have  simply 
ratcheted  it  back  in  recognition  of  what  the  price  signals  are. 

LIQUID  FUELS 

Chairman  Byrd.  There  seems  to  be  growing  evidence  that  our 
domestic  oil  refining  capacity  is  continuing  to  decline.  This  decline 
in  refining  capacity  is  due  in  part  to  the  requirements  of  the  Clean 
Air  Act  Amendments  of  1990  and  the  increasing  reliance  on  heav- 
ier grade  crude  oil  as  a  feedstock. 

Would  not  the  availability  of  liquid  fuels  for  upgrading  and 
oxygenated  hydrocarbons  as  clean-burning  octane  enhancers,  both 
of  which  can  be  produced  from  coal,  help  alleviate  many  of  the 
problems  that  currently  confront  the  refining  industry? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Yes,  it  would,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  price 
were  right,  and  the  price  has  got  to  be  the  economic  cost  as  well 
as  the  inherent  environmental  cost,  and  quite  frankly  we  haven't 
reached  that  place  yet. 
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coal/waste  coprocessing  technologies 

Chairman  Byrd.  Data  developed  by  the  Pittsburgh  Energy  Tech- 
nology Center  and  the  Consortium  for  Fossil  Fuel  Liquefaction 
seem  to  demonstrate  significant  potential  for  the  processing  of  hy- 
drocarbon wastes,  in  other  words,  plastics  and  rubber  tires,  with 
coal.  Their  analysis  indicates  that  coal/waste  coprocessing  could  re- 
duce the  cost  of  coal  liquefaction  by  25  percent  or  more  while  at 
the  same  time  providing  a  mechanism  for  the  effective  reuse  of  re- 
sources and  a  reduction  in  required  landfills. 

What  level  of  funding  has  the  Department  requested  in  fiscal 
year  1995  to  develop  coal/waste  coprocessing  technologies? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  This  year's  budget  does  not  reflect  any  ex- 
penditure in  support  of  this  very  interesting  technology,  and  what 
I'm  told  by  my  colleagues  is  that  we  are  just  now  understanding 
the  concept.  We,  too,  agree  with  you  that  it's  promising  and  we  will 
have  more  to  say  I'm  sure  next  year. 

coal's  role  in  the  department's  energy  policy 

Chairman  Byrd.  For  electric  power  generation,  the  administra- 
tion's policy  regarding  the  short-,  mid-,  and  long-term  role  for  coal 
seems  unclear.  In  the  short  term  the  administration's  policy  seems 
to  be  premised  on  the  notion  that  there  will  be  little  or  no  need  for 
baseload  capacity  additions. 

In  the  midterm  the  administration  appears  to  be  focusing  on  nat- 
ural gas,  conservation,  and  the  development  of  renewables,  as  evi- 
denced by  the  significant  increase  proposed  in  your  fiscal  year  1995 
budget  request  for  natural  gas,  conservation,  and  renewables  and 
the  decrease  for  coal  R&D  activities. 

The  administration's  long-term  view  appears  to  be  based  on  a  fu- 
ture where  we  will  rely  almost  exclusively  on  energy  conservation 
and  renewable  resources  thus  enabling  the  United  States  to  sub- 
stantially reduce  its  emissions  of  carbon  dioxide  and  other  green- 
house gases. 

Now  how  does  coal  fit  into  this  dynamic  and  is  this  a  fair  sum- 
mary and  characterization  of  the  administration's  energy  policy  ob- 
jective? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Mr.  Chairraan,  it  may  be  a  fair  summary  re- 
viewing some  of  the  documents  that  have  been  published  by  our 
administration.  I  would  tell  you  that  I  join  you  in  attending  the 
cold  facts,  that's  c-o-l-d,  of  the  need  in  the  requirement  for  the  use 
of  coal  over  the  short  term,  the  midterm,  and  the  long  term,  and 
I  do  honestly  and  sincerely  believe  that  the  work  we've  done,  espe- 
cially in  the  Clean  Coal  Technology  Program  that  addresses  all  of 
those  issues  that  flow  out  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  were  and  are  appro- 
priate, and  that  provides  us  the  platform  to  continue  the  use  of 
coal.  I  have  already  discussed  this  next  generation  of  work  that  fo- 
cuses on  the  more  efficient  generator,  and  I  believe  that  that  is  the 
appropriate  thing. 

I'm  reminded  of  and  can't  remember  who  I  had  the  discussion 
with,  but  I  think  it  was  Senator  Burns  on  the  question  of  what  my 
job  is  in  terms  of  quite  frankly  the  public  education,  and  I  think 
it  might  be  fair  to  say  that  maybe  I  need  to  do  a  better  job  of  talk- 
ing about  the  use  of  clean  coal  publicly,  and  I  will  do  that. 
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But  I'm  clear  on  the  statistics  that  we'll  be  in  the  coal  business 
for  a  long  time  to  come,  and  I  believe  that  the  program  we've  out- 
lined in  the  Clean  Coal  Technology  Program  and  what  we  deploy 
in  the  way  we  work  with  industry,  especially  with  the  utility  indus- 
try and  large  industrial  users,  reflects  the  clear  certainty  of  this 
member  of  our  administration  that  coal  is  here  to  stay  and  that  we 
have  an  obligation  not  only  to  clean  it,  as  I  believe  we  have  done 
and  will  continue  to  do,  but  to  educate  people  to  that  fact. 

NATURAL  GAS  RESOURCES 

Chairman  Byrd.  The  fiscal  year  1995  request  for  research  and 
development  to  enhance  the  use  of  natural  gas  across  all  DOE  pro- 
grams totals  $289  million,  an  increase  of  almost  50  percent  over 
the  1994  enacted  level  and  167  percent  over  the  fiscal  year  1993 
enacted  level. 

The  Minerals  Management  Service  estimates  that  current  proven 
resources  of  natural  gas,  without  any  new  discoveries,  would  be  de- 
pleted in  about  8  years  at  the  current  rate  of  consumption.  The 
Outer  Continental  Shelf  currently  supplies  approximately  24  per- 
cent of  natural  gas  produced  domestically.  Some  industry  analyses 
indicate  that  without  access  to  natural  gas  from  Outer  Continental 
Shelf  areas  currently  under  moratoria,  other  domestic  supplies  will 
be  insufficient  to  meet  the  demands  created  by  the  technologies 
currently  being  developed. 

Now  do  you  see  a  conflict  in  increasing  the  demand  for  natural 
gas  while  continuing  to  keep  a  proven  resource  unavailable  for  use, 
and  what  is  your  strategy  if  you  do  see  such  conflict?  What  is  your 
strategy  for  resolving  the  conflict? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Mr.  Chairman,  I'm  at  a  disadvantage  because 
I  have  not  read  or  even  had  summarized  to  me  the  facts  that  you 
outline  coming  from  one  of  our  sister  agencies.  I  have  to  rely  on 
my  own  memory  with  respect  to  the  projected  life  of  current  find 
and  consumption  level  for  natural  gas,  but  I  will  tell  you  it  doesn't 
match  entirely  my  recollection,  what  I've  just  heard,  but  I'll  go  back 
and  review  those  facts. 

I'm  clear  that  the  issue  here  is  the  Outer  Continental  Shelf,  and 
so  I'll  get  right  to  it.  I  do  not  see  yet  that  conflict  that  clearly  you 
do  perceive  with  respect  to  the  way  we  are  stimulating  the  natural 
gas  market.  I've  said  often  and  will  say  again  I'm  aware  of  the  fact 
that  every  time  the  Government  starts  to  stimulate  a  market  we 
bear  an  obligation  to  watch  it  carefully  to  see  that  it's  not 
overstimulated. 

I'm  not  here  today  nor  am  I  authorized  to  step  into  the  Outer 
Continental  Shelf.  I  understand  your  concern,  and  what  I  can  tell 
you  is  that  I  will  now  go  back  and  make  certain  that  I  am  clear 
on  all  of  the  projections  with  respect  to  consumption  against  re- 
serves and  be  better  prepared  to  discuss  that  area.  I  am  not  un- 
comfortable yet  with  our  policy,  but  what  you've  made  me  suspect 
is  that  I  had  better  take  a  harder  look.  I'm  not  aware  of  that  study 
you've  just  quoted  from,  but  I  will  be  by  certainly  Monday  because 
I'm  taking  a  plane  ride. 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  would  be  your  response.  Madam  Sec- 
retary, if  the  committee  were  to  defer  significant  funding  for  natu- 
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ral  gas  initiatives  until  there  are  proven  reserves  to  support  the  in- 
creased utilization  which  would  result  from  such  initiatives? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Well  it's  difficult  for  me  to  answer  the  follow- 
on  question,  except  to  tell  you  that  there  is  nothing  that  I  know 
beyond  these  facts  that  you've  just  shared  with  me  to  make  me  be- 
lieve that  any  policy  we  now  encourage  and  ask  the  budget  to  sup- 
port puts  us  at  risk.  So  on  the  facts  that  I  know  and  clearly  under- 
stand my  position  would  be,  I  can't  say  unfriendly  because  I  always 
want  to  be  friendly,  but  I  would  certainly  not  agree  and  I  would 
strongly  advocate  that  this  budget  be  supported.  I  think  we  would 
rush  to  judgment  to  change  so  quickly  a  new  policy  that  relaxes 
and  relieves  our  opportunity  to  provide  platform  for  other  energy 
sources  which  are  important  to  the  Nation.  I  just  think  it  would  be 
shortsighted  at  this  time. 

NATURAL  GAS  DEVELOPMENT  TECHNOLOGIES 

Chairman  Byrd.  Why  should  the  committee  fund  the  significant 
increase  requested  for  technology  development  to  enhance  the  utili- 
zation of  natural  gas  which  would  lead  to  significantly  higher  con- 
sumption rates  for  natural  gas? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  For  the  reasons  earlier  indicated.  I  believe 
for  the  near  term  into  the  next  10  to  15  years  this  is  the  right  di- 
rection in  which  to  be  headed. 

Chairman  Byrd.  The  President's  climate  change  action  plan 
projects  a  reduction  of  100  million  tons  of  coal  production  or  10-per- 
cent below  the  EIA  estimates  for  coal  production  by  the  year  2000. 

Is  this  projected  reduction  based  on  assumptions  regarding  the 
more  efficient  use  of  coal  through  new  combustion  technologies  or 
is  this  projected  reduction  based  on  the  anticipated  switching  from 
coal  to  renewables  and  natural  gas? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Mr.  Chairman,  my  recollection  is  that  the  as- 
sumptions that  went  into  that  number  were  a  mix  of  the  two 
causes  that  you  have  cited. 

Chairman  Byrd.  So  you're  assuming  then  that  both  fuel  switch- 
ing and  more  efficient  use  of  coal  would  affect  the  reduced  coal  pro- 
duction? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Exactly,  Mr.  Chairman. 

CLIMATE  CHANGE  ACTION  PLAN  INTERNATIONAL  COMMITMENTS 

Chairman  Byrd.  As  a  followup  to  the  Rio  Environmental  Con- 
ference, the  Intergovernmental  Negotiating  Committee  met  in  Ge- 
neva in  early  February.  At  that  time  the  United  States  offered 
interventions  which  expressed  the  view  that  existing  United  States 
and  international  commitments  with  respect  to  climate  change  are 
inadequate. 

Was  the  Department  of  Energy  consulted  during  the  develop- 
ment of  these  interventions,  and  what  was  its  position  regarding 
the  issue  of  adequacy  of  commitments? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Department  of  Energy 
through  some  of  my  colleagues  who  are  sitting  behind  me,  was  very 
actively  engaged  in  the  planning  for  and  the  interventions  that  oc- 
curred at  that  conference  in  Geneva.  Many  of  us  are  left  now  to  in- 
terpret what  was  said  and  done  at  that  conference,  and  many  of 
us  have  risen  to  the  challenge. 
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Let  me  tell  you  what  I  think  happened  there  and  what  the  inter- 
vention amounted  to.  The  intervention  amounted  to  in  my  mind  a 
clear  recognition  that  beyond  the  year  2000  we  needed  a  much 
more  vigorous  program.  Those  were  facts  that  I  was  testifying  to 
even  last  year. 

The  clear  articulation  of  the  desire  to  go  back  and  review  the  op- 
portunities to  achieve  the  goals  for  the  next  6  years  were  articu- 
lated in  that  intervention,  but  there  is  nothing  that  I  read  nor  in- 
terpretation that  any  of  my  colleagues  have  put  on  what  occurred 
at  Geneva  that  would  lead  me  to  be  able  to  conclude  either  offi- 
cially or  personally  that  we  simply  said  that  we  had  a  program 
that  was  unworkable. 

I  think  we  asked  ourselves  tough  questions  and  said  let's  go  back 
and  take  another  hard  look,  and  if  another  interpretation  comes 
out  of  some  other  agency,  I'm  not  clearly  aware  of  it,  and  I've  spent 
some  time  trying  to  understand  what  we  meant  when  we  articu- 
lated the  words  we  often  articulate  in  these  types  of  forums. 

I  think  I'm  clear  on  what  we  said.  We  said,  yes,  you're  right,  be- 
yond 2000  it's  going  to  be  tough,  and  it's  fair  to  ask  the  question 
what's  in  the  program  leading  up  to  2000,  and  we  offered  ourselves 
an  opportunity  to  reexamine  the  whole  piece,  but  we  didn't  intend 
to  throw  out  the  initiative  between  now  and  the  year  2000. 

Chairman  Byrd.  How  many  countries  were  able  to  produce  writ- 
ten detailed  climate  change  action  plans  in  time  for  the  February 
meeting,  and  how  many  nations  have  developed  these  plans  as  of 
today? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  I  am  going  to  have  to  recollect.  There  were 
only  two  that  had  fully  developed  plans.  My  recollection  is  there 
were  about  six  or  seven  who  had  plans  in  progress  and  many  oth- 
ers who  have  developed  more  carefully  since  Geneva.  As  an  exam- 
ple, I  just  met  with  the  Minister  for  Energy  Resources  of  Canada 
this  week  on  just  this  issue.  But  clearly  the  United  States  was 
ahead  of  many  of  our  colleagues  in  having  a  completed  implemen- 
tation plan,  one  other  nation  with  six  or  seven  nation's  to  follow 
very  shortly  with  completed  implementation  plans. 

Chairman  Byrd.  On  what  basis  did  the  administration  determine 
that  existing  commitments  were  inadequate  when  most  countries, 
as  you've  indicated,  have  not  even  developed  a  plan? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Well  I'm  going  to  not  practice  law,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, but  I'm  not  comfortable  with  the  word  "inadequate"  without 
the  bounds  for  certainty  into  the  21st  century.  As  we  all  know  in 
this  room,  we  can  deal  with  facts  for  today  and  projections  for  to- 
morrow and  then  try  to  make  sophisticated  determinations  through 
modeling  about  habits  and  price  signals  and  supply  and  govern- 
ment policy  over  time.  It  is  that  very  exotic  mix  of  predictive  tools 
that  help  us  come  to  the  conclusions  that  we  all  come  to  when  we 
have  to  project  what  government  action  and  private  and  private 
sector  and  individual  responses  will  get  us,  and  it's  on  the  basis  of 
that  science  and  that  art  that  we  always  come  to  conclusions  about 
the  future. 

I  think  we're  getting  a  lot  better  at  it,  and  my  colleagues  who 
run  the  models  would  like  me  to  tell  you  that.  In  the  models  we 
have  adopted  most  recently  I  believe  we  have  a  better  handle  on 


1451 

consumption  patterns  than  we  had  say  5  years  ago,  but  it  is  still 
a  combination  of  a  science  and  an  art. 

GREENHOUSE  GAS  EMISSIONS  STABILIZATION 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  role  have  the  developing  nations  agreed 
to  play  regarding  the  stabilization  of  greenhouse  gas  emissions  by 
the  year  2000? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Well  the  developing  nations  have  their  sets 
of  conferences  with  us  as  well  as  on  their  own,  and  we  have  also 
had  opportunity  for  many  bilateral  meetings  with  developing  coun- 
tries. Many  of  them  are  clear  on  two  or  three  facts.  One,  that  they 
will  be  participating,  but  they  do  not  want  to  participate  to  their 
detriment. 

More  and  more  we  see  interest  in  joint  implementation  projects 
where  those  developing  nations  with  the  sophistication  to  deliver 
the  technology  to  reduce  emissions  bring  that  technology  into  de- 
veloping countries,  and  those  countries  are  clear  to  articulate  these 
expressed  desires  that  they  have,  one,  to  share  in  the  economic 
achievements  equally  in  terms  of  the  equity  put  in,  and  that's  fair, 
and,  two,  to  share  equally  in  any  credit  for  emissions  reduced  that 
reflect  the  economic  involvement  of  the  developing  countries  as 
well. 

We  are  busily  now  identifying  pilot  projects  to  let  us  test  out 
these  concepts,  and  I've  talked  earlier  about  the  project  in  Decin 
in  the  Czech  Republic,  which  is  that  first  opportunity. 

My  colleague,  Mr.  Forrester,  has  spent  lots  of  time  in  inter- 
national travel  to  developing  countries  looking  for  other  opportuni- 
ties, and  we  think  we  have  found  others  \yhich  will  allow  us  to  test 
out  these  concepts. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Is  it  true  that  even  if  the  industrialized  nations 
reduced  their  emissions  of  greenhouse  gases  by  50  percent  by  the 
year  2030  that  global  emissions  of  carbon  dioxide  are  likely  to  in- 
crease by  as  much  as  275  percent  from  present  levels  by  2030  ab- 
sent any  effort  by  the  developing  countries? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  You  and  I  have  read  the  same  projections  on 
this  occasion,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  those  figures  are  the  ones  that 
I  recall  which  makes  these  joint  implementation  efforts  between 
the  developing  countries  with  the  desire  in  the  developed  countries 
with  the  know-how  all  the  more  important.  That's  why  with  respect 
we're  very  interested  in  China  and  in  Eastern  Europe  and  the  tiny, 
little  fund  that  we  would  like  to  use  to  begin  that  effort,  sir. 

CARBON  DIOXIDE  AND  METHANE  EMISSIONS  REDUCTIONS 

Chairman  Byrd.  What  is  your  view  of  the  energy  policy  implica- 
tions of  a  U.S.  commitment  to  reduce  carbon  dioxide  emissions  by 
60  percent  and  methane  emissions  by  15  to  20  percent  by  the  year 
2030? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  First  of  all,  I'm  not  clear  that  those  are  goals 
that  we  have  embraced  officially,  though  the  longer  I  am  engaged 
in  this  work  the  clearer  I  am  that  the  business  of  emission  reduc- 
tion really  has  to  do  not  merely  with  the  environment,  that  is  an 
important  piece  of  it,  but  it  has  to  do  with  being  economically  com- 
petitive. 
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So  I  can't  take  that  walk  with  respect  to  those  lofty  goals,  but 
it  sounds  to  me  like  we  ought  to  use  that  as  a  benchmark  as  we 
have  the  discussion  regarding  what  ought  to  be  our  goals  for  a  sus- 
tainable globe,  and  in  my  mind  that  means  having  both  economic 
development  and  environmental  quality.  That  seems  to  me  like  the 
right  goal  for  the  globe,  and  I  know  it's  the  right  goal  for  the  Na- 
tion. 

Chairman  Byrd.  The  level  of  reductions  would  probably  have 
enormous  impacts  across  all  sectors  of  the  U.S.  economy.  Lifestyles 
for  every  American  would  have  to  be  significantly  altered,  the 
prices  for  all  goods  and  services  would  increase  dramatically  and 
U.S.  products  would  suffer  in  the  overseas  markets. 

Please  provide  for  the  record  an  analysis  of  the  fuel  mix  implica- 
tions and  the  economic  impacts  of  such  a  reduction. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Fair  enough.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  clearly 
understand  you.  Those  would  be  global  goals  and  not  goals  just  for 
the  United  States.  Am  I  clear  on  that? 

Chairman  Byrd.  I'll  read  the  question  again.  What  is  your  view 
of  the  energy  policy  implications  of  a  U.S.  commitment  to  reduce 
carbon  dioxide  emission  by  60  percent  and  methane  emissions  by 
15  to  20  percent  by  the  year  2030? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Will  the  chairman  graciously  permit  me  the 
latitude  to  do  that  work  as  well  as  to  posit  the  question  and  pre- 
sume this  is  a  global  initiative  because  I  think  the  outcomes  are 
dramatically  different. 

Chairman  Byrd.  All  right,  could  you  do  both. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  I  would  be  delighted  to  do  both.  Thank  you, 
sir. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Now  what  impact  would  this  level  of  carbon  di- 
oxide and  methane  emissions  reductions  have  on  the  future  use  of 
coal? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  I'll  include  that  in  our  work  as  well,  Mr. 
Chairman,  with  your  permission. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Would  you  think  it  might  virtually  eliminate 
the  use  of  coal  as  a  fuel  source? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  It  depends  on  whether  we  go  forward  alone 
or  with  other  nations,  and  I  understand  your  point. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Reduction  in  U.S.  CO2  Emissions 

There  is  no  existing  commitment  that  requires  the  U.S.  to  reduce  its  CO2  emis- 
sions by  60  percent  and  its  methane  emissions  by  15  to  20  percent  from  today's  lev- 
els by  2030.  The  Framework  Convention  on  Climate  Change,  to  which  we  are  a 
party,  does  include  the  ultimate  objective  of  stabilizing  atmospheric  concentrations 
of  greenhouse  gases  at  a  level  that  would  prevent  dangerous  anthropogenic  inter- 
ference with  the  climate  system.  However,  the  Convention  does  not  specify  what 
such  a  level  might  be,  a  timeframe  for  implementing  this  stabilization,  or  a  division 
among  countries  of  emissions  reductions  required  to  achieve  the  ultimate  objective. 
The  Convention  specifically  states  that  economic  development  should  be  allowed  to 
proceed  in  a  sustainable  manner. 

The  implications  of  a  60  percent  reduction  in  U.S.  CO2  emissions  depend  on  how 
the  reduction  is  implemented.  One  way  to  achieve  this  target  would  be  to  cut  the 
use  of  each  type  of  fossil  fuel — coal,  oil,  and  natural  gas — by  60  percent  from  today's 
level.  (The  percentage  reduction  relative  to  a  growing  future  baseline  would  be  larg- 
er.) More  likely,  there  would  be  larger  reduction  in  the  use  of  coal,  which  has  a 
higher  level  of  CO2  per  unit  of  energy  content  than  other  fossil  fuels,  and  which  is 
widely  used  in  the  electricity  generation  sector  where  alternative  generation  tech- 
nologies that  do  not  produce  greenhouse  gases  are  likely  to  be  available. 
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CLIMATE  CHANGE  POLICY  OPTIONS/PROPOSALS 

Chairman  Byrd.  Is  the  administration  formulating  specific  policy 
options  and/or  proposals  regarding  climate  change  that  are  likely 
to  be  unveiled  at  the  next  INC  meeting  in  August  or  at  the  Con- 
ference of  Parties  scheduled  for  March  of  1995? 

May  I  ask  also  what  are  these  policy  options  and/or  proposals 
and  what  is  the  Department's  role  in  these  discussions? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Well  I  am  clear  to  tell  you  that  as  is  nor- 
mally the  case  someone  is  holding  our  coat.  We  are  very  much  en- 
gaged in  these  deliberations.  Now,  as  I  say,  we're  engaged  because 
I  haven't  looked  at  where  we're  headed  in  the  international  delib- 
erations for  about  1  month.  I  can  tell  you  this  because  I  know  other 
work  we're  doing,  and  I  cannot  imagine  that  we  would  have  some- 
thing new  ready  by  this  summer.  We're  simply  not  there  yet. 

My  sense  is  certainly  by  early  next  year,  and  I  will  share  with 
this  committee  and  now  make  a  commitment  to  you,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, that  whatever  it  is  we  propose  we'll  carefully  discuss  and  en- 
gage you  and  your  staff  as  we  go  forward  with  the  next  round  of 
suggestions.  We  didn't  do  this  alone  in  the  first  instance.  We  will 
do  this  in  concert  with  you  and  the  broader  public  and  industry. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Do  you  know  as  to  whether  or  not  the  adminis- 
tration is  formulating  specific  policy  options  or  proposals? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Well  what  I'm  wanting  to  be  clear  to  tell  you 
is  that  we're  still  implementing  and  working  on  trying  to  under- 
stand and  meet  our  timetable  for  implementing  the  plan  we  have 
just  put  forward.  We  have,  as  I  earlier  discussed,  the  obligation  to 
complete  our  work  in  the  transportation  sector,  and  I  am  clearly 
aware  of  the  fact  that  we're  just  getting  that  work  started.  So  I'm 
almost  free  to  say  without  even  looking  at  anybody  directly  in  the 
eye  that  I  know  that  that's  the  next  thing  teed  up. 

I  mean  we  are  at  the  table  on  this.  We  have  the  lion's  share  of 
the  budget  and  we  have  the  lion's  share  of  the  program  to  deliver 
on  these  commitments  because  they  come  out  of  the  Energy  Policy 
Act.  We're  doing  this  work. 

CLOSING  REMARKS 

Chairman  Byrd.  Mrs.  O'Leary,  thank  you  for  your  testimony 
today. 

As  always,  you've  presented  yourself  in  a  thoughtful  and  candid 
way.  I  hope  you  don't  think  I'm  unappreciative  of  your  efforts,  par- 
ticularly with  regard  to  the  administration's  deliberations  on  cli- 
mate change.  Yours  is  a  difficult  task.  You're  clearly  attempting  to 
arbitrate  a  number  of  divergent  and  competing  interests  with  the 
administration,  and  I  admire  you  and  thank  you  for  your  efforts. 

I  must  say  that  I  am  concerned  about  where  we're  going  with  the 
Nation's  energy  policy.  I  should  add  that  my  concern  regarding  the 
adequacy  of  this  Nation's  energy  policy  spans  more  than  three  ad- 
ministrations. I  continue  to  be  amazed  at  how  easily  the  environ- 
mentally correct  theories  of  the  moment  are  allowed  to  displace 
sound  planning  and  hard  choices. 

Coal  is  the  Nation's  most  abundant  energy  resource.  Hollowing 
out  the  coal  R&D  programs  and  converting  the  Clean  Coal  Program 
into  an  extension  of  foreign  aid  and  foreign  policy  may  appear  to 
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be  politically  correct,  but  it  only  serves  to  compound  our  energy  se- 
curity problems,  and  I  can't  be  a  partner  in  that  endeavor.  Coal 
should  be  the  centerpiece  of  this  nation's  energy  policy. 

Let  us  not  forget  that  coal  will  remain  as  the  shortest  path  for 
developing  nations  to  follow  to  their  economic  and  energy  futures. 
It  seems  to  me  that  if  we're  truly  committed  to  the  integrity  of  the 
global  environment  and  preserving  our  own  energy  and  economic 
security  we  would  be  seeking  to  maximize  our  capability  to  use  coal 
cleanly  and  efficiently. 

I  look  forward  to  continuing  to  work  with  you  as  we  fashion  an 
energy  policy  that  is  responsive  to  environmental  concerns,  but  is 
also  cognizant  of  the  realities  of  our  energy  fuel  source  supply  as 
well  as  the  constraints  of  the  budget. 

Do  you  have  any  further  comments? 

Secretary  O'Leary.  No,  sir;  other  than  to  thank  you  for  your 
courtesies  and  to  deliver  on  the  commitments  that  I  have  made 
both  as  application  to  this  record  and  in  working  with  you  over  the 
coming  years. 

Chairman  Byrd.  Thank  you  very  much  for  your  patience  and  for 
your  fine  testimony,  and  I  thank  your  associates  as  well. 

Secretary  O'Leary.  Thank  you,  sir. 

ADDITIONAL  COMMITTEE  QUESTIONS 

Chairman  Byrd.  There  will  be  some  additional  questions  which 
will  be  submitted  for  your  response  in  the  record. 

[The  following  questions  were  not  asked  at  the  hearing,  but  were 
submitted  to  the  Department  for  response  subsequent  to  the  hear- 
ing:] 
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ADDITIONAL  COMMITTEE  QUESTIONS 

Overall  Budget  Situation 

Question:  As  I  noted  earlier,  there  are  substantial  increases 
proposed  for  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan,  the  oil  and  gas 
initiative,  and  improved  transportation  technologies.  What  are  your 
priorities  for  the  individual  components  within  each  of  these 
initiatives? 

Answer:  The  individual  priorities  for  each  of  these  critical 
Administration  initiatives  are  provided  below.  Further,  as  you  have 
noted  in  many  cases  the  proposed  increases  are  substantial. 
Therefore,  if  either  the  Department's  priority  or  proposed  funding  of 
these  initiatives  pose  a  concern,  we  would  be  happy  to  begin 
discussions  with  you  at  your  convenience  in  order  to  adequately 
address  the  issues  involved. 

FY  1995 
ENERGY  EFFICIENCY  CLIMATE  CHANGE  ACTION  PLAN  PRIORITIES       $  IN 

MILLIONS 

Highest  Priority 

Rebuild  America  $10.0 

Commercial  Market  Pull  4.0 

Residential  Market  Pull  6.0 

Home  Energy  Rating  Systems/Energy  Efficiency  Mortgages  .  1.5 

Cool  Communities 1.2 

Building  Standards  10.0 

Residential  Efficiency  2.8 

Motor  Challenge 3.5 

Industrial  Market  Pull  2.0 

Industrial  Process  Efficiency/Training  &  Education  .  .  .  3.8 

Expand  EADC 1.5 

NICE^ 5.5 

Expand  IRP 5.0 

Climate  Wise iiO 

Total .^ $60.8 

Medium  Priority 

Industrial  Process  Technologies/  Training  &  Education 

(Expanded) $4.7 

Expanded  EADC  (Expanded)  2.0 

Climate  Wise 2.0 

Rebuild  America  (Expanded)  10.0 

Commercial  Market  Pull  (Expanded)  2.0 

Residential  Market  Pull  (Expanded)  3.0 

Residential  Efficiency  Programs  (Expanded)  4.0 

Efficiency  Information  Training  3.4 

IRP LlO 

Total $32.1 
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Low  Priority 

Commercial  Market  Pull  (Expanded)  $4.0 

Residential  Market  Pull  (Expanded)  6.0 

Cool  Communities  (Expanded)  1.0 

Building  Standards  (Expanded)  4.0 

State  Revolving  Loan  Fund 11.0 

Total $26.0 

TOTAL  ENERGY  EFFICIENCY  CLIMATE  CHANGE  ACTION  PLAN 

PRIORITIES  $118.9 

TRANSPORTATION  TECHNOLOGIES 
Highest  Priority 

PNGV  (Clean  Car)  $107.6 

Alternative  Fuel  Fleet  Purchases  30.0 

USABC 20 

Total $166.4 

FOSSIL  ENERGY  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT  CLINATE  CHANGE 
ACTION  PLAN  PRIORITIES 

Highest  Priority 

Fuel  Cells  Market  Entry  $18.0 

Coal  bed  Methane 3.0 

Total $21.0 

DOMESTIC  NATURAL  GAS  AND  OIL  INITIATIVE  PRIORITIES 

Highest  Priority 

Advanced  Computational  Initiative  -Gas  $7.1 

Resource  &  Extraction  -  Gas 

(excluding  ACTI,  drilling,  low  perm.  &  CBM)  10.1 

Delivery  &  Storage  -  Gas 3.4 

Utilization  -  Gas 3.9 

Coalbed  Methane  3.0 

Environmental  Research  &  Regulatory  Impact  -  Gas  ....  5.9 

Advanced  Extraction  -  Oil 5.8 

Advanced  Computational  Initiative  12.0 

Exploration  &  Production  Supporting  Research  -  Oil 

(excluding  Adv.  Extrac,  ACTI,  class  eval .  &  res.)  .  .  .  24.0 

Exploration  &  Production  Environmental  Research  -  Oil  .  .  6.0 

Processing  Research  &  Downstream  Operations  -  Oil  ...  .  10.0 

Total $91.2 
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Medium  Priority 

Drilling  &  Completion  -  Gas $3.8 

Low  Permeability  Research  -  Gas 3.6 

Recovery  Field  Demonstration  -  Oil  43.0 

Total $50.4 

Lower  Priority 

University  Advanced  Research  -  Oil  $1.1 

Class  Evaluation  -  Oil  5^0 

Total $6.1 

TOTAL  DOMESTIC  NATURAL  GAS  AND  OIL  INITIATIVE  PRIORITIES     $147.7 

Question:  Given  the  budget  caps  we  will  have  to  work  within 
this  year,  are  there  additional  changes  to  the  budget  that  you  would 
recommend  in  order  to  accommodate  some  of  your  priorities? 

Answer:  If  additional  changes  are  needed  to  continue  to 
accommodate  critical  DOE  priorities  in  light  of  the  substantial 
increases  noted  in  such  program  areas  as  Climate  Change  Action  Plan, 
our  oil  and  gas  initiative  and  improved  transportation  technologies, 
the  Department  would  prefer  to  work  with  the  Congress  on  any  item 
potentially  proposed  for  an  additional  reduction.  The  Department 
recommends  this  approach  because  all  these  initiatives  are  designed 
to  work  as  an  integrated  package  as  called  for  in  the  Department's 
April  4,  1994  Strategic  Plan.  The  relative  priority  of  each  of  these 
initiatives  have  already  been  reflected  in  the  proposed  budget 
reduction  scenario  previously  presented  to  the  Congress. 

Energy  Policy 

Question:  Data  developed  by  the  Pittsburgh  Energy  Technology 
Center  and  the  Consortium  for  Fossil  Fuel  Liquefaction  seem  to 
demonstrate  significant  potential  for  the  processing  of  hydrocarbon 
wastes  (i.e.,  plastics  and  rubber  tires)  with  coal.  Their  analysis 
indicates  that  coal/waste  coprocessing  could  reduce  the  cost  of  coal 
liquefaction  by  25  percent  or  more  while  at  the  same  time  providing  a 
mechanism  for  the  effective  reuse  of  resources  and  a  reduction  in 
required  landfills.  Does  DOE  not  concur  in  the  findings  of  PETC  or 
is  this  a  consequence  of  budget  constraints? 

Answer:  PETC  and  a  consortium  of  Universities  (University  of 
Kentucky,  University  of  Pittsburgh,  West  Virginia  University, 
University  of  Utah,  Auburn)  have  been  conducting  exploratory 
experimentation  with  several  types  of  coal  and  waste  materials  with 
funds  provided  from  the  Advanced  Research  and  Environmental 
Technology  budget.  Initial  results  appear  to  be  promising  and  show  a 
synergism  is  possible  when  certain  hydrocarbon  wastes  (waste  oil, 
rubber,  plastics)  and  coal  are  mixed  to  produce  a  greater  quantity  of 
oil  than  should  be  expected  on  the  basis  of  percentage.  We  consider 
the  potential  of  coprocessing  of  coal/waste  coprocessing  to  be  high. 
A  preliminary  economic  analysis  indicates  that  the  co-liquefaction  of 
waste  products  with  coal  could  result  in  a  "waste/coal  coprocessing 
cost  [that]  is  33  percent  less  than  the  cost  for  processing  coal 
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alone."  The  environmental  impact  from  recycling  of  the  waste 
materials  and  reduction  of  waste  disposal  landfills  is  another 
advantage  of  waste/coal  coprocessing.  The  tight  FY  1995  Advanced 
Research  and  Environmental  Technology  budget  required  difficult 
prioritization  of  activities.  The  coprocessing  economic  findings  are 
very  recent  preliminary  findings  and  did  not  impact  the  FY  1995 
budget  request. 

Clean  Car  Initiative 

Question:  What  is  the  definition  of  the  "Clean  Car 
Initiative"? 

Answer:  The  Partnership  for  a  New  Generation  of  Vehicles 
(PNGV),  also  known  as  the  Clean  Car  Initiative,  was  announced  by  the 
President  and  the  "Big  Three"  U.S.  automakers  in  a  ceremony  at  the 
White  House  on  September  29,  1993.  This  Initiative  represents  a  new 
approach  in  which  the  government  and  the  auto  industry  work  together 
in  areas  of  mutual  interest,  i.e.,  national  goals  of  reducing 
emissions  and  decreasing  dependence  on  imported  petroleum,  while 
meeting  industry  objectives  of  improving  its  global  economic 
competitiveness  by  manufacturing  affordable,  advanced  technology 
transportation.  The  Partnership  will  implement  aggressive  research 
programs  to:   (1)  develop  advanced  manufacturing  technologies;  (2) 
provide  near-term  vehicle  improvements  in  the  areas  of  emissions, 
efficiency,  and  safety;  and  (3)  demonstrate  advanced  vehicle 
technologies  that  could  dramatically  improve  fuel  efficiency  by  up  to 
three  times  that  of  today's  vehicles.  This  unique  Partnership  could 
revolutionize  the  automobile  industry  and  strengthen  U.S. 
competitiveness  in  this  vital  sector  of  American  manufacturing. 

Specifically,  the  New  Generation  of  Vehicles  has  been  defined 
by  a  consensus  of  the  "Big  Three"  on  the  specific  program  parameters 
for  the  three-times-as-efficient  vehicle.  These  program  parameters 
are  based  on  the  characteristics  of  today's  family  sedan  such  as  the 
Chevrolet  Lumina,  Chrysler  Concord,  or  Ford  Taurus.  Thus,  the  New 
Generation  of  Vehicles  should  be  able  to  carry  up  to  six  passengers, 
with  comfort  and  operating  levels  equivalent  to  these  sedans,  while 
attaining  up  to  80  miles  per  gallon  and  Tier  II  emissions. 

Question:  What  is  the  total  projected  cost?  How  much  of  this 
is  expected  to  be  shared  by  industry? 

Answer:  The  total  funding  for  the  entire  project  is  expected 
to  be  up  to  $1  billion  per  year,  to  be  shared  roughly  on  a  50/50 
basis  between  government  and  industry.  On  average,  industry  will  be 
expected  to  pay  a  higher  fraction  of  development  costs  for 
technologies  closer  to  commercialization,  while  Federal  funding  will 
cover  a  higher  fraction  of  long-range  concepts. 

Question:  How  much  funding  is  included  in  the  FY  1995 
President's  Budget  for  the  "Clean  Car  Initiative,"  including  programs 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Subcommittee  and  others? 

Answer:  The  government-wide  inventory  has  indicated  a  total  of 
about  $308  million  pertinent  to  the  PNGV  in  the  FY  1995  request.  The 
inventory  currently  is  under  review  by  the  Partnership  for  efforts  to 
be  included  in  the  program,  as  is  the  total  funding  requirement  for 
FY  1995. 
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Question:  As  Secretary  of  Energy,  what  has  been  your  personal 
involvement  in  this  initiative  to  date  and  what  is  DOE's  role  in  the 
initiative? 

Answer:  The  role  of  Secretary  requires  personal  involvement  in 
DOE's  PNGV  effort  and  a  commitment  to  doing  everything  possible  to 
make  the  Initiative  a  success.  Considerable  high  level  DOE 
management  attention  is  being  devoted  to  the  effort.  This  includes 
management/issue  meetings  involving  the  Secretary,  coordinated 
announcements  with  the  Department  of  Commerce,  and  other  activities 
such  as  frequent  contact  with  DOE  managers  assigned  to  the  effort. 
Close  oversight  of  the  effort  is  maintained  through  the  DOE  Under 
Secretary,  who  has  responsibility  for  matrix  organizations,  and 
through  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Policy,  who  participates  directly 
in  the  effort.  The  Assistant  Secretary  for  Energy  Efficiency  and 
Renewable  Energy  has  overall  management  responsibility  for  DOE's 
effort  and  participates  with  the  other  Government  agencies  to  steer 
the  total  government/industry  effort. 

Because  DOE  has  the  major  portion  of  ongoing  programs  related 
to  the  Initiative's  goals,  it  is  playing  a  significant  role  in 
program  implementation.  DOE  participates,  along  with  the  other 
government  agencies  and  industry,  in  the  Initiative's  Steering  and 
Technical  Committee  efforts.  DOE  leads  the  Initiative  in  defining 
the  technology  inventory,  planning,  and  handling  administrative 
tasks,  including  direct  support  in  the  Initiative's  Secretariat 
Office  at  the  Department  of  Commerce. 

Following  are  some  of  DOE's  accomplishments  since  the  beginning 
of  the  Initiative,  which  further  detail  DOE's  role. 

-  The  Department  of  Energy  has  completed  a  Master  Cooperative 
Research  and  Development  Agreement  (CRADA)  that  was  signed  in 
December  1993  by  all  the  national  laboratories  and  Chrysler, 
Ford,  and  General  Motors.  This  master  agreement  will  cover  all 
cooperative  research  projects  that  DOE  conducts  with  the  auto 
industry  and  will  significantly  reduce  the  time  needed  to  begin 
the  projects.  A  list  of  CRAOAs  that  have  been  signed  between 
the  automotive  industry  and  national  laboratories  since  the 
start  of  the  PNGV  effort  is  attached.  Research  areas  included 
are  emissions  reduction,  laser  welding,  supercomputing,  and 
adhesives  bonding  for  composites. 

-  DOE  has  conducted  a  review  of  its  programs  to  identify  those 
programs  that  are  supportive  of  the  three  PNGV  goals  and  which 
DOE  considers  PNGV  activities.  An  inventory  of  programs  has 
been  developed  and  includes  programs  within  the  Office  of 
Transportation  Technologies,  the  Office  of  Industrial 
Technologies,  Defense  Programs,  and  Energy  Research.  The 
specific  technologies  to  be  included  in  PNGV  will  be  identified 
through  the  PNGV  technical  planning  process  and  decided  by  the 
Partnership  itself.  The  inventory  has  been  reviewed  by 
industry. 

-  DOE  has  produced  a  comprehensive  evaluation  of  DOE  automotive 
technology  development  programs  in  the  form  of  a  draft  document 
entitled  "Advanced  Vehicles  Technologies  Plan."  This  plan  has 
been  provided  to  the  Partnership's  interagency  technical  group 
and  to  the  industry  representative  as  the  starting  point  for 
planning  of  the  comprehensive  industry  and  government  R&D 
program.  DOE  currently  is  involved  with  the  U.S.  Council  on 
Automotive  Research  (USCAR)  and  other  government  agencies  in 
intensive  planning/analysis  directed  towards  defining  the 
detailed  plans  to  achieve  the  Partnership  goals. 
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Question:  Are  you  satisfied  with  the  efforts  that  have  been 
made  thus  far  to  define  the  "Clean  Car  Initiative"? 

Answer:  Progress  made  under  the  Initiative  to  date  has  been 
significant  and  is  satisfactory  when  coupled  with  the  current 
elevated  momentum  of  the  effort.  Since  the  announcement  of  the 
Partnership  for  a  New  Generation  of  Vehicles  on  September  29,  1993, 
much  progress  has  been  made  both  within  DOE  and  government/industry 
wide.  The  Partnership  has  formed  a  management  structure,  conducted  a 
review  and  inventory  of  applicable  ongoing  programs,  and  is  now  in 
the  process  of  establishing  detailed  technical  plans  for  achieving 
the  PNGV  goals  on  advanced  manufacturing,  near-term  improvements,  and 
tripled  automotive  fuel  economy.  The  program  has  clearly  defined 
goals.  The  technical  strategies  for  achieving  these  goals  are  being 
developed  and  an  overall  plan  has  recently  been  finalized  for  release 
in  the  near  future.  Some  elements  of  the  program  have  been  approved 
for  implementation  by  Dr.  Mary  Good,  Under  Secretary  of  Commerce  for 
Technology,  and  are  proceeding,  including  a  number  of  DOE  CRADAs. 
Other  activities  to  be  included  in  the  PNGV  are  evolving  into 
government  and  industry  consensus  through  the  detail  planning 
efforts. 

Question:  How  much  is  included  in  the  Fiscal  Year  1995  budget 
request  for  the  Energy  Conservation  program  and  the  Department  of 
Energy  as  a  whole  for  the  Next  Generation  Vehicle  or  the  "Clean  Car 
Initiative"? 

Answer:  Although  there  is  no  specific  line  item  for  the  PNGV 
Initiative  in  the  FY  1995  budget  because  the  Initiative  began  after 
the  budget  was  developed,  the  DOE  inventory  of  projects  related  to 
the  Initiative  indicates  that  $201  million  is  included  in  the  FY  1995 
budget  request.  Of  this  total,  $120.6  million  is  for  projects  within 
the  Energy  Conservation  appropriation.  The  inventory  is  currently 
under  review  by  the  Partnership  for  efforts  to  be  included  in  the 
program,  as  is  the  total  funding  requirement  for  FY  1995. 

Question:  Is  there  funding  in  other  agencies,  such  as  EPA? 

Answer:  Each  of  the  seven  agencies  participating  in  the 
Partnership  for  a  New  Generation  of  Vehicles  Initiative  has  indicated 
projects  pertinent  to  the  PNGV  goals  in  the  government-wide  inventory 
currently  under  review.  The  estimated  totals  for  FY  1995  in  millions 
of  dollars  for  each  agency  are  indicated  below: 

Department  of  Energy  $201 

Department  of  Defense  24 

National  Science  Foundation  22 

Environmental  Protection  Agency  4 

Department  of  Commerce  20 

Department  of  Transportation  21 

National  Air  &  Space  Administration  16 

Total     $308 

Question:  What  ongoing  programs  within  the  Department  of 
Energy  are  considered  to  be  part  of  the  Initiative? 

Answer:  DOE  has  conducted  a  review  to  identify  those  programs 
that  are  supportive  of  the  three_PNG_V joal s  and  that  DOE  considers 
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PNGV  activities.  An  inventory  of  programs  has  been  developed  and 
includes  the  following  programs  and  their  FY  1995  funding  requests: 

Office  of  Transportation  Technologies 

Materials  development  -  $32.3  million 

Develop  materials  and  processing  technologies  to  enable  use 
of  lighter  materials  in  automobiles.   In  addition.  Energy 
Research  and  Defense  Programs  have  technology  transfer 
projects  underway,  bringing  the  DOE  total  in  this  area  to 
$47.2  million. 

Fuel  cell  systems  R&D  -  $24.6  million 

Develop  proton  exchange  membrane  fuel  cells  fueled  directly 
by  hydrogen  carried  on  board  or  by  a  liquid  fuel  carried  and 
reformed  on  board  the  vehicle. 

Hybrid  vehicles  -  $38.4  million 

Develop  a  hybrid  propulsion  system  for  light  duty  vehicles 
that  can  achieve  two  times  the  fuel  economy  of  present 
vehicles  while  meeting  EPA  Tier  II  emission  standards. 

Engine  support  systems  &  gas  turbine  technology  -  $12.3  million 
Provide  critical  technologies  to  demonstrate  the  required 
operating  efficiency  and  low  emissions  of  light  duty  turbine 
and  four- stroke  piston  engines  necessary  to  meet  PNGV 
Goal  3. 

Office  of  Industrial  Technologies 

Vehicle  recycling  -  $6.0  million 

Develop  technologies  necessary  to  increase  the  recycle  of 
automobiles  from  its  current  value  of  75  percent. 

Advanced  manufacturing  -  $7.0  million 

Reduce  energy  consumption  associated  with  manufacturing 
while  maintaining  or  improving  cost  effectiveness  and 
environmental  compliance.  Defense  Programs  technology 
transfer  projects  in  this  technology  area  provide  $12 
million  additional  funding. 

In  addition,  the  DOE  inventory  also  includes:  (a)  Defense 
Programs  activities  on  advanced  manufacturing  and  precision 
engineering,  computer  architecture  and  applications,  energy  and 
environment,  and  materials;  and  (b)  Energy  Research  programs  on 
materials,  energy  and  environment,  and  batteries.  The  specific 
technologies  to  be  included  in  PNGV  will  be  identified  through  the 
PNGV  technical  planning  process  and  decided  by  the  Partnership 
itself. 

Question:  What  is  the  major  cause  of  the  slow  pace  in  getting 
the  initiative  defined  and  the  activities  of  the  various  agencies 
coordinated? 

Answer:  Although  there  was  a  considerable  amount  of  activity 
from  the  beginning  of  the  Initiative,  the  pace  may  have  appeared  slow 
while  it  took  time  to  get  the  multiple  agencies  and  industrial 
partners  coordinated  and  in  agreement.  The  early  activity  was  aimed 
at  organization,  planning,  and  defining  the  options  and  development 
needs  to  achieve  the  three  Partnership  goals.  Prior  to  initiating 
new  activities,  it  has  been  necessary  to  define  the  required 
activities,  identify  the  activities  currently  underway  that  meet 
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these  requirements,  identify  the  technical  "holes"  in  the  current 
activities,  and  then  establish  a  planned  approach  to  most  effectively 
fill  these  technical  gaps. 

Question:  Previously  you  have  indicated  that  funding  for  the 
Climate  Change  Action  Plan  is  of  very  high  priority  to  the 
Administration.   In  terms  of  your  priorities  for  funding,  how  does 
funding  for  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  compare  with  funding  for 
the  "Clean  Car  Initiative"? 

Answer:  Both  initiatives  are  important,  and  the  overall 
relative  importance  of  the  two  efforts  is  difficult  to  determine 
since  their  timeframes  and  objectives  are  much  different.  The 
President's  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  has  the  objective  of  returning 
U.S.  greenhouse  gas  emissions  to  1990  levels  by  the  year  2000  with 
cost-effective  domestic  actions.  PNGV  addresses  the  sector  with  the 
greatest  growth  in  green-  house  gas  after  the  year  2000.  The  FY  1995 
budget  requests  are  nearly  equally  balanced  between  the  two 
initiatives  but  the  issues  of  funding  shortfalls  are  under 
evaluation. 

Clean  Car  Initiative 

Question:  Why  doesn't  the  President's  Climate  Change  Action 
Plan  contain  any  provision  for  reducing  emissions  from  the 
transportation  sector? 

Answer:  The  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  contains  several 
initiatives  that  will  reduce  transportation  greenhouse  gas  emissions. 
For  example,  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  will  issue  guidance 
for  State  Implementation  Plans  that  will  reduce  motor  vehicle  travel 
through  a  variety  of  means;  the  Department  of  Transportation  will 
develop  a  labeling  program  to  encourage  the  purchase  of  fuel 
efficient  tires;  the  Administration  has  proposed  legislation  to 
reform  the  tax  subsidy  for  employer  provided  parking  so  employees 
have  a  much  greater  incentive  to  use  high-occupancy  modes  of 
commuting;  and  a  new  program  to  promote  telecommuting  will  be 
initiated.  Together,  these  initiatives  are  expected  to  reduce 
greenhouse  gas  emissions  in  2000  by  8.1  million  metric  tons,  or  about 
7.5%  of  the  total  emission  reductions  from  the  plan. 

Question:    How  do  the  technologies  being  developed  through 
the  transportation  program  impact  the  United  States'  ability  to  meet 
the  post-2000  requirements  of  the  Framework  Convention  on  Climate 
Change? 

Answer:  There  is  no  specific  post-2000  requirement  in  the 
Framework  Convention  that  causes  the  United  States  to  limit 
emissions.  There  is  a  general  obligation  on  all  Parties  listed  in 
Annex  I  (including  the  United  States)  to  adopt  national  policies  and 
to  take  corresponding  measures  to  limit  its  emissions  of  greenhouse 
gases  without  a  stated  time  period  for  the  action. 

President  Clinton,  in  April  1993,  made  a  domestic  commitment  to 
return  U.S.  greenhouse  gas  emissions  by  the  year  2000  to  1990  levels 
and  to  produce  a  cost  effective  plan  that  can  continue  the  trend  of 
reduced  emissions.  That  plan  was  published  in  October  1993  and  was 
titled  "The  Climate  Change  Action  Plan".  The  Plan  notes  that  the 
President  had  directed  the  development  of  a  process  to  develop 
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measures  that  will  significantly  reduce  greenhouse  gas  emissions  from 
personal  motor  vehicles.  The  results  of  this  program  will  be  a 
significant  contributor  to  the  Administration's  development  of 
policies  and  measures  to  limit  greenhouse  gases  post-2000.  The 
reporting  of  these  steps  will  help  meet  the  obligation  of  the  United 
States  noted  above  as  part  of  the  Convention. 

Question:   Isn't  it  true  that  emissions  reductions  in  the 
transportation  sector  will  be  critical  to  the  ability  of  the  U.S.  to 
meet  the  post-2000  requirements? 

Answer:  Yes.  That  is  why  the  Administration  is  forming  an 
advisory  committee  to  assist  in  the  development  of  measures  to 
significantly  reduce  greenhouse  gas  emissions  from  personal  motor 
vehicles.  The  goal  of  this  committee  will  be  to  develop  consensus  on 
sets  of  policies  that  would,  if  implemented,  return  these  emissions 
to  their  1990  levels  by  2005,  2015,  and  2025,  with  no  upturn 
thereafter. 

Question:  Recently  the  California  Air  Resources  Board  met  to 
review  the  State's  requirement  that  2  percent  of  the  vehicles  sold  in 
California  in  1998  must  be  zero  emission  vehicles.  The  Board 
determined  that  it  would  continue  to  support  that  requirement.  How 
much  of  the  funding  in  the  Transportation  program  directly  supports 
the  automobile  industry's  efforts  to  meet  the  1998  California  zero 
emission  requirements? 

Answer:  Approximately  $31.5  million  of  the  $227.9  million 
requested  for  the  Transportation  program  in  FY  1995  supports  the 
industry's  efforts  to  meet  the  1998  California  zero  emission 
requirements.  Most  of  this  money  is  for  continued  support  of  the 
United  States  Advanced  Battery  Consortium  and  advanced  battery 
research  and  development.  A  small  portion  is  for  the  DOE  Electric 
Vehicle  Site  Operators  Program. 

Question:  How  critical  is  this  funding  to  the  ability  of  the 
auto  industry  to  meet  the  California  requirements? 

Answer:   It  is  generally  agreed  that  the  development  of  an 
advanced  battery  is  essential  to  the  successful  commercialization  of 
electric  vehicles.  There  may  be  a  small  market  segment  that  will  be 
satisfied  with  the  limited  performance  and  range  that  would  be 
available  with  vehicles  using  conventional  batteries.  However,  the 
goal  of  the  California  mandate  is  to  expand  the  zero  emission  vehicle 
requirement  up  to  10  percent  of  the  new  car  sales  beginning  in  the 
year  2005.  Under  a  cooperative  agreement,  the  Department  is 
providing  50  percent  of  the  funding  for  the  industry's  advanced 
battery  research  and  development  program  through  the  United  States 
Advanced  Battery  Consortium.  The  Consortium  draws  on  the  expertise 
of  the  Department's  staff,  who  participate  substantially  in  the 
management  of  the  program.  The  national  laboratories  play  a 
significant  role  in  the  research  and  development  in  several  of  the 
Consortium's  programs.  The  laboratories  also  provide  the  Consortium 
with  the  capability  to  independently  evaluate  prototype  hardware  from 
its  major  subcontractors. 
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Climate  Change 

Question:  As  a  follow-up  to  the  Rio  environmental  conference, 
the  Intergovernmental  Negotiating  Committee  for  a  Framework 
Convention  on  Climate  Change  (INC)  met  in  Geneva  in  early  February  of 
this  year.  At  that  time,  the  U.S.  offered  interventions  which 
expressed  the  view  that  existing  U.S.  and  international  commitments 
with  respect  to  climate  change  are  "inadequate".  How  has  the  U.  S. 
position  regarding  "adequacy  of  commitments"  affected  your  efforts  to 
enlist  industry  in  voluntary  greenhouse  emissions  reduction  programs? 

Answer:  Many  members  of  the  U.  S.  industrial  community 
expressed  early  concern  because  they  believed  that  the  U.  S. 
statement  was  not  addressing  the  adequacy  of  identified  actions  by 
countries  to  meet  the  ultimate  objective  of  the  Convention  but, 
instead,  was  a  statement  on  the  adequacy  of  the  U.S.  Climate  Change 
Action  Plan  in  meeting  the  United  States'  domestic  commitment. 
Subsequent  meetings  with  these  representatives  pointed  out  that  the 
statement  on  adequacy  was  directed  at  whether  the  ultimate  objective 
of  the  Convention  would  be  achieved,  and  did  not  address  the  merits 
of  the  Action  Plan.   We  believe  that  the  record  on  the  early  actions 
of  the  U.  S.  utility  industry  representatives  in  the  Climate 
Challenge  partnership  and  by  other  industry  representatives 
concerning  voluntary  and  partnership  programs  in  the  Action  Plan 
demonstrate  that  much  of  industry  is  prepared  to  participate  in  the 
voluntary  greenhouse  gas  emissions  reduction  programs. 

Question:  Does  the  U.S.  position  that  existing  climate  change 
commitments  are  inadequate  include  President  Clinton's  Climate  Change 
Action  Plan,  which  strives  for  a  stabilization  of  greenhouse  gas 
emissions  at  1990  levels  by  the  year  2000? 

Answer:  The  U.S.  stated  that  it  believes  the  Climate 
Convention  is  inadequate  with  regard  to  meeting  the  ultimate  goal  of 
the  Convention.  The  U.S.  continues  to  believe  that  the  Action  Plan 
it  put  forward  to  return  greenhouse  gases  to  their  1990  levels  by 
2000  is  adequate.  Furthermore,  the  Plan  includes  making  periodic 
evaluations  to  assure  that  we  are  on  target  to  meet  the  commitment 
and  it  calls  for  adjustments  if  such  are  found  to  be  necessary. 

However,  we  (and  many  other  countries)  have  long  noted  that  the 
United  States,  or  even  all  the  developing  countries  acting  in 
concert,  could  not,  in  the  long  term,  take  sufficient  action  to 
offset  increases  in  atmospheric  concentrations  of  greenhouse  gases  if 
emission  trends  in  other  countries  were  allowed  to  continue 
unchanged. 

Question:  Can  you  tell  the  Subcommittee  how  many  countries 
were  able  to  produce  written  detailed  Climate  Change  Action  Plans  in 
time  for  the  INC  meeting  in  February? 

Answer:  Several  countries  (including  Great  Britain  and  Canada, 
which  provided  full  national  communications  that  will  meet  the 
requirement  of  the  Climate  Convention)  provided  analyses  at  the 
February  INC  meeting  as  to  how  well  their  policies  and  associated 
measures  would  meet  their  domestic  commitments  to  reduce  greenhouse 
gas  emissions.  No  country  provided  an  analysis  as  detailed  as  the 
United  States  and  which  also  met  any  previous  emission  reduction 
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commitment.  However,  there  was  no  general  commitment  by 
participating  countries  to  provide  action  plan  reports  at  the  INC 
February  meeting. 

There  is  a  requirement  for  each  of  the  Annex  I  countries  that 
had  ratified  the  Convention  prior  to  December  22,  1993,  to  provide  a 
First  Communication  of  its  policies  and  measures  to  meet  its 
obligations  under  the  Convention  by  September  21,  1994.  None  of  the 
16  countries  that  met  this  condition  has  stated  that  they  will  not 
meet  its  reporting  commitment.   In  the  case  of  the  United  States, 
this  will  include  a  review  and  update  of  the  emissions  limitation 
measures  in  the  Action  Plan  plus  the  addition  of  information  in  areas 
of  adaptation,  financial  and  technical  assistance  to  other  countries, 
and  our  related  research  programs. 

Question:  Can  you  tell  us  how  many  nations  have  developed 
these  plans  as  of  today? 

Answer:  As  noted  in  our  previous  answer,  there  is  no 
requirement  under  the  Convention  for  any  country  to  submit  their 
First  Communication  prior  to  September. 

Several  countries  have  submitted  analysis  and  reports  on  how 
well  currently  identified  policies  and  measures  are  expected  to  meet 
domestic  commitments  of  greenhouse  gas  limits.  These  countries 
include  Canada,  the  United  Kingdom,  Germany,  Japan,  Australia,  the 
Netherlands  and  Ireland.  Not  all  of  these  reports  claim  that  the 
emission  target  of  their  commitment  is  met.  Few  of  them  have 
detailed  analysis  of  the  measures  to  be  taken  that  approach  the 
detail  provided  in  the  United  States  Action  Plan. 

Question:  Why  should  the  United  States  offer  to  "do  more" 
until  we  have  seen  what  actions  other  counties  are  willing  to  take? 

Answer:  The  United  States  has  not  offered  to  do  more  than  is 
stated  in  the  Action  Plan,  as  it  will  be  updated  in  the  required 
First  Communication  of  the  United  States  under  the  Convention. 

The  statement  on  "adequacy"  mentioned  in  a  previous  question 
does  not  call  for  any  country  on  its  own  to  do  more.   Instead, 
delegations  to  the  INC  and,  later,  to  the  meetings  of  the  Parties  of 
the  Convention  will  need  to  determine  the  process  for  all  Parties  to 
the  Convention  to  take  and  decide  what  are  appropriate  next  steps. 

Question:   If  developing  nations  do  not  actively  participate  in 
international  efforts  to  reduce  greenhouse  gas  emissions,  what  will 
happen  to  the  level  of  those  emissions  out  to  the  year  2030? 

Answer:  If  the  developing  countries  continue  present  trends  of 
emissions  and  the  developed  countries  meet  their  stated  plans  to 
limit  emissions  in  the  future,  the  level  of  emissions  in  developing 
countries  in  total  will  be  much  larger  than  the  total  emissions  for 
the  Annex  I  countries.  The  International  Energy  Agency,  in  its 
"World  Energy  Outlook  1994,"  projects  that  the  developing  countries 
in  2010  will  emit  energy-related  carbon  dioxide  emissions  at  more 
than  double  the  amount  that  they  emitted  in  1990.  Also,  by  2010,  the 
developing  countries  will  emit  more  energy-related  carbon  dioxide 
than  the  total  of  the  Organization  for  Economic  Cooperation  and 
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Development  countries.  After  2010,  the  developing  countries 
emissions  would  continue  to  grow  much  faster  than  emissions  from 
other  countries  of  the  world. 

Question:  Some  have  interpreted  the  U.  S.  intervention 
regarding  "adequacy  of  commitments"  in  the  post-2000  period  as 
supporting  a  60  percent  reduction  in  carbon  dioxide  emissions  and  a 
15  -  20  percent  reduction  in  methane  emissions  by  the  year  2030. 
What  is  your  understanding  of  the  U.  S.  position  regarding  the 
"adequacy  of  commitments"  in  the  post-2000  period? 

Answer:  The  U.  S.  statement  at  the  February  INC  meeting  stated 
only  that  the  INC  and,  later,  the  Parties  of  the  Convention  need  to 
determine  what  should  be  done  next  to  address  this  finding.  The  text 
of  the  Convention  states  (in  Article  4,  paragraph  2(d)): 

"The  Conference  of  the  Parties  shall,  at  its  first  session, 
review  the  adequacy  of  subparagraphs  (a)  and  (b)  above.  Such 
review  shall  be  carried  out  in  the  light  of  the  best  available 
scientific  information  and  assessment  of  climate  change  and  its 
impacts,  as  well  as  relevant  technical,  social,  and  economic 
information.  Based  on  this  review,  the  Conference  of  the 
Parties  shall  take  appropriate  action,  which  may  include  the 
adoption  of  amendments  to  the  commitments  in  subparagraphs  (a) 
and  (b),  above." 

No  specific  level  of  new  commitment  is  proposed  by  the 
Convention  or  as  part  of  the  United  States  statement  at  the  February 
meeting. 

Program  Overlap  and  Lack  of  Coordination 

In  the  Statement  of  the  Managers  accompanying  the  Conference 
Report  on  H.R.  2520,  the  Interior  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriation 
Act  for  FY  1994,  the  Congress  expressed  concern  that  there  is 
increasing  overlap  and  duplication  in  the  Federal  government's 
efforts  related  to  research,  development,  demonstration,  and 
commercialization  of  fuel  cells,  alternative  fuels,  natural  gas, 
coal,  and  electric  and  vehicle  technology  and  related  infrastructure. 
In  an  effort  to  minimize  this  overlap  and  duplication,  the  Congress 
directed  the  Secretary  of  Energy  to  review  the  relevant  programs 
within  the  Department  to  ensure  better  coordination  and  a  more 
efficient  allocation  of  resources.  Further,  the  Secretary  was 
directed  to  execute  agreements  with  other  Federal  agencies  having 
similar,  if  not  identical,  research  and  development  programs  to 
specifically  define  each  agency's  program  responsibilities. 

As  examples  of  the  program  overlap  and  possible  duplication  of 
agency  efforts,  funding  for  DOE's  electric/hybrid  vehicle  development 
program  in  FY  1994  totaled  $57.1  million;  funding  for  the  Department 
of  Defense,  which  has  a  similar  program  administered  by  its  Advanced 
Research  Projects  Agency  (ARPA),  is  $46.3  million  in  FY  1994.  In 
addition,  FY  1994  funding  for  DOE's  fuel  cell  development  program 
related  to  transportation  and  stationary  power  sources  is  $85.4 
million;  funding  in  FY  1994  for  the  Department  of  Defense  through 
ARPA  for  similar  programs  is  $15.0  million. 
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Mrs.  O'Leary,  Congress  directed  you  to  provide  a  report  to  the 
Appropriations  Committees  by  April  1,  1994  detailing  your  efforts  to 
ensure  more  effective  program  coordination  within  the  Department  of 
Energy  and  any  agreements  you  have  thus  far  executed  with  other 
agencies  such  as  the  Department  of  Defense.  By  letter  of  May  5, 
1994,  you  informed  the  Appropriations  Committees  that  you  would  be 
unable  to  furnish  this  report  until  July  1,  1994. 

Question:  What  is  the  reason  for  the  delay  in  furnishing  us 
with  the  report? 

Answer:  Data  collection  activities  caused  the  report  to  be 
delayed,  but  it  was  provided  on  July  1,  1994. 

Question:  What  can  you  tell  us  today  regarding  your  efforts  to 
ensure  better  program  coordination? 

Answer:  The  report  describes  the  Department's  efforts  by 
demonstrating  two  things: 

0    The  nature  of  and  extent  to  which  the  Department  of 
Energy's  programs  in  the  areas  of  interest  are 
internally  coordinated  among  laboratories  to  avoid 
duplication  of  effort  while  effectively  utilizing 
core  competencies  of  the  laboratories  involved. 

0    The  nature  of  and  extent  to  which  the  Department  of 
Energy's  programs  in  the  areas  of  interest  are 
externally  coordinated  with  those  of  other  Federal 
agencies  to  avoid  duplications  of  efforts  and  to 
increase  flow  of  information  and  lessons  learned 
among  and  between  involved  agencies. 

Question:  Are  other  agencies  cooperating? 

Answer:  The  report  focused  on  the  nature  and  extent  of  DOE 
coordination,  both  internally  and  with  other  agencies.  The  report 
did  not  focus  on  the  nature  and  extent  of  coordination  of  other 
agencies  with  each  other. 

Section  2306  of  EPACT 

Section  2306  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act  imposes  eligibility 
requirements  on  the  receipt  of  financial  assistance  by  all  companies, 
U.S. -owned  and  foreign-owned,  under  the  Department  of  Energy's 
research  and  development  programs,  including  R&D  programs  within 
Energy  Conservation  and  Fossil. 

As  a  prerequisite  to  a  company  receiving  financial  assistance 
from  the  Department,  the  Secretary,  on  a  case-by-case  basis,  must 
determine  that  the  provision  of  such  assistance  is  in  the  economic 
interests  of  the  U.S.  and  that  the  company  is  either  U.S.  owned  or, 
if  not,  that  there  is  sufficient  evidence  of  reciprocity  in  the 
country  of  origin  regarding  U.S.  investments,  R&D  participation  and 
protection  of  intellectual  property  rights  to  warrant  DOE  assistance. 

Question:  What  is  the  Department  doing  to  implement  section 
2306  of  EPACT? 
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Answer:  The  Department  is  strongly  committed  to  the  objectives 
of  §  2306  and  is  moving  expeditiously  to  implement  the  requirements 
of  that  statute  through  a  rulemaking.  A  rulemaking  will  allow  the 
Department  to  provide  a  forum  to  all  interested  parties  on  this 
important  piece  of  legislation  and  will  allow  stakeholders  to  provide 
input  on  how  best  to  interpret  the  broad  language  contained  in  the 
statute.  The  current  rulemaking  schedule  anticipates  issuance  of  an 
interim  final  policy  statement  in  October. 

The  Department  has  also  taken  steps  to  establish  uniform 
guidelines  and  procedures  governing  the  implementation  of  §  2306  in 
advance  of  a  rulemaking.  The  Department  is  currently  following 
procedures  used  by  the  Department  of  Commerce  in  connection  with  its 
Advanced  Technology  Program  as  an  interim  means  for  making  §  2306 
determinations,  pending  issuance  of  a  rulemaking.  These  Department  of 
Commerce  procedures  are  being  utilized  because  they  implement  a 
statute  very  similar  to  §  2306.  The  Department  recently  applied  the 
Commerce  model  to  five  award  actions  under  the  Advanced  Gas  Turbine 
Program. 

Question:  How  many  programs  are  affected? 

Answer:  The  Department  is  in  the  process  of  identifying  those 
program  activities  potentially  covered  by  Titles  XX  through  XXIII 
(the  provisions  to  which  §  2306  has  application)  of  EPACT.  As  part 
of  that  process,  the  Department,  by  memorandum  dated  April  20,  1994, 
requested  that  its  program  offices  provide  a  listing  of  projects  that 
would  appear  to  fall  within  the  descriptions  contained  in  Titles  XX 
through  XXIII.  We  are  in  the  process  of  analyzing  this  information. 

Question:  What  types  of  assistance  will  be  included  and  what 
impact  will  making  these  determinations  have  on  programs  such  as  the 
Fuel  Cell  and  Advanced  Turbine  development  effort? 

Answer:  One  issue  to  be  addressed  and  resolved  by  the 
Department  in  its  implementation  of  §  2306  is  the  definition  of 
"financial  assistance".   It  is  the  Department's  preliminary  view  that 
that  term,  which  is  not  defined  in  the  statute,  means  grants  and 
cooperative  agreements,  and  not  contracts  or  CRADAs. 

The  Department  recently  applied  the  principles  of  §  2306  to 
five  contract  award  actions  under  the  Advanced  Gas  Turbine  Program. 
The  principles  of  §  2306  were  applied  to  this  contract  action  because 
language  in  Senate  Report  No.  345,  102d  Cong.,  2d  Sess.  91  (1992),  on 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriations 
Act,  1993,  directed  the  Department  to  employ  an  eligibility  analysis 
nearly  identical  to  §  2306(1),  the  economic  interest  determination, 
for  the  Advanced  Gas  Turbine  Program.   In  light  of  congressional 
concerns  about  this  contract  award,  the  Department  chose  to  apply  the 
principles  of  §  2306  in  their  entirety  to  this  contract  action. 

With  respect  to  the  Advanced  Gas  Turbine  Program,  it  should  be 
mentioned  that  a  number  of  conditions  intended  to  assure  that  U.S. 
economic  interests  are  promoted  will  also  be  required  of  those 
seeking  to  participate  in  the  next  phase  of  the  Advanced  Gas  Turbine 
Program.  The  attached  letter  to  Senator  Byrd  dated  July  14,  1994, 
articulates  the  conditions  that  the  Department  will  apply. 
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h,.oH  r       °^P^''^'"e"ys  Fuel  Cell  Program  is  designed  to  assist  U  S 
based  companies  to  develop  an  alternative  (electrochemical)  source'of 
power  generation  utilizing  a  coal  gas  or  natural  gas-based  fuT 
source.  Awards  are  pending  in  the  Molten  Carbonate  Fuel  Cell 
assist'Le  f   '°'  <^^termination  will  be  required  because  financial 
assistance  (i  e   cooperative  agreements)  awards  will  be  made  in  a 
program  to  which  §  2306  applies.  "mi  ue  maae  in  a 

addrps!"5^5^nJ?yf  H  ^^l   ^"'"^"^  '''°9ram,  actions  undertaken  to 
address  §  2306(1)  and,  when  necessary,  §  2306(2)  reauirements 
delayed  the  award  process.  The  time  and  effonVeq3i;edtS  gather 

lllTl's'tVc^l^'ri   J°°'^'?i"f^^'  ^"d  do^^-^ent  information  necessary  to 
make  a  §  2306  determination  was  both  labor  intensive  and  time 

Jhn.iTh^  '"?'/'.'  '''"^^'  ^^<^ected  the  timetable  for  award.  It 

due  0  a  6"23o1'"  P^L'"''  '^''  ?  'V'   °^  '^''   ^^^^^  "'^^  ^^'^   been 
cue  to  a  §  2306  learning  curve"  and  to  the  fact  that  the  Deoartmpnt 

]loZlTl'2lV''r'T   °r.d-^l°P-9  policies  and  proc:5Sr  r 
implement  §  2306.  As  such,  this  same  type  of  delay  is  not 
anticipated  with  respect  to  the  Fuel  Cell  Program. 


[LETTER  FROM  SECRETARY  HAZEL  R.  O'LEARY] 


The  Honorable  Robert  C.  Byrd  jyjy  14   j^^ 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Appropriations 
United  States  Senate 
Washington.  D.C.   20510 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

I  am  writing  to  update  you  on  the  Department's  Advanced  Gas  Turbine  Program, 
in  light  of  the  interest  you  have  previously  expressed. 

ABB  Determination 

The  Department  has  recently  completed  its  review  of  the  eligibility  of  Asca  BrouTi 
Bovcri  Power  Generation  Inc..  a  wholly  owned  U.S.  subsidiary  of  Asca  Brown 
Bovcri,  Inc.  (ABB)  to  receive  a  contract  award  under  the  Advanced  Turbine 
Systems  (ATS)  Program.   This  review  was  undertaken  based  on  Che  eligibility  test 
set  out  in  §  2306  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  1992.   Senate  Report  No.  345.  102d 
Cong  .  2d  Sess  91  (1992).  on  the  Department  of  the  Interior  and  Related  Agencies 
Appropriations  Act.  1993.  directed  the  Department  to  employ  an  eligibility 
analysis  nearly  identical  to  J  2306(1).  the  economic  interest  dciennination.  for  the 
ATS  program.   In  light  of  congressional  concerns  about  this  contract  award,  the 
Department  has  also  chosen  to  consider  the  factors  outlined  in  i  2306(2)  for 
foreign-owned  companies. 

To  determine  whether  or  not  ABB's  participation  would  be  in  the  economic 
interest  of  the  United  Sutes.  the  Department  sought  and  received  information 
regarding  ABB's  research  and  development  and  manufacturing  investments  in  the 
United  States  as  well  as  employment  in  the  United  Sutes.   In  this  regard,  the 
Department  relied  on  the  following: 

•  ABB  employs  approximately  25.000  people  in  the  United  Sutes  with  an 
annual  payroll  of  approximately  $1.6  billion. 

•  ABB  Power  Generation  operates  a  gas  turbine  production  center  in 
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Rjchroond,  Virjinia  which  employs  ipproximaicly  300  people  with  an 
annual  payroll  exceeding  $14  million.   ABB  Power  Generation  hzs  recently 
expanded  that  facility. 

•  ABB  proposed  to  perform  approximately  iS'i  of  the  contract  work  in  the 
United  Suies  and  has  commiaed  to  promote  U.S  manufacture  of  any 
products  developed  with  technology  under  the  contract 

•  ABB  will  cost-share  over  25%  of  total  costs. 

Consistent  with  §  2306(2),  the  Depanmcni  also  assessed  the  practices  of 
Swiuerland.  the  country  in  which  ABB's  parent,  Asca  Brown  Bovcn.  Ud..  is 
incorporated.   As  pan  of  that  assessment  the  Dcpartrocnt  sought  and  received 
information  from  the  Office  of  the  U.S.  Trade  Rcprescnuiivc  and  the  Embassy  of 
Switzerland.  The  information  inchided  specific  examples  of  U.S.  participation  in 
Swiss  research  and  development  programs. 

Based  on  this  review,  the  Dcpartrocnt  has^termined  that  an  award  to  ABB  would 
be  in  the  economic  interest  of  the  United  States  and  that  ABB  meets  the  eligibility 
criteria  required  to  participate  in  the  ATS  Program.   The  Department  also  has 
determined  that  four  U.S.-owned  awardecs  satisfy  these  eligibUity  criteria.    ABB 
and  the  other  four  awardees  are  each  expected  to  make  important  contributions  to 
development  of  ultra-high  efficiency  gas  turbine  technology. 

Further  Promoting  U.S  Economic  Intere^s  in  Future  Phases  of  the  ATS  Prof;ram 
We  understand  your  concerns  that  the  Department  take  all  steps  possible  to 
advance  the  economic  interests  of  the  United  States.   We  share  your  goal  of 
ensuring  thai  taxpayer  dollars  are  used  for  research  and  development  efforts  that 
benefit  the  U.S.  economy. 

During  the  past  few  months,  we  gave  extensive  consideration  to  this  critical 
objective    ABB  and  the  other  awardees  in  this  phase  of  the  ATS  Program  are 
performing  the  great  majority  of  their  work  in  the  United  States,  thus  assuring  that 
benefits  will  flow  to  the  United  States.   Additionally,  prior  to  award  for  the  next 
phase  of  the  program,  the  Department  wUl  require  each  potential  participant  to 
provide  a  commercialization  plan  that  describes  (a)  how  it  intends  to  utilize  and 
commercialiie  technology  it  develops  under  the  program,  and  (b)  to  which  entities 
(including  affiliates)  it  expects  to  license  such  technology.  This  inforroatioo  will 
be  given  great  weight  in  determining  whether  a  company's  participation  is  in  the 
economic  interest  of  the  United  States.  We  would  request  information  on  plans 
for  research,  development  and  manufacturing  in  the  United  States  similar  to  what 
we  currently  request  in  connection  with  our  Cooperative  Research  and 
Development  Agreements  (CRADAs).   More  specifically,  consistent  with  our 
practice  in  connection  with  CRADAs,  the  Department  will  consider  whether  each 
participant  in  the  Advanced  Gas  Turtine  program  (and  any  affiliates)  has 
committed  to  substantially  manufacture  products  containing  technology  developed 
under  the  program  in  the  U.S.   In  the  event  that  substantial  U.S.  manufacturing  is 
not  feasible,  the  Department  will  not  permit  a  company  to  participate  unless  the 
company's  participation  in  the  program  wiU  provide  other  clear  benefits  to  the 
committed  to  substantially  manufacture  products  containing  technology  developed 
under  the  program  in  the  U.S.   In  the  event  that  substantial  U.S.  manufacturing  is 
not  feasible,  the  Department  will  not  permit  a  company  to  participate  unless  the 
company's  participation  in  ihe  program  will  provide  other  clear  benefits  to  the 
U.S.  economy.  The  Department  will  take  steps  to  monitor  and  enforce 
commitments  made  under  the  program. 
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In  sum,  Ae  Departraent  will  give  significant  weighi  to  commercialization  plans  in 
the  selection  process  for  the  Dex(  phase  of  the  ATS  program,  seeking  to  maximize 
the  benefits  to  the  U.S.  ecoooroy,  inclu(fing  promotion  of  U.S.  manufacturing, 
while  achieving  the  ATS  program  goals.  We  fuUy  expect  that  the  steps  outlined 
in  this  letter  will  promote  the  economic  interests  of  the  U.S. 


Hazel  kT  O'Leary 
Green  Room 

Question:  What  is  the  source  of  funding  for  the  "Green  Room"? 

Answer:  The  funding  source  for  contractual  services  in  support 
of  the  Green  Room  was  the  Energy  Conservation  Policy  and  Management 
account  while  Federal  salary  costs  were  from  Energy  Conservation 
program  direction  accounts. 

Question:  At  what  levels  is  it  funded  for  fiscal  years  1994 
and  1995? 

Answer:  The  total  estimated  costs  for  Federal  salaries  and 
contractual  services  in  support  of  the  Green  Room  is  $431,600  in  FY 
1994.  Continuation  of  some  or  all  of  the  Green  Room  activities  into 
FY  1995  will  be  evaluated  at  a  later  date. 

Question:  Where  is  it  included  in  the  budget? 

Answer:  The  funding  is  included  in  the  Policy  and  Management 
account  under  the  line  item  "Contractual  Services  -  Management"  and 
"Salaries  and  Related  Expenses"  and  in  the  Technical  and  Financial 
Assistance  account  the  funding  is  under  the  line  item  "Management  - 
Program  Direction". 

Question:  What  is  the  level  of  staffing  for  the  "Green  Room"? 

Answer:  An  estimated  8  FTEs  are  assigned  to  the  Green  Room  in 
FY  1994. 

Question:  How  many  of  the  staff  are  federal  employees  and  how 
many  are  non- federal  employees? 

Answer:  Of  the  8  FTEs,  5  FTEs  are  federal  employees  and  3  FTEs 
are  non- federal  contract  employees. 

Question:  How  many  employees  are  detailed  to  the  office  and 
where  are  they  detailed  from? 

Answer:  A  total  nearly  of  5  FTEs  (federal  employees)  work  in 
the  Green  Room.  This  includes  3  FTEs  detailed  from  the  Office  of 
Planning  and  Assessment  and  1  from  the  Office  of  Technical  and 
Financial  Assistance.  Additionally,  partial  time  of  a  quality 
management  team,  including  the  Principal  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary 
for  EE  and  representatives  from  the  EE  Sector  Offices  devote  an 
estimated  2  hours  per  week  to  Green  Room  activities.  Finally,  there 
were  2  detailees  from  the  EE  Support  Offices;  a  4-week  detail  for  a 
person  from  the  Seattle  Support  Office  and  a  4-week  detail  for  a 
person  from  the  San  Francisco  Support  Office  which  results  in 
slightly  under  0.2  FTEs.  Additionally,  a  federal  employee  from  the 
Office  of  Fossil  Energy  and  one  from  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  have  provided  part-time  assistance. 

Question:  Are  these  reimbursable  agreements? 
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Answer:  No,  these  are  not  reimbursable  agreements.  These  are 
federal  employees  from  various  Energy  Efficiency  programs  who  have 
devoted  a  portion  of  their  time  to  this  endeavor. 

Question:  How  many  consultants  are  employed  by  the  Office? 

Answer:  There  are  no  consultants  employed  by  the  Green  Room. 
Approximately  $150,000  is  provided  for  contractual  services  to 
provide  for  printing  and  publication  costs  and  similar  types  of 
support  for  the  Green  Room. 

Question:  What  is  the  total  amount  paid  for  the  consultants? 

Answer:  No  consultants  have  been  contracted  to  provide  services 
to  the  Green  Room.  A  total  of  $150,000  is  provided  for  the  object 
class  of  "consulting  services"  which  consists  of  administrative 
support  services. 

Question:  Is  the  "Green  Room"  currently  fully  staffed  or  will 
additional  staff  be  added? 

Answer:  No  additional  staff  time  is  expected  to  be  assigned  to 
the  Green  Room.   In  fact,  the  staff  level  has  decreased  from  8  to  5 
FTEs  in  the  last  two  months. 

Question:  What  is  the  basis  for  the  level  of  staffing 
anticipated  for  the  "Green  Room"? 

Answer:  It  is  expected  that  the  staffing  level  will  not  exceed 
FY  1994  levels. 

Question:  How  is  the  "Green  Room"  affected  if  the  funding  for 
the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  is  significantly  lower  than  requested? 

Answer:   If  funding  for  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  is 
significantly  lower  than  requested,  the  level  of  effort  in  the  Green 
Room  would  decrease  modestly.  The  majority  of  the  costs  incurred  in 
the  operation  of  the  Green  Room  are  "fixed"  costs  associated  with  the 
coordination,  planning,  design  and  marketing  of  the  CCAP  programs  and 
therefore  they  would  not  be  expected  to  change  significantly. 

Question:  Please  provide  a  breakdown  by  object  class  for  the 
activities  of  the  "Green  Room". 

Answer:  The  following  is  a  breakdown  by  object  class  for  the 
Green  Room: 

Object  Classification Amount 

Object  Class  II.  1  Full-time  Permanent $243,100 

Object  Class  12.1  Civilian  Personnel  Benefits  ....  36,500 

Object  Class  21.0  Travel  and  transportation  of  persons  .  2,000 

Object  Class  25.1  Consulting  Services 150,000 


Strategic  Petroleum  Reserve 


$431,600 


Question:  The  FY  1995  request  for  the  Strategic  Petroleum 
Reserve  is  $244  million  for  facilities  development,  of  which  $136.2 
million  is  requested  in  new  budget  authority  and  $107.8  million  is 
proposed  for  transfer  from  prior  year  unobligated  balances  from  the 
petroleum  acquisition  and  transportation  account.  This  total  request 
represents  an  increase  of  $37.2  million,  or  18  percent,  above  the  FY 
1994  enacted  level.  Why  have  no  funds  been  requested  for  additional 
oil  acquisition? 
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Answer:  The  Department  believes  that  the  highest  value 
activity  that  it  can  perform  is  to  assure  the  operational  readiness 
of  the  Reserve.  As  a  result  we  have  initiated  plans  to  degassify 
crude  oil  and  to  rebuild  and  upgrade  the  surface  facilities  at  all  of 
the  sites.  The  comprehensive  Life  Extension  Plan  will  require 
approximately  $365  million  above  the  normal  operations  and 
maintenance  budgets  for  the  program.  Given  the  Department's  very 
tight  budget  we  cannot  afford  to  embark  on  a  facilities  upgrading 
program  and  an  oil  acquisition  program  simultaneously.  We  are 
pursuing  the  Life  Extension  Program  and  degassification  efforts  first 
to  protect  the  wery   significant  investment  in  oil  currently  in  the 
Reserve  and  to  ensure  maximum  drawdown  capability  of  the  Reserve. 

Question:  Is  the  suspension  of  acquisition  of  petroleum  for 
the  SPR  temporary?  Do  you  anticipate  any  additional  fill  in  the  near 
future? 

Answer:  The  Department  considers  the  fill  target  for  the 
Reserve  to  be  750  million  barrels  of  oil.  The  suspension  of  fill, 
although  temporary,  will  continue  until  there  is  success  with 
alternative  financing  of  oil  acquisition,  since  the  Department  does 
not  anticipate  purchasing  oil  for  the  Reserve  in  the  next  five  years. 
The  Department  has  determined  that  operational  readiness  of  the 
existing  Reserve  is  a  higher  priority  than  oil  acquisition  and  that 
funding  of  the  Life  Extension  Plan  should  come  from  funds  that  would 
otherwise  be  used  for  oil  purchases. 

SPR  Oil  Quality  Problems 

Question:  During  FY  1993,  two  problems  were  identified  which 
reduced  the  availability  for  drawdown  of  some  of  the  SPR  oil 
inventory.  The  problems  include  intrusion  of  methane  from  the 
surrounding  salt  formations  and  absorption  of  nitrogen  used  in  cavern 
integrity  pressure  tests,  and  elevated  temperatures  in  some  of  the 
oil  due  to  geothermal  heating.  Recently,  additional  problems  have 
been  identified  at  the  Weeks  Island  facility.  What  is  the  status  of 
the  mitigation  efforts  for  the  problems  previously  identified? 

Answer:  The  Department  has  defined  the  extent  of  the  heat 
build  up  and  gas  intrusion  problems,  has  environmental  assessments  in 
process  for  the  mitigation  measures  it  is  proposing  and  is  now 
engaged  in  procurement  of  the  equipment  and  services  to  solve  these 
problems.  Our  schedule  provides  for  installation  of  the  heat 
exchangers  to  alleviate  the  hot  oil  problem  by  April  1995,  and  the 
initiation  of  degassification  operations  in  February  1995.  The 
degassification  is  scheduled  to  be  finished  by  the  end  of  1997. 

The  Department  has  not  yet  diagnosed  the  problem  at  Weeks 
Island.  At  present  we  know  that  there  is  a  sink  hole  above  the  salt 
dome  and  a  concurrent  increase  in  the  amount  of  water  in  the  salt 
mine  that  contains  the  oil.  In  June,  we  drilled  wells  to  the  top  of 
the  salt  dome  to  perform  sub-surface  seismic  survey  and  dye  tests. 
We  hope  that  these  tests  will  allow  us  to  define  the  source  of  the 
water  entering  the  mine  and  the  cause  of  the  sink  hole.   This 
information  should  allow  us  to  determine  the  cost  of  mitigation.   We 
will  have  more  information  on  the  status  of  the  sink  hole  later  in 
the  summer. 

Question:  Are  all  SPR  facilities  affected? 
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Answer:  Of  the  five  storage  sites,  only  the  Weeks  Island  site 
is  not  affected  by  gas  intrusion  and  heat  build  up.  However,  the 
rate  of  gas  intrusion  and  heat  build  up  is  different  at  each  site  and 
varies  from  cavern  to  cavern  at  the  individual  sites. 

Question:  When  are  the  mitigation  activities  expected  to  be 
completed? 

Answer:  The  heat  exchangers  to  allow  oil  cooling  during 
drawdown  will  be  installed  and  operational  by  April  1995.  The 
degassification  will  start  in  February  1995  and  be  completed  by  the 
end  of  1997. 

Question:  What  is  the  estimated  total  cost  for  cooling  and 
degassing  the  oil? 

Answer:  The  current  total  estimated  cost  is  $20  million  for 
the  heat  exchangers  and  $45  million  for  the  degassification. 

Question:  How  much  is  budgeted  for  FY  1995  and  how  much  is 
required  in  future  years? 

Answer:  The  FY  1994  appropriation  provided  $22.1  million  for 
hot  oil  mitigation,  but  only  $2.1  million  is  included  in  the  FY  1995 
budget.  Funding  above  the  current  TEC  of  $20  million  for  hot  oil 
corrections  will  be  used  toward  degassification.  The  FY  1994 
appropriation  also  provided  $12.0  million  for  degassification  of  the 
oil.  The  remaining  $33  million  in  budget  appropriation  required  for 
degassification  is  spread  evenly  from  FY  1995  -  FY  1997. 

Question:  What  is  the  nature  of  the  recently  discovered 
problems  at  Weeks  Island? 

Answer:   In  1992,  the  SPR  discovered  a  sink  hole  on  the  surface 
which  is  located  over  the  SPR's  oil  storage  chamber.  The  sink  hole 
has  been  increasing  in  size  at  a  rate  of  about  a  cubic  yard  a  day. 
Concurrently  since  1992,  following  a  system  drawdown  test  of  the 
mine,  we  have  experienced  an  increase  in  the  accumulation  of  water  in 
the  mine's  fill  sump.  Our  concern  is  whether  there  is  a  connection 
between  the  surface  sink  hole  phenomena  and  the  brine  increase  in  the 
fill  sump. 

Question:  What  is  the  anticipated  cost  for  mitigating  the 
problems  at  Weeks  Island? 

Answer:  Because  we  have  not  defined  the  nature  or  extent  of 
the  problem,  we  have  not  yet  proposed  any  engineering  solutions  nor 
made  any  cost  estimates,  other  than  to  estimate  what  it  would  cost  to 
transfer  the  oil  and  abandon  the  mine,  which  has  been  roughly 
estimated  at  $100  million. 

Question:  To  what  extent  do  these  problems  affect  drawdown 
capacity? 

Answer:  The  Weeks  Island  drawdown  capacity  is  not  currently 
affected.  However,  if  water  intrusion  from  the  surface  is  confirmed, 
it  may  become  necessary  to  backfill  Weeks  Island  with  water  as  oil  is 
withdrawn  which  in  turn  may  require  a  slower  drawdown  rate  than  the 
current  590,000  barrel  per  day  drawdown  rate. 
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Question:  In  light  of  the  problems  which  have  been  identified 
at  the  SPR  facilities,  what  is  the  current  level  of  inventory  that  is 
available  for  drawdown? 

Answer:  Of  the  592  million  barrels  of  inventory,  approximately 
520  million  are  available  for  drawdown  with  a  maximum  initial 
drawdown  rate  of  2.5  million  barrels  per  day. 

Question:  Have  the  national  labs  been  involved  in  resolving 
the  problems  which  have  been  discovered  at  the  SPR  facilities? 

Answer:  Yes,  the  Strategic  Petroleum  Reserve  has  for  a  long 
time  been  using  the  Sandia  Lab  to  perform  its  geologic  studies. 
Sandia  has  been  involved  in  investigations  of  the  sources  of  gas 
intrusion  into  the  oil  caverns  and  is  currently  conducting  the 
seismic  analysis  of  the  Weeks  Island  sink  hole  with  the  assistance  of 
numerous  expert  consultants  from  private  industry  and  universities. 

SPR  Facilities  Life  Extension  Program 

Question:  The  FY  1995  request  for  the  Strategic  Petroleum 
Reserve  includes  $69  million  for  a  "life  extension  program"  to 
enhance  drawdown  capability.  The  Life  Extension  Program  is  a 
comprehensive  program  to  renew,  modernize  and  standardize  surface 
facilities  to  extend  their  life  to  the  year  2025.  What  is  the 
expected  duration  and  total  expected  cost  for  the  Life  Extension 
Program? 

Answer:  The  Department's  Comprehensive  Life  Extension  Program 
for  the  Strategic  Petroleum  Reserve  began  in  Fiscal  Year  1994  and 
will  be  complete  in  Fiscal  Year  2000.  At  that  time  the  Reserve 
should  have  an  expected  life  of  25  years  with  regular  levels  of 
maintenance.  The  budget  authority  required  for  the  Comprehensive 
Life  Extension  Program  for  Fiscal  Years  1994-2000  will  be  $365.7 
million,  and  approximately  an  additional  $5  million  of  prior  year 
appropriations  will  be  spent  on  the  program.  The  total  estimated 
cost  will  be  about  $370  million. 

Question:  How  do  you  expect  to  finance  the  program  in  future 
years,  given  the  constraints  faced  by  the  Committee? 

Answer:  The  Department  has  determined  that  operational 
readiness  of  the  existing  Reserve  is  a  higher  priority  than  oil 
acquisition  and  that  funding  of  the  Life  Extension  Plan  should  come 
from  funds  that  would  otherwise  be  used  for  oil  purchases.  The  FY 
1995  budget  proposes  that  approximately  $300  million  of  SPR  Petroleum 
Account  funds  be  transferred  to  the  facilities  account  during  FY 
1995-1997.  Continuation  of  the  Life  Extension  program  beyond  FY  1997 
would  require  new  appropriations. 

Question:  Amendments  have  been  offered  to  various  bills  which 
would  rescind  the  unobligated  balances  which  remain  in  the  petroleum 
acquisition  account.  If  the  unobligated  balances  were  rescinded,  how 
would  this  impact  your  ability  to  complete  the  Life  Extension 
Program? 

Answer:  The  Department  has  proposed  that  approximately  $300 
million  of  the  SPR  Petroleum  Account  funds  be  transferred  to  the 
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facilities  account.  If  Congress  removes  this  source  of  funding,  the 
new  budget  authority  required  for  the  Strategic  Petroleum  Reserve 
will  increase  above  the  amounts  proposed  for  the  years  FY  1995-1997 
or  the  Life  Extension  program  would  necessarily  stop,  thereby  causing 
a  significant  and  continuing  degradation  in  system  operational 
availability  and  a  resultant  loss  in  sustainable  drawdown  capability. 

Question:  What  is  the  effect  on  the  SPR  facilities  if  the  Life 
Extension  Program  is  not  funded? 

Answer:  The  reliability  of  the  surface  facilities  will 
continue  to  decrease.  The  real  cost  would  be  a  reduced  level  of 
availability  during  a  drawdown,  implying  that  oil  would  not  be  moved 
to  market  as  needed  and  that  the  Reserve  would  not  be  able  to  provide 
all  of  the  mitigating  effects  to  an  economic  downturn  which  is 
usually  expected  to  occur  as  a  consequence  of  an  oil  interruption. 

In  addition,  because  the  Department  would  be  continuing  to 
maintain  aging  and  obsolete  equipment  in  service,  the  required  levels 
of  maintenance  would  increase,  affecting  both  the  cost  and  speed  with 
which  the  program  can  respond  to  an  emergency.  The  risk  of  oil  and 
brine  spills  would  increase.  If  the  operational  integrity  of  the 
Reserve  is  not  maintained,  the  Department  has  estimated  that  the 
expected  value  of  the  Reserve's  oil  in  protecting  the  nation's  gross 
domestic  product  will  decline  by  $1.8  billion. 

Energy  Policy  and  Conservation  Act  Reauthorization 

Question:  In  May,  you  submitted  a  legislative  proposal  to 
Congress,  cited  as  the  "Energy  Policy  Conservation  Act  Amendments  Act 
of  1994".  The  proposed  legislation  would  amend  and  extend  certain 
authorities  in  the  Energy  Policy  and  Conservation  Act  that  have 
expired  or  will  expire  on  September  30,  1994.  What  are  the  major 
provisions  of  the  proposed  legislation  that  relate  to  the  SPR? 

Answer:  Major  provisions  of  the  Act  relating  to  the  SPR 
include: 

Making  a  plan  for  expansion  when  a  pattern  of 
appropriations  for  fill  develops  such  that  a  750  million 
barrel  inventory  can  be  reasonably  anticipated  within  5 
years. 

Eliminating  a  fill  requirement  for  75,000  barrels  per  day 
because  shortages  of  funds  in  recent  years  have  required 
waivers  each  year. 

Eliminating  congressional  review  of  contracts  to  "lease 
oil." 

Eliminating  allocation  authority  (thus  confirming  that 
sales  would  be  made  to  highest  bidder). 

Eliminating  linkages  between  SPR  and  the  Naval  Petroleum 
Reserves. 

Question:  How  much  support  has  the  legislative  proposal 
received  from  Congress? 
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Answer:  Senator  J.  Bennett  Johnston  introduced  the 
Administration's  bill  on  June  30  as  S.2251.  The  EPCA  bill  was 
reported  out  by  the  House  Energy  and  Commerce  Committee  on  July  19 
and  by  the  Senate  Energy  and  Natural  Resources  Committee  on  July  20. 
Final  House  action  took  place  on  August  8,  1994. 

The  Department  of  Energy  is  now  working  with  staffs  of  the 
Senate  and  House  Committees  on  a  small  number  of  possible 
modifications. 

Energy  Policy  and  Conservation  Act  Reauthorization 

Question:  What  are  the  drawdown  and  distribution  requirements 
for  the  SPR  Plan  that  you  are  proposing  to  retain? 

Answer:  The  Administration's  legislation  to  amendment  the 
Energy  Policy  and  Conservation  Act  would  not  affect  the  capacities  of 
the  five  existing  storage  sites.   In  total,  the  goal  would  continue 
to  be  an  initial  drawdown  and  distribution  capability  of  4.3  million 
barrels  per  day. 

Question:  The  Department  is  currently  required  to  produce  a 
SPR  Plan  Amendment  which  would  detail  expansion  of  the  Reserve  to  one 
billion  barrels.  The  proposed  legislation  would  make  preparation  of 
the  Plan  Amendment  dependent  on  funding  that  would  result  in  filling 
the  existing  facilities  within  five  years.  What  is  the  basis  for 
this  proposal? 

Answer:  The  proposed  legislation  would  delete  the  requirement 
for  a  SPR  plan  and  the  provision  for  plan  amendments.  However,  the 
legislation  would  continue  to  require  the  Department  to  submit  to 
Congress  proposed  plans  to  expand  storage  capacity  once  a  pattern  of 
funding  is  established  that  will  fill  existing  capacity  within  five 
years. 

The  basis  of  this  proposal  is  the  concern  that  any  plan 
developed  now  for  expansion  of  SPR  capacity  would  be  out  of  date  by 
the  time  expansion  activities  were  actually  undertaken.  At  present, 
the  SPR  has  160  million  barrels  of  unutilized  capacity.  Since  the 
end  of  1990,  the  net  gain  in  SPR  inventory  has  been  only  6  million 
barrels.  At  a  comparable  fill  rate,  it  will  be  many  years  before 
current  capacity  is  utilized.  In  this  proposal,  the  plan  amendment 
would  be  prepared  when  funding  levels  indicated  existing  facilities 
would  be  full  in  five  years.  SPR  engineers  estimate  that  five  years 
would  be  needed  to  build  the  new  facilities.  In  this  approach,  the 
plans  for  the  new  facilities  would  not  become  outdated. 

Question:  Currently  the  Energy  Policy  and  Conservation  Act 
requires  that  the  Reserve  be  filled  at  a  rate  of  75,000  barrels  per 
day  until  the  Reserve  has  reached  750  million  barrels  or  the  U.S. 
share  of  crude  oil  from  Naval  Petroleum  Reserve  No.  1  at  Elk  Hills, 
California,  must  be  delivered  to  the  SPR.  Language  has  been  carried 
in  the  Interior  bill  over  the  past  few  years  to  waive  this 
requirement.  The  proposed  legislation  would  permanently  eliminate 
linkage  of  filling  the  SPR  with  sale  of  oil  from  the  Naval  Petroleum 
Reserves.  Does  the  proposed  legislation  eliminate  the  requirement  to 
fill  the  SPR  to  the  750  million  barrel  level? 
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Answer:  The  proposed  legislation  does  not  include  a 
requirement  for  a  specific  inventory  level  and  it  conditions  SPR  fill 
on  the  availability  of  financing  for  SPR  acquisition.  However,  the 
Energy  Policy  Act  of  1992,  Sec.  1402,  amended  EPCA  to  direct  that  the 
President  shall  take  actions  to  enlarge  the  Strategic  Petroleum 
Reserve  to  1  billion  barrels  as  rapidly  as  possible. 

Question:  Given  the  budget  constraints  faced  by  the  Committee, 
do  you  anticipate  that  the  requirement  to  fill  SPR  to  the  750  million 
barrel  level  to  be  practical? 

Answer:  The  purpose  of  a  Strategic  Petroleum  Reserve  is  to 
provide  oil  from  reserve  inventories  during  a  severe  energy  supply  or 
price  shock  to  moderate  the  economic  impacts  of  the  shock.  It  is 
\/ery   difficult  to  foretell  the  extent  to  which  such  inventories  will 
be  needed  in  the  future.  We  believe  it  is  prudent  to  maintain  access 
to  the  inventories  already  purchased  and  to  continue  to  acquire 
inventory  in  proportion  to  our  understanding  of  U.S.  vulnerability  to 
disruptions. 

Question:  What  is  the  approximate  cost  of  maintaining  the 
unused  portion  of  the  existing  SPR  750  million  barrel  storage 
capacity? 

Answer:  The  program  estimates  that  if  all  of  the  existing  oil 
inventory  were  consolidated,  and  the  unused  facilities  were  either 
sold  or  abandoned,  the  operations  and  maintenance  budget  of  the 
Reserve  could  be  reduced  by  up  to  $40  million  per  year.  However, 
there  would  be  front  end  costs  of  up  to  $100  million  associated  with 
the  oil  movement,  environmental  assessments,  and  the  preparation  of 
the  sites  for  sale  or  abandonment. 

Question:  The  proposed  legislation  would  also  eliminate  the 
requirement  that  any  alternative  financing  contracts  must  lie  before 
Congress  for  30  legislative  days  before  going  into  effect.  What  is 
the  basis  for  eliminating  the  30-day  Congressional  review  period? 

Answer:  The  basis  is  the  concern  identified  in  past 
conversations  with  potential  leasing  partners  that  this  requirement 
subjects  the  details  of  contracts  to  unnecessary  public  scrutiny  and 
would  delay  the  closing  of  a  contract  by  30  legislative  days  which, 
during  a  recess,  could  stretch  over  several  months.  They  felt  that 
this  requirement  reduces  U.S.  Government  ability  to  close  on  a 
contract  and  might  make  it  necessary  to  repeat  negotiations.  It 
would  be  impossible  to  "strike  while  the  iron  is  hot," 

Question:  Doesn't  the  Clean  Coal  program  have  a  similar 
requirement? 

Answer:  Yes,  a  similar  requirement  applies  to  the  Clean  Coal 
program. 

Question:  Has  such  a  requirement  proved  detrimental  to  the 
Clean  Coal  program? 

Answer:  No,  it  has  not  adversely  affected  the  program. 

Question:  Under  your  proposal,  would  Congress  have  any 
opportunity  to  review  contracts  for  oil  acquired  by  means  other  than 
direct  appropriations? 
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Answer:  The  alternative  financing  contracts  would  almost 
inevitably  still  require  appropriations  for  possible  lease  payments 
and  oil  transportation  and  handling  costs.  The  Department's  FY  1995 
budget  proposes  to  transfer  nearly  all  of  the  SPR  Petroleum  Account 
funds  to  the  facilities  account.  Therefore,  it  is  highly  unlikely 
that  the  Department  will  be  able  to  sign  a  contract  for  any  type  of 
oil  acquisition  without  requesting  appropriations  from  Congress. 

Question:  What  provisions  does  the  legislation  contain  to 
ensure  that  national  security  interests  are  protected  in  any 
alternative  financing  contracts? 

Answer:  The  legislation  does  not  propose  to  modify  the 
authority  for  alternative  financing  with  the  exception  of  deleting 
the  30-day  Congressional  review  period,  nor  does  it  add  to  or  delete 
from  the  current  Act  any  provisions  that  address  national  security 
issues. 

Question:  Are  you  actively  considering  any  proposals  for 
financing  oil  acquisition  for  the  Strategic  Petroleum  Reserve  through 
arrangements  other  than  direct  appropriations?  If  so,  please 
describe  these  proposals? 

Answer:  At  this  time  the  Department  is  not  actively 
negotiating  any  alternative  financing  contracts.  Our  contacts  with 
potential  partners  are  periodically  renewed,  but  they  have  not  moved 
to  a  point  that  could  be  described  as  negotiations. 

Naval  Petroleum  and  Oil  Shale  Reserves 

Question:  The  FY  1995  budget  request  includes  a  proposal  to 
restructure  the  operation  of  the  Naval  Petroleum  Reserve  No.  1  at  Elk 
Hills,  California  through  lease,  sale,  or  other  means.  It  is  the 
Committee's  understanding  that  the  Department  no  longer  supports  this 
proposal.  Is  this  true?  If  so,  has  the  Administration  officially 
notified  the  Appropriations  Committee  of  this  change  in  its  request? 

Answer:  The  Department  recognizes  the  proposal  to  lease  Naval 
Petroleum  Reserve  No.  I  which  we  made  in  the  FY  1995  budget  does  not 
have  the  support  of  Congress.  As  Secretary  O'Leary  testified  before 
Congrpss,  the  Department  is  not  pushing  the  proposal  this  year.  No 
other  notificiation  of  this  change  has  been  provided  to  he 
Approproations  committee  in  the  FY  1995  request. 

Question:  Does  the  Administration  plan  to  submit  any  formal 
notification  to  the  Committee? 

Answer:  At  this  time,  the  Administration  has  no  plans  to 
submit  further  notification  to  the  Committee. 

Question:  Given  the  failure  of  such  proposals  in  the  past, 
what  was  the  basis  for  inclusion  of  such  a  proposal  in  the  FY  1995 
budget? 

Answer:  The  basis  for  including  the  leasing  proposal  in  the  FY 
1995  budget  was  to  divest  a  commercially  oriented  program  as  part  of 
the  Administration's  effort  to  restructure  the  Federal  Government. 
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Naval  on  Shale  Reserve  Leasing 

Question:  The  Senate  Energy  Committee  has  marked  up  S.  1170, 
which  would  amend  the  Mineral  Leasing  Act  to  allow  leasing  by  the 
Secretary  of  Interior  of  the  Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserve  No.  1  in  Rifle, 
Colorado,  and  Naval  Oil  Shale  No.  3  in  Casper,  Wyoming.  Annual 
royalty  payments  of  between  12.5  percent  and  25  percent  of  production 
would  be  collected.  Bureau  of  Land  Management  would  have 
responsibility  for  managing  the  surface  rights  for  the  Naval  Oil 
Shale  Reserves.  What  is  the  Department's  position  on  S.  1170,  which 
had  been  re-introduced  by  Senator  Campbell? 

Answer:  For  clarification,  both  NOSR-1  and  NOSR-3  are  located 
near  Rifle,  Colorado  in  Garfield  County.  The  Department  agrees  with 
the  basic  principle  of  the  legislation,  that  of  allowing  private 
industry  to  develop  NOSR-3  resources.  In  response  to  this 
legislation,  the  Department  conducted  the  NOSR-3  Alternate 
Development  Study  to  evaluate  alternatives  for  obtaining  the  greatest 
value  from  NOSR-3  resources.  As  a  result  of  the  study,  the 
Department  has  determined  that  a  combination  of  lease  and  sale 
alternatives  is  the  preferred  development  option. 

With  regard  to  NOSR-1,  a  study  is  now  underway  to  determine  the 
options  for  development  of  the  conventional  oil  and  gas  resources  of 
NOSR-1  in  Colorado  and  NOSR-2  in  Utah  that  will  return  the  greatest 
revenue  to  the  Federal  Treasury.  Options  included  in  the  analysis 
are  Government  development,  lease,  farmout,  mineral  sale,  and  no 

development  (i.e.,  preservation).  This  study  will  be  completed  by 
August  31,  1994.  Legislative  initiatives  will  be  guided  by  the  study 
results. 

Question:  What  will  determine  the  royalty  rate  to  be  charged? 

Answer:  S.  1170  provides  for  a  sliding  scale  royalty  rate  of 
not  less  than  12.5  percent  and  not  more  than  25  percent  of  the  value 
of  production  removed  or  sold.  Leasing  would  be  administered  by  the 
Department  of  the  Interior's  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Minerals  Leasing  Act  (MLA),  and  per  the  MLA,  50 
percent  of  all  lease  bonus  and  royalty  revenues  would  be  shared  with 
the  State. 

The  only  analogy  the  Department  can  draw  is  to  the  now 
discontinued  sliding  scale  royalty  rate  schedule  employed  by  the  BLM 
in  certain  competitive  and  renewal/exchange  leases  issued  prior  to 
December  22,  1987,  on  lands  subject  to  the  MLA.  That  schedule 
stipulated  that  the  royalty  rate  would  be  12.5  percent  when  the 
average  production  does  not  exceed  5,000  thousand  cubic  feet  (MCF) 
gas  per  well/per  day/per  calendar  month  and  16  2/3  percent  when  the 
average  production  exceeds  5,000  MCF  gas  per  well/per  day/per 
calendar  month.  This  sliding  scale  royalty  rate  schedule  was 
discontinued  following  the  enactment  of  the  Federal  Onshore  Oil  and 
Gas  Leasing  Reform  Act  of  1987.  All  oil  and  gas  leases  issued  by  BLM 
since  December  22,  1987,  have  contained  a  flat  12.5  percent  royalty 
rate. 

The  Department  has  not  completed  its  review  of  the  application 
of  the  sliding  scale  royalty  rate.  We  will  let  the  Committee  know  as 
soon  as  possible  the  results  of  our  deTiberations. 
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Question:  What  is  the  basis  for  proposing  to  lease  these 
facilities? 

Answer:  The  current  gas  protection  program  requires  new  budget 
authority  annually  and  contains  risk  inherent  to  drilling  and 
producing  gas  wells.  Should  the  NOSRs  be  made  available  for  full 
development,  a  significantly  greater  amount  of  budget  authority  would 
be  required.  By  leasing  the  NOSRs  to  private  industry  for 
development,  both  the  costs  and  risks  of  the  program  can  be  shifted 
to  the  private  sector. 

Question:  How  much  revenue  do  these  Reserves  currently  return 
to  the  Treasury? 

Answer:  Since  the  beginning  of  FY  1990,  the  gas  protection 
program  has  returned  approximately  $8.4  million  to  the  Treasury  of 
which  $3.5  million  in  revenues  were  received  during  FY  1993.  During 
FY  1994,  it  is  expected  that  the  program  will  return  an  additional 
$3.5  million  to  the  Treasury.  From      FY  1990  through  FY  1993, 
expenditures  for  the  gas  protection  program  totalled  $11.3  million. 
This  consisted  of  $9.7  million  for  capital  investment  and      $1.6 
million  for  operations  and  maintenance.  The  average  payback  time  for 
these  wells  ranges  from  5  to  10  years. 

Rocky  Mountain  Oil  Field  Test  Center 

Question:  The  Department  has  proposed  establishing  a  Rocky 
Mountain  Oil  Field  Test  Center  at  the  Naval  Petroleum  Reserve  No.  3 
at  Casper,  Wyoming,  which  would  support  the  Domestic  Natural  Gas  and 
Oil  Initiative.  What  is  the  status  of  the  establishment  of  the 
Center? 

Answer:  The  Center  is  proposed  to  be  established  during  FY 
1995,  depending  upon  funding  and  authorization  by  the  Congress. 
Preliminary  indications  from  the  appropriations  committees  are  that 
they  support  establishment  of  the  Center,  but  the  details  of  the 
funding  and  Congressional  intent  concerning  the  Center  are  not 
certain  at  this  time. 

Question:  Why  is  the  Department  proposing  to  start  this  new 
initiative  through  a  reprogramming,  despite  Committee  guidelines 
which  direct  that  reprogrammings  are  not  to  be  used  to  undertake  new 
initiatives? 

Answer:  The  Department  does  not  intend  to  request  a 
reprogramming  to  establish  the  test  center.  It  is  anticipated  that 
funding  for  this  purpose  will  be  included  in  the  Department's  FY  1995 
appropriations  bill . 

Question:  What  is  the  purpose  of  the  Center? 

Answer:  The  Center  will  be  used  to  demonstrate,  test  and 
evaluate  new  technologies  and  equipment  in  an  operating  oil -field 
environment  in  partnership  with  industry,  State  and  local 
governments,  trade  associations,  technology  centers,  national 
laboratories,  and  academia.  The  Center  will  also  serve  as  a  training 
center  through  seminars  and  publications. 
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Question:  How  much  is  provided  in  the  FY  1995  budget  request 
for  the  Center,  and  at  what  level  is  the  Center  envisioned  to  be 
funded  when  it  is  fully  operational? 

Answer:  The  Department  has  requested  $2.5  million  for  the 
Center  in  FY  1995.  Funding  in  the  outyears  will  depend  on  the  amount 
of  interest  by  industry  and  academia. 

Question:  At  what  level  will  the  Center  be  staffed  in  FY  1995 
and  when  the  Center  is  fully  staffed? 

Answer:  The  Center  anticipates  a  staff  of  10  FTEs  for  FY  1995. 
Full  staffing  may  be  as  high  as  20  FTEs,  but  the  total  resources 
committed  will  depend  on  the  amount  of  interest  by  industry  and 
academia.  Staffing  would  include  the  Center  manager,  engineers  and 
scientists,  technical  writers,  field  technicians,  and  administrative 
support  personnel . 

Question:  Will  the  Center  be  staffed  entirely  by  Federal 
employees? 

Answer:  No,  the  Center  will  be  staffed  entirely  by  management 
and  operating  contractor  employees  under  the  direction  and  oversight 
of  the  Director,  Naval  Petroleum  and  Oil  Shale  Reserves  in  Colorado, 
Utah  and  Wyoming. 

Question:  What  level  of  cost-sharing  would  be  required  for 
projects  to  be  conducted  at  the  Center? 

Answer:  The  Department  has  proposed  a  50  percent  cost/resource 
sharing  arrangement  for  the  Center,  which  is  consistent  with  other 
cost-sharing  partnerships  within  the  Department. 

Chevron  Proposal 

Question:  The  Senate  Report  accompanying  the  FY  1994  Interior 
bill  included  language  regarding  an  unsolicited  proposal  from  the 
Government's  unit  partner  at  the  Naval  Petroleum  Reserves  in 
California  to  operate  the  Reserves  when  the  current  maintenance  and 
operating  contract  expires  in  1995.  What  is  the  status  of  the 
Department's  review  of  that  proposal? 

Answer:  The  Department  has  completed  its  review  of  the 
proposal  and  is  presently  involved  in  discussions  with  its  unit 
partner  on  the  specific  provisions  of  the  proposed  operating 
agreement  for  the  Naval  Petroleum  Reserve  Numbered  One.  The 
Department  expects  to  complete  negotiations  on  an  operating  agreement 
within  the  next  two  months.  Subsequently,  the  Department  will 
consult  with  the  House  and  Senate  Armed  Services  Committees  and  other 
interested  Committees  and  conduct  a  Justice  Department  review  as 
required  by  law. 

Question:  When  is  a  final  decision  expected? 

Answer:  The  Department  anticipates  completing  its  negotiations 
before  the  end  of  September,  1994.  If  the  outcome  of  those 
negotiations  is  favorable,  Congressional  consultations  and  Justice 
Department  review  will  be  initiated  immediately.  If  negotiations  are 
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not  successful,  the  Department  will  pursue  a  competitive 
solicitation. 

NAPA  Report 

Question:  The  Senate  Report  accompanying  the  1994  National 
Defense  Authorization  bill  required  DOE  to  produce  a  report  through 
the  National  Academy  of  Public  Administration  on  alternative 
management  proposals  for  the  Naval  Petroleum  and  Oil  Shale  Reserves. 
What  is  the  status  of  that  report  and  when  will  it  be  submitted  to 
Congress? 

Answer:  The  National  Academy  of  Public  Administration's  report 
is  under  Department  review  and  will  be  sent  to  Congress  as  soon  as 
the  review  is  completed. 

FEDERAL  PAY  COSTS 

Question:  Mrs.  O'Leary,  H.R.  4539,  the  FY  1995  Treasury, 
Postal  Service  and  General  Government  Appropriations  bill,  was 
reported  out  of  the  House  Appropriations  Committee  on  May  26,  1994. 
H.R.  4539  includes  an  across  the  board  pay  adjustment  for  Federal 
workers  of  2.0  percent  and  adjustments  for  locality  pay  up  to  1.8 
percent.  The  President's  FY  1995  budget  request  included  a  pay 
increase  of  1.6  percent  for  Federal  workers  so  any  increases  above 
this  amount  will  have  to  be  absorbed  by  the  agencies. 

What  will  be  the  effect  on  your  budget  if  your  operating 
accounts  are  held  at  last  year's  level,  but  the  amount  of  the  Federal 
pay  raise  is  increased  above  the  amounts  included  in  your  budget? 

Answer:  The  additional  pay  raise  increase  would  be  covered  by 
reducing  travel,  contractual  services  and  administrative  support.  If 
necessary  we  would  absorb  the  costs  through  slowdown  in  replacement 
of  employee  attrition. 

Question:  How  much  will  the  locality  pay  raise  cost  the 
Department  of  Energy? 

Answer:  The  proposed  Congressional  locality  pay  raise  for 
Interior  and  Related  Agencies'  activities  will  cost  the  Department 
approximately  $600,000  over  and  above  the  President's  recommended  pay 
raise. 


Question:  Have  the  funds  for  this  purpose  been  included  in 
your  budget? 

Answer:  No.  We  have  not  budgeted  for  the  proposed 
Congressional  pay  raise. 


One  proposal  being  offered  in  the  House  would  cover  the 
increased  pay  costs  by  reducing  contracting.  Some  perceive  that 
contracting  is  strictly  an  administrative,  discretionary  item. 

Question:  How  much  of  the  Department's  work  under  this 
Subcommittee's  jurisdiction  involves  contracting? 
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Answer:  The  Department's  FY  1995  request  to  this  Subcommittee 
includes  approximately  $1.5  billion  for  contracting. 


Question:  How  will  the  Department's  ability  to  carry  out  its 
mission  be  affected  if  contracting  is  reduced  at  the  same  time 
personnel  is  also  being  reduced? 

Answer:  The  Department  is  currently  reviewing  all  aspects  of 
it  operations  to  determine  how  to  best  improve  efficiency  and 
economies  in  operations.  The  President's  overall  initiative  is  to 
accomplish  more  with  the  available  resources  within  the  Department. 
At  the  Federal  level  we  have  a  major  effort  underway  to  streamline 
operations  by  reducing  staff  at  all  levels,  both  at  Headquarters  and 
in  the  Field.  A  similar  effort  is  also  underway  for  contractors 
involved  with  supporting  the  Department.  Contract  reform,  limitations 
on  support  services  contracts,  and  reviews  at  each  of  our  sites  are 
an  ongoing  activity  to  best  determine  ways  in  which  to  streamline 
operations.  It  is  certainly  our  hope  and  objective  to  improve  all 
aspects  of  DOE  operations,  both  Federal  and  contractor.  We  believe 
that  through  these  measures  we  can  continue  to  deliver  a  high  quality 
service  but  at  a  reduced  cost  to  the  Department. 

Question:  How  would  the  Climate  Change,  petroleum,  and  natural 
gas  initiatives  be  affected? 

Answer:  While  we  are  awaiting  Congressional  approval  for  both 
the  budget  and  our  proposed  reorganization,  we  are  redirecting  both 
Federal  and  contractor  resources  on  a  temporary  basis  to  meet  all 
urgent  requirements.  We  believe  this  approach  allows  us  to  meet 
requirements  but  still  permits  the  Congress  to  make  the  final 
decision  on  these  initiatives  and  the  pace  at  which  we  are  to 
proceed. 

QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  J.  BENNETT  JOHNSTON 

Weatherization 

Question:  In  the  State  Energy  Efficiency  Programs  Improvement 
Act  (P.L.  101-440),  DOE  was  directed  to  study  the  formula  for 
allocating  funds  under  the  low-income  weatherization  assistance 
program  and  make  recommendations  as  to  how  the  formula  could  be  made 
more  equitable.  What  is  the  status  of  that  recommendation  from  the 
Department? 

Answer:  In  response  to  many  concerns  surrounding  the 
Weatherization  Program  formula,  DOE  commissioned  the  National 
Association  of  State  Community  Services  Program  Directors  (NASCSP), 
the  State  Weatherization  Assistance  Program  directors'  association, 
to  work  with  its  membership  to  develop  a  consensus,  if  possible,  on  a 
revision  to  the  allocation  formula.  NASCSP  worked  with  its 
membership  and  submitted  a  report  to  DOE  in  December,  1993.  The 
report  did  not  make  a  formal  recommendation,  nor  did  it  achieve 
consensus.  However,  based  on  the  work  completed  by  NASCSP,  the 
Department  is  proceeding  to  develop  a  formula  it  believes  will  make 
the  program  more  effective  and  provide  greater  benefits.  The 
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Department  has  begun  sharing  the  results  of  its  work  with  House  and 
Senate  Committee  staffs  in  order  to  make  decisions  needed  to  move 
forward  with  the  formula  change  and  to  begin  the  rulemaking  process. 

Question:  I  understand  that  the  Task  Force  that  has  been  given 
responsibility  to  examine  the  formula  has  developed  criteria  for  a 
new  formula.  What  are  these  criteria  and  does  the  Department  support 
them?  If  so,  what  is  the  delay  in  the  issuing  the  proposed  rule  for 
a  new  formula? 

Answer:  The  NASCSP  report  contains  a  slight  majority  opinion 
and  several  minority  opinions  on  how  the  revised  formula  should 
distribute  funds.  There  is  a  clear  consensus  that  the  criteria  used 
in  the  new  formula  should  include  eligible  population  (the  number  of 
low-income  households  below  125%  of  poverty  level),  climate  (a  factor 
for  rating  severity  of  weather)  and  energy  burden  (a  factor  for 
rating  relative  costs  of  heating  and  cooling).  However,  as 
documented  in  the  NASCSP  report,  there  is  disagreement  on  how  those 
criteria  should  be  treated  in  the  formula,  and  how  the  formula  should 
be  implemented.  It  is  the  resolution  of  these  disagreements  among 
the  affected  parties  that  has  taken  a  long  time.  Using  the  work 
completed  by  NASCSP,  the  Department  is  developing  a  formula  it 
believes  will  make  the  program  more  effective  and  provide  greater 
benefits.  The  Department  is  currently  in  the  process  of  sharing  the 
results  of  that  work  with  House  and  Senate  Committee  staffs  in  order 
to  make  decisions  needed  to  move  forward  with  the  formula  change  and 
to  begin  the  rulemaking  process  so  that  the  formula  change  can  be 
effective  for  the  program  year  beginning  in  March,  1995. 

Question:  The  report  language  for  Pub.  L.  101-440  called  for 
"immediate  steps  to  change  the  allocation  formula  to  reflect  a  more 
equitable  national  distribution  of  funds."  Yet  it  has  been  4  years. 
Please  account  for  this  delay. 

Answer:  Our  understanding  of  the  outcome  of  the  1990 
legislative  changes  to  weatherization  is  that  DOE  was  required  to 
update  annually  the  data  used  in  the  formula  but  was  not  required  by 
the  Act  to  change  the  formula  itself.  Nonetheless,  because  of  the 
high  level  of  interest  in  the  formula  expressed  in  the  reports 
accompanying  the  legislation,  DOE  undertook  the  NASCSP  work  even 
though  it  had  already  complied  with  the  requirement  for  year  y  data 
updates.  The  formula  change  involves  complex,  difficult  issues, 
which  have  required  a  long  time  to  resolve  in  concert  with  the 
affected  parties.  If  Congress  is  able  to  provide  the  necessary 
support  for  the  proposed  "hold-harmless"  resolution  of  these  issues, 
we  exoect  sufficient  consensus  can  be  reached  to  enable  DOE  to 
proceed  wi?t!  an  expedited  rulemaking  to  complete  the  formula  in  time 
for  the  1995  program  year,  beginning  in  April,  1995. 

China 

Question:  Earlier  this  year,  I  led  a  seven  member  Senate 
delegation  to  China.  Having  experienced  the  quality  of  Beijing  s  air 
in  January,  I  can  personally  tell  you  that  all  we  have  read  about  the 
increasing  problem  of  emissions  in  China  is  true.  As  a  result,  I  am 
particularly  interested  in  your  request  this  year  of  some  $20  million 
for  a  clean  coal  demonstration  project  in  China  and  in  Eastern 
Europe.  How  precisely  do  you  plan  to  use  these  funds? 
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Answer:  The  plans  are  to  use  these  funds  to  begin  the 
implementation  of  Section  1332  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act  through  three 
activities: 

1.  Provide  technical  assistance  to  foreign  governments  and 
U.S.  export  agencies,  as  well  as  U.S.  firms.  This  is 
accomplished  through  many  means:  trade  missions,  reverse 
trade  missions,  workshops,  third  party  review  of 
feasibility  studies,  providing  technical  experts  to 
review  projects  for  U.S.  credit  agencies  and  multi- 
lateral banks,  participating  with  other  government 
agencies  on  the  development  of  export  strategies. 

2.  Providing  minimal  assistance  (10-25  percent)  to  reduce 
the  risk  for  two  or  three  "showcase"  projects  to  convince 
the  largest  potential  markets  (China  and  Eastern  Europe) 
of  the  benefits  of  U.S.  clean  coal  technology.  This  will 
require  $20  million  in  FY  1995  and  $55  million  in  FY 
1996. 

3.  Provide  a  pool  of  funds  to  reduce  industries'  front-end 
risk  incurred  for  project  definition  activities, 
especially  for  moderately  capitalized  companies.  The 
project  definition  costs  are  five  times  those  for  a 
domestic  project.  These  include  the  engineering 
sufficient  to  develop  a  cost  estimate  in  the  range  of 
plus  15  percent  to  minus  5  percent  accuracy,  development 
of  supply  and  sales  agreements,  and  identification  of 
risks  and  the  necessary  mitigation  of  these  risks. 

This  three  step  approach  emerged  from  numerous  consultations 
with  U.S.  industry  and  trade  groups  and  are  mechanisms  being  used  by 
other  governments  to  support  their  industries.  The  Administration  is 
seeking  funds  for  Clean  Coal  Technology  in  FY  1995  and  FY  1996  to 
implement  the  international  program.  There  will  be  no  impact  on  the 
projects  in  the  Clean  Coal  Program. 

Question:  What  will  be  the  total  cost  of  these  projects? 

Answer:  The  total  cost  of  the  project  in  China  could  range 
from  $300  million  to  $600  million  depending  on  the  capacity  decided 
upon  by  the  Chinese.  The  Eastern  European  project(s)  could  range 
from  $50  million  to  $100  million  depending  on  the  project(s) 
proposed. 

Question:  Have  you  considered  less  expensive  projects  which 
would  likely  have  a  higher  probability  of  being  duplicated,  such  as 
technical  and  financial  assistance  to  help  increase  boiler 
efficiency? 

Answer:  Technologies  for  improving  boiler  efficiency  and 
environmental  performance  are  exactly  what  is  being  considered  for 
Eastern  Europe. 

The  China  market  is  somewhat  different  in  that  the  Chinese  need 
so  much  new  power  generation  capacity  so  quickly  there  is  little 
advantage  to  focus  on  the  improved  operation  of  existing  facilities. 
By  the  middle  of  the  next  decade  the  capacity  from  the  new  facilities 
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will  exceed  that  of  the  facilities  in  existence  now.  It  is  for  this 
reason,  among  others,  that  the  Chinese  have  indicated  the  greatest 
interest  in  U.S.  Integrated  Gasification  Combined  Cycle  technology 
for  coal -fired  power  facilities.  This  technology  offers  the  cleanest 
most  efficient  means  of  producing  power  from  coal. 

Question:  Have  you  considered  beginning  any  initiatives  in  the 
area  of  energy  efficiency,  in  coordination  with  the  Beijing  energy 
efficiency  center,  which  could  have  an  immediate  impact  in  reducing 
emissions,  and  would  also  have  a  better  chance  of  being  replicated? 

Answer:  While  no  energy  efficiency  initiatives  are  currently 
underway,  BECon,  the  Beijing  Energy  Efficiency  Center,  has  received 
several  unsolicited  proposals  for  demonstration  projects  which  have 
significant  energy  savings  potential.  If  these  proposed  projects  can 
be  developed,  finalized  and  funded,  they  would  have  a  favorable 
impact  on  greenhouse  gas  emissions  reduction  in  the  near  term,  as 
well  as  have  the  potential  for  significant  replication  throughout 
China. 

The  proposed  projects,  for  which  the  estimated  budget  is  in  the 
$2-$3  million  range  include:  Steam  Traps  and  Steam  Network  Retrofits; 
Variable  Speed  Drive  Motor  Retrofits;  Recovering  of  Low  Temperature 
Residual  Heat  for  Power  Generation;  a  demonstration  of  Cogeneration; 
and  a  demonstration  of  U.S.  technologies  to  achieve  Lighting 
Efficiency. 

Question:  Have  you  considered  instituting  any  programs  in  the 
city  of  Shenyang  which  has  the  dubious  distinction  of  being  one  of 
the  "dirtiest"  cities  in  China,  and  indeed  in  East  Asia? 

Answer:  BECon  does  not  have  any  specific  plans  to  pursue 
projects  in  Shenyang,  but  as  a  center  of  heavy  industry,  the  city 
would  be  a  good  site  for  most  demonstration  projects. 


Our  CODEL  also  visited  Bangkok,  which  also  suffers  from 
excessively  high  levels  of  CO^  emissions,  primarily  from  automobiles. 

Question:  What  if  any  technical  and  other  assistance  has  the 
Department  provided,  or  does  the  Department  plan  to  provide,  to  the 
Royal  Thai  government  to  help  Thailand  develop  standards  and  programs 
to  reduce  auto  emissions? 

Answer:  The  Department  is  currently  participating  with  several 
Asia-Pacific  Economic  Cooperation  (APEC)  member  countries  in 
developing  an  APEC  workshop  on  Urban  Transportation  Energy  Efficiency 
and  Alternative  Fuels.  This  workshop  is  to  take  place  in  1995  in 
Asia  and  Thailand  is  expected  to  be  a  major  participant.  The  major 
topics  to  be  covered  will  include  (1)  health,  social  and 
environmental  concerns;  (2)  fuel  quality  and  emission  standards;  (3) 
alternative  vehicle  technologies;  (4)  the  role  of  regulation  in 
promoting  fuel  efficiency  and  conservation;  and  (5)  transport 
planning  and  traffic  management.  The  workshop  will  also  develop  a 
strategy  for  further  APEC  cooperation  in  areas  covered  by  the 
workshop  agenda  topics. 
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Question:  What  resources  would  you  require  to  establish  an 
energy  efficiency  or  other  center  to  help  coordinate  such  an  effort? 

Answer:  The  cost  of  operating  an  energy  efficiency  center  is 
approximately  $200,000  per  year  for  staff,  space,  equipment  and 
office/  administrative  expenses.  The  cost  of  specific  projects 
(workshops,  seminars,  and  other  technical  assistance  projects) 
undertaken  by  such  a  center  is  an  additional  $150,000  for  3-4 
projects  per  year. 

China 

Question:  Have  you  discussed  such  an  initiative  with  the 
Energy  Subcommittee  of  APEC  to  try  to  develop  support  from  our  APEC 
partners  for  such  a  program? 

Answer:  Although  the  activities  of  the  Asia-Pacific  Economic 
Cooperation  (APEC)  Working  Group  on  Regional  Energy  Cooperation  are 
aimed  at  the  full  membership,  rather  than  at  any  individual  member 
economy,  several  of  APEC  energy  activities  focus  on  these  issues. 

First,  the  APEC  Energy  Group's  Clean  Coal  Experts'  Group  has 
produced  a  study  of  the  role  of  coal  and  clean  coal  technology  in  the 
APEC  region  and  in  September  1993  sponsored  a  Technical  Seminar  on 
Clean  Coal  Technology  in  Chiang  Mai,  Thailand,  followed  by  a  Public 
Session  in  Bangkok. 

Second,  the  APEC  Energy  Group's  Energy  Efficiency  and 
Conservation  Experts'  Group  currently  is  planning  an  Urban  Transport 
Issues  Workshop  to  be  held  in  Asia  in  1995,  with  Thailand  as  an 
important  participant. 

The  Energy  Group  also  is  finalizing  a  policy  paper  on 
rationalization  of  energy  use,  which  will  commit  member  economies  to 
move  energy  prices  toward  world  market  levels,  significantly 
increasing  market  pull  toward  more  efficiency  energy  use. 

Finally,  the  APEC  Energy  Group  and  the  Economic  Trends  Issues 
Group  is  assisting  the  Government  of  Japan  in  the  development  of  a 
policy  paper  for  APEC  on  the  integration  of  policies  on  economic 
growth,  energy  security  and  environmental  protection. 

Math,  Science  and  Education  Initiatives 

Last  year,  you  attended  a  conference  on  math  and  science 
education  programs  sponsored  or  offered  by  the  Department  to 
elementary,  middle,  and  secondary  teachers  as  well  as  to  Historically 
Black  Colleges  and  Universities,  at  Southern  University  in  Baton 
Rouge.  At  this  conference,  as  you  know,  attending  educators 
expressed  strong  support  for  these  critical  initiatives,  and  many  who 
had  not  participated  in  the  past  expressed  keen  interest  in 
participating  in  them  in  the  future. 

These  programs  are  particularly  a  high  priority  in  Louisiana, 
which  has  the  dubious  distinction  of  having  the  highest  high  school 
drop  out  rate  in  the  nation,  and  one  of  the  nation's  highest 
illiteracy  rates. 
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Question:  Since  that  time,  what  initiatives  has  the  Department 
undertaken  to  expand  existing  programs  at  each  of  these  levels? 

Answer:  We  have  put  in  place  several  new  initiatives  since  the 
Conference  held  at  Baton  Rouge  in  February,  1993.  Our  main 
accomplishment  has  been  to  provide  continuing  policy  and  technical 
assistance  to  the  Louisiana  Systemic  Initiatives  program  in 
mathematics  and  science.  This  program,  which  is  now  in  its  second 
year  of  funding  from  the  National  Science  Foundation  as  part  of  the 
State  Systemic  Initiative  Program,  has  as  its  objective  the  reform  of 
mathematics  and  science  education  in  all  K-12  schools  in  Louisiana. 
Scientists  from  the  Lawrence  Livermore  National  Laboratory  have  been 
working  with  teachers  in  Louisiana  since  last  February  to  develop  new 
materials  on  various  scientific  and  technical  topics  which  can  be 
used  in  Louisiana  schools.  One  example  of  this  has  been  the 
development  of  curriculum  materials  on  global  climate  change.  Summer 
training  sessions  have  been  held  for  teachers  to  learn  how  to  use 
these  new  materials  in  their  classrooms.  Scientists  from  Livermore 
along  with  faculty  members  from  Southern  University  have  been 
involved  in  providing  training  to  teachers. 

Other  initiatives  that  we  have  put  in  place  since  last  year  in 
Louisiana,  include  the  initiation  of  the  unique  collaboration  called 
the  Hanford  Science  and  Engineering  Consortium.  This  collaboration 
involves  six  Historically  Black  Colleges,  led  by  Southern  University 
in  Baton  Rouge,  and  including  Xavier  University  in  New  Orleans,  and 
the  Department's  Pacific  Northwest  Laboratory,  and  Westinghouse 
Hanford  Company  in  Richland,  Washington.  The  purpose  of  this 
partnership  is  to  develop  capabilities  on  the  part  of  faculty  and 
students  in  the  participating  minority  universities  to  conduct  both 
basic  and  applied  environmental  research  focused  on  the  environmental 
cleanup  problems  at  the  Hanford  site. 

A  third  new  initiative  was  an  award  made  in  FY  1993  to  the 
State  of  Louisiana  for  their  participation  in  the  Department's 
Experimental  Program  to  Stimulate  Competitive  Research.  This 
competitive  Program  involves  18  states,  including  the  Commonwealth  of 
Puerto  Rico.  The  purpose  of  the  Program  is  to  develop  new  research 
and  education  capabilities  in  energy-related  disciplines  in  the 
participating  states.   In  FY  1993  the  Louisiana  Board  of  Regents, 
which  is  the  lead  State  organization  for  this  overall  program, 
received  a  grant  of 

$1.04  million  to  support  research  in  materials  science, 
photochemistry,  and  biological  research  on  energy-related  wastes. 
The  universities  participating  in  this  program  include  Tulane 
University,  Louisiana  State  University,  the  University  of 
Southwestern  Louisiana,  along  with  faculty  from  Xavier  University, 
the  University  of  New  Orleans,  Loyola  University,  Grambling 
University,  and  Northeast  Louisiana  University.  The  Louisiana 
program  also  includes  a  precollege  initiative  which  is  tied  in  to  the 
Louisiana  Systemic  Initiatives  program  mentioned  earlier. 

Another  new  initiative  developed  subsequent  to  the  Baton  Rouge 
conference  is  a  summer  institute  for  precollege  science  teachers  on 
wetlands  ecosystems  sponsored  by  the  National  Wetlands  Research 
Center  in  Lafayette,  Louisiana.  This  institute  is  part  of  a  highly 
competitive  national  program  to  bring  precollege  science  teachers  to 
Federal  laboratories  for  summer  research  learning  experiences. 
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In  addition  to  these  new  initiatives  the  Department  has 
provided  continuing  support  for  other  education-related  activities  in 
the  State  of  Louisiana,  including  awards  to  Dillard  University  and 
McNeese  State  University  for  participation  in  our  Pre-Freshman 
Enrichment  Program.  These  grants  provide  support  for  summer 
enrichment  institutes  for  middle  school  students  where  the  purpose  is 
to  encourage  these  students  to  pursue  mathematics  and  science  as  they 
move  on  into  high  school.  We  have  also  provided  continuing  support 
for  a  unique  and  long-term  program  at  Xavier  University  in  New 
Orleans.  This  program  involves  minority  students  from  each  of  the 
Parishes  in  New  Orleans,  working  on  pre-engineering  projects  during 
the  summer.  Over  eighty  percent  of  the  students  who  have 
participated  in  this  program  in  the  past  have  enrolled  in 
universities  and  colleges  around  the  country.  Many  of  whom  are  also 
pursuing  engineering  degrees. 

Question:  Please  submit  for  the  record  a  list  of  programs 
sponsored  in  each  of  the  last  three  years. 

Answer:  The  following  is  a  list  of  the  programs  and  projects 
the  Department  has  supported  in  Louisiana  in  science  and  mathematics 
education  for  fiscal  year  1992,  fiscal  year  1993,  and  fiscal  year 
1994. 

Department  of  Energy  Support  in  Louisiana 
{$  in  Thousands) 

FY  1992     FY  1993     FY  1994 

PreFreshman  Enrichment  Grants 

Southern  University,  Baton  Rouge 

Louisiana  State  Univ.,  Shreveport 

Dillard  University 

McNeese  State  University 
Subtotal 
Southern  University,  Baton  Rouge 

Minority  Undergraduate  Training 

Global  Climate  Change  Curriculum 

Xavier  Univ.  Pre-Engineering  Program  $202      $223       $230 

Louisiana  Board  of  Regents  Experimental 
Program  to  Stimulate  Competitive 


$40 

$-0- 

$-0- 

40 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

40 

40 

-0- 

40 
$80 

40 

$80 

$80 

$91 

$94 

$96 

-0- 

55 

60 

Competition 

$-0- 

$1,039 

N/A 

Hanford  Environmental  Science 

$-0- 

$-0- 

$1,800 

University  of  Southwestern 
Louisiana/National  Center  for 
Wetlands  Research  Summer 
Teacher  Institute 

$-0- 

$249 

$174 

Total  $373    $1,740      $2,440 

Question:  Please  also  submit  for  the  record  a  comparison  of 
this  year's  budget  request  for  these  programs  with  the  budget  request 
in  each  of  the  last  three  years. 
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Answer:  The  budget  request  for  Louisiana-based  science 
education  programs  for  FY  1995  is  similar  to  our  request  for  FY  1994, 
with  two  exceptions.  Funding  for  the  Hanford  Environmental  Science 
and  Engineering  Consortium  is  scheduled  to  grow  from  $1.9  million  in 
FY  1994  to  $3.5  million  in  FY  1995.  In  addition,  we  plan  to  initiate 
funding  for  a  new  initiative  titled  the  National  Alliance  for 
Minorities  in  Engineering  and  Science,  which  will  be  a  partnership 
between  Xavier  University  in  Louisiana,  Clark  Atlanta  University  in 
Georgia,  the  University  of  Texas  at  El  Paso,  and  the  Oregon  Graduate 
Institute  in  Portland,  Oregon.  The  purpose  of  this  partnership  will 
be  to  provide  faculty  and  undergraduate  research  and  learning 
opportunities  in  environmental  science.  The  partnership  will  also 
provide  full  scholarships  to  minority  students  who  will  enroll  for 
graduate  work  at  the  Oregon  Graduate  Institute.  We  anticipate  that 
Xavier  University  will  receive  approximately  $100,000  as  part  of 
their  participation  in  this  new  Alliance. 

Question:  How  many  students  and  teachers  will  be  served  with 
the  funds  you  have  requested  in  Fiscal  Year  1995?  How  does  this 
compare  to  prior  years? 

Answer:  The  following  table  summarizes  the  number  of 
precollege  students  and  teachers,  and  universities  faculty  and 
students  who  will  participate  in  our  FY  1995  programs.  We  expect 
that  the  FY  1995  program  will  support  an  additional  100  precollege 
students,  30  undergraduate  students,  10  graduate  students,  and  20 
university  faculty  over  the  similar  totals  for  FY  1994. 

Number  of  Students  and  Teachers  to  be  Supported  in  FY  1995 

Precollege  Students  320 

Precollege  Teachers  150 

University  Undergraduate  Students  50 

University  Faculty  30 

University  Graduate  Students  20 

Question:  What  additional  resources  would  you  require  this 
year  to  begin  a  program  for  middle  and  secondary  schools  and 
teachers,  as  outlined  in  S.  991,  the  Delta  Initiatives,  which  passed 
the  Senate  last  November? 

Answer:  The  Department  has  placed  primary  emphasis  on 
enhancing  the  teaching  capabilities  of  precollege  mathematics  and 
science  teachers.  We  will  continue  our  efforts  on  behalf  of  the 
Louisiana  Systemic  Initiatives  Program.  We  also  will  continue  our 
support  for  summer  institutes  for  middle  and  high  school  teachers. 
We  have  found  that  one  of  the  most  effective  way  to  enhance  the 
training  of  science  and  mathematics  teachers  in  their  subject  fields 
is  through  intensive  four-week  long  summer  institutes.  The  cost  per 
teacher  for  participation  is  such  institutes  is  $10,000.  Additional 
institutes  on  science  and  engineering  topics  would  support  the  goals 
laid  out  in  the  Delta  Initiatives  Act. 

Question:  What  additional  resources  would  the  Department  need 
to  begin  a  program  for  post  secondary  schools  as  outlined  in  S.  991? 

Answer:  At  the  postsecondary  level  the  Department  will 
continue  to  respond  to  unsolicited  research  proposals  from  Louisiana 
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universities  and  colleges.  We  will  also  continue  to  work  with 
Louisiana  in  our  Experimental  Program  to  Stimulate  Competitive 
Research.  The  State  will  be  eligible  for  additional  support  in  this 
program  in  FY  1995.  We  also  will  continue  to  seek  out  new 
opportunities  to  involve  Louisiana's  predominately  minority 
universities  and  colleges  in  partnerships  with  our  national 
laboratories.  We  have  historically  found  that  these  partnerships 
over  time  have  led  to  significant  improvements  in  the  teaching  of 
science  and  mathematics  at  the  participating  minority  universities, 
and  indeed  in  encouraging  young  students  to  pursue  degrees  in 
critical  fields  of  interest  to  the  Department  of  Energy.  No 
additional  resources  are  needed  to  support  the  involvement  of 
postsecondary  schools  in  our  programs. 

Metairie  Site  Office 

DOE'S  Metairie  Site  Office  in  Metairie,  Louisiana  has  been  one 
the  primary  coordinating  offices  for  assistance  to  HBCUs  in  the  area 
of  education. 

Question:  Why  is  the  budget  request  less  in  Fiscal  Year  1995 
than  the  amount  appropriated  for  it  in  Fiscal  Year  1994? 

Answer:  The  Administration's  budget  request  in  FY  1994  was  $1 
million  which  Congress  reduced  during  the  appropriation  process  to 
$.964  million.  As  a  result  of  the  numerous  high  quality  responses  we 
received  through  our  annual  competitive  HBCU/Private  Sector 
Partnership  solicitation,  additional  selections  were  funded  from 
corresponding  program  office  R&D  funds.  The  selections  in  FY  1994 
represented  the  largest  number  of  fossil  energy  projects  funded  at 
HBCUs  since  the  inception  of  the  program  three  years  ago,  and 
represented  a  total  obligation  of  $2.3  million.  These  responses 
included  technical  and  environmental  issues  associated  with  natural 
gas/oil  production  and  oil,  gas  and  coal  utilization  R&D. 

Question:  With  the  amount  requested,  will  the  Department  be 
able  to  undertake  any  new  initiatives  with  HBCUs? 

Answer:  The  amount  requested  represents  generally  our  past 
level  of  requests  and  will  not  allow  for  any  new  initiatives. 

Question:  If  this  subcommittee  were  to  provide  an  additional 
$1  million  for  this  office  for  such  programs,  to  restore  funding  for 
the  office  to  the  Fiscal  Year  1994  level,  what  specific  initiatives 
could  the  Department  sponsor  in  this  area? 

Answer:  If  an  additional  $1  million  were  included  in  the 
Fiscal  Year  1995  program,  the  Department  would  increase  the  number  of 
selections  under  the  annual  competitive  HBCU/Private  Sector 
Partnership  solicitation.  The  increased  amount  would  also  allow  for 
an  increased  number  of  summer  interns  from  HBCUs  at  our  Energy 
Technology  Centers  and  National  Laboratories. 
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QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  DALE  BUMPERS 

Southwest  Experimental  Fast  Oxide  Reactor 

Question:  In  the  late  1950's  and  1960's  private  utility 
companies  were  encouraged  by  the  U.S.  Atomic  Energy  Commission  (AEC) 
to  explore  the  possibilities  of  breeder  nuclear  reactors.   In  the 
1960's  a  consortium  of  utilities  formed  the  Southwest  Atomic  Energy 
Associates  (SAEA).  SAEA  entered  into  a  joint  program  with  the  AEC, 
General  Electric  and  the  West  German  government  to  build  and  operate 
the  Southwest  Experimental  Fast  Oxide  Reactor  (SEFOR)  --  an 
engineering  test  sodium-cooled  fast  (breeder)  reactor.  This  reactor 
was  located  in  Northwest  Arkansas  and  operated  between  1969  and  1972. 
In  1971  SAEA  received  permission  to  decommission  the  site  to 
"inactive"  status.   In  1975  the  decommissioned  site  was  transferred 
to  the  University  of  Arkansas.  The  University  is  concerned  that  the 
site,  in  its  current  state,  poses  several  risks  to  the  environment. 
For  instance,  if  the  liquid  sodium  coolant  at  the  site  comes  into 
contact  with  water  there  is  a  potential  for  an  explosion.  Please 
provide  any  and  all  documents  DOE  has  with  regard  to  the  SEFOR 
reactor. 

Answer:  Enclosed  are  copies  of  the  following  documents  on 
SEFOR: 

Atomic  Energy  Commission  Research  and  Development  Reports: 

Weighted  Doppler  Analysis  Code  -  WEDOP 

Final  Specification  for  the  SEFOR  Experimental  Program 

Design  and  Analysis  of  SEFOR  Core  I 

SEFOR  Core  I  Test  Results  to  20  MW 

Experimental  Program  Results  in  SEFOR  Core  II 
Article:  Subcritical  Measurements  in  SEFOR 

Paper:  Verification  of  the  Doppler  Transient  Shutdown  Capability 
of  LMFBR's 


[Clerks's  note.-Due  to  the  volume  of  the  above  mentioned  documents 
copies  were  sent  to  Senator  Bumpers  office  and  a  copy  was  retained  in  the 
subcommittee  files.] 

Question:  Do  you  believe  that  the  federal  government  has  a 
responsibility  with  regard  to  sites  such  as  SEFOR  where  the  AEC 
played  a  prominent  role? 

Answer:  The  Southwest  Experimental  Fast  Oxide  Reactor  (SEFOR) 
site  and  facilities  were  decommissioned  in  1973-1974  by  the  General 
Electric  Company  and  a  consortium  of  utility  companies.  The 
regulatory  responsibility  for  any  residual  radioactivity  was 
transferred  to  the  State  of  Arkansas,  on  May  14,  1979,  from  the 
Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission  (NRC)  upon  termination  of  the  NRC 
license.  We  have  attached  the  documents  relating  to  the  final 
inspection,  decommissioning  and  transfer  of  the  SEFOR  plant  which  are 
available  at  this  time.  We  are  continuing  to  search  our  archives 
both  at  U.S.  Department  of  Energy  (DOE)  and  NRC  to  determine  what 
other  documents  may  be  germane  to  your  inquiry.  We  will  follow-up  on 
this  interim  response  with  additional  information  we  hope  to  uncover. 

Based  upon  the  information  now  available,  it  does  not  appear  that 
DOE  is  legally  responsible  for  the  SEFOR  site.  However,  the 
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Department  has  had  a  long-standing  policy  of  reviewing  any  claim  by 
the  private  sector  or  other  entities  with  regard  to  its  contractual 
liability  for  any  remedial  actions  resulting  from  the  Department's, 
or  its  predecessor  agency's,  activities. 

With  regard  to  other  facilities  or  sites  such  as  SEFOR  --  where 
the  U.S.  Atomic  Energy  Commission  (AEC)  played  a  prominent  role  -- 
the  Department's  responsibility  is  limited  to  those  contractual 
liabilities  that  convey  from  the  original  AEC,  or  its  predecessor,  to 
the  Department.  An  example  of  this  are  the  efforts  conducted  under 
the  Formerly  Utilized  Sites  Remedial  Action  Program  (FUSRAP) .  This 
program  conducts  cleanup  at  sites  contaminated  during  the  Manhattan 
Project  of  the  1940s.  The  Department  has  determined  that  it  has  the 
authority  to  remediate  such  sites.  Radioactively  contaminated  sites 
that  were  originally  licensed  by  NRC  for  which  the  Department  has  no 
legal  obligation  are  referred  to  the  appropriate  regulatory 
authorities,  such  as  the  NRC,  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  or 
State  regulatory  agencies. 

Regulatory  responsibility  for  commercial  nuclear  facilities  is 
vested  with  the  NRC.  Decommissioning  of  such  facilities  licensed  by 
the  NRC  is  the  responsibility  of  the  licensee  within  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  their  license.  The  attached  documents  detail  the 
decommissioning  activities  which  General  Electric  submitted  to  AEC 
and  the  State  of  Arkansas  in  1973  pursuant  to  the  SEFOR  transfer. 


LETTER  FROM  RICHARD  L.  BANGART 

Mr.  Clinton  Bastin 

Office  of  Nuclear  Energy  July  6,  1994 

U.S.  Department  of  Energy 

NE44 

Washington,  D.C.   20S85 

Dear  Mr.  Bastin: 

This  is  in  response  to  several  recent  telephone  conversations 
between  you  and  Mr.  Peter  Erickson  of  the  NRC's  Office  of  Nuclear 
Reactor  Regulation  concerning  the  radiological  condition  of  the 
decommissioned  SEFOR  facility  in  Fayetteville,  Arkansas. 

As  Mr.  Erickson  noted  in  your  conversations,  the  licensing 
authority  for  that  reactor  was  transferred  to  the  State  of 
Arkansas  in  accordance  with  Section  274  of  the  Atomic  Energy  Act, 
As  Amended.   Since  NRC  no  longer  has  authority  over  the  reactor 
facility,  we  would  suggest  that  future  inquiries  about  the  status 
of  the  reactor  and  any  plans  for  dismantlement  be  directed  to  the 
Arkansas  State  agency  with  present  licensing  authority.   That 
agency  and  its  mailing  address  ^are: 

Ms.  Greta  Dicus,  Director 

Division  of  Radiation  Control  and  Emergency  Management 

Arkansas  Department  of  Health 

4815  West  Harkham  Street 

Little  Rock,  Arkansas    72205-3867 

To  further  assist  you,  Mr.  Erickson  retrieved  three  documents 
from  the  SEFOR  docket  file  that  depict  the  status  of  the  reactor 
at  the  time  licensing  authority  was  transferred  to  the  State  of 
Arkansas. 

The  NRC  hopes  that  it  has  been  of  some  assistance  in  furthering 
the  Department's  understanding  of  the  condition  of  the  SEFOR 
reactor. 

Sincerely, 


Richard  L.  Bangart,yDirector 
Office  of  State  Programs 
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LETTER  FROM  NORMAN  C.  MOSELEY 

General  Electric  Company 
ATTN:  Dr.  Bertram  Wolfe 

General  Manager  . o  "& 

Breeder  Reactor  Department  ^kW^ 

310  DeGuIgne  Drive 
Sunnyvale,  California   94086 

Gentlemen: 

This  refers  to  the  inspection  conducted  by  Mr.  W.  W.  Peery  of  this 
office  on  March  6-8,  1974,  of  activities  authorized  by  AEG  License 
No.  DR-15  for  the  SEFOR  facility,  and  to  the  discussion  of  our  findings 
held  by  Mr.  Peery  with  Messrs.  J.  D.  Hixson  and  R.  A.  Meyer  at  the 
conclusion  of  the  inspection. 

Areas  examined  during  the  inspection  and  our  findings  are  discussed 
in  the  enclosed  inspection  report.   Within  these  areas,  the  Inspection 
consisted  of  selective  examination  of  procedures  and  representative 
records,  Interviews  with  personnel,  and  observations  by  the  inspector. 

Within  the  scope  of  this  Inspection,  no  violations  were  disclosed. 

In  accordance  with  Section  2.790  of  the  AEC's  "Rules  of  Practice," 
Part  2,  Title  10,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  a  copy  of  this  letter 
and  the  enclosed  inspection  report  will  be  placed  in  the  AEC's  Public 
Document  Room.   If  this  report  contains  any  information  that  you  believe 
to  be  proprietary,  it  is  necessary  that  you  submit  a  written  application 
to  this  office  requesting  that  such  information  be  withheld  from  public 
disclosure.   If  no  proprietary  information  is  identified,  a  written 
statement  to  that  effect  should  be  submitted.   If  an  application  is 
submitted,  it  must  fully  identify  the  bases  for  which  information  is 
clainted  to  be  proprietary.  The  application  should  be  prepared  so  that 
information  sought  to  be  withheld  is  incorporated  in  a  separate  paper 
and  referenced  in  the  application  since  the  application  will  be  placed 
in  the  Public  Document  Room.  Your  application,  or  written  statement, 
should  be  submitted  to  us  within  20  days.   If  we  are  not  contacted  as 
specified,  the  enclosed  report  and  this  letter  may  then  be  placed  in  the 
Public  Document  Room. 

Should  you  have  any  questions  concerning  this  letter,  we  will  be  glad 
to  discuss  them  with  you. 

Very  truly  yours, 


« 


I 


In  Reply  Refer  To:  -Norman  C.  Moseley 

RO:II:CMU  Director 

50-231/74-1 


LETTER  FROM  CM.  UPRIGHT 

H.  D.  Thornburg,  Chief,  Field  Support  and  Enforcement 

Branch,  Directorate  of  Regulatory  Operations,  Headquarters 

GENERAL  ELECTRIC  COMPANY  AND  SOUTHWEST  ATOMIC  ENERGY 
ASSOCIATES  (SEFOR),  LICENSE  NO,  DR-15,  DOCKET  NO.  50-231 

The  attached  SEFOR  inspection  report  is  forwarded  for 
action.   Final  actions  to  dismantle  the  facility  in 
accordance  with  the  SEFOR  Decommissioning  Plan  dated 
April  17,  1973,  were  verified  during  this  inspection. 
No  deficiencies  or  violations  of  AEC  requirements  were 
found. 
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Region   II  recommends   termination  of   the  current  Part   50 
license  and  turning  over  regulatory  control  of  the 
SEFOR  site  to   the  Arkansas   State   Board  of   Health. 


c.  M.  usTigW 
Acting^hier 
RO:II:CMU  Facilities  Operations   Branch 

RO  Inspection  Report  No.  50-231/74-1 

Licensee:     General  Electric  Company  and 

Southwest  Atomic  Energy  Associates 
310  DeGulgne  Drive 
Sunnyvale,   California       94086 

Facility  Name:  SEFOR 

Docket   No.:  50-231 

License  No.:  DR-15 

Category:  C 

Location:  Fayettevllle,   Arkansas 

Type   of  License:     Fast   Spectrum,   Sodium  Cooled,  20  MWt 

Type  of    Inspection:     Special,  Announced 

Dates  of  Inspection:     March   6-8,  1974 

Date  of  Previous   Inspection:     May  10,   1973 

Inspector-in-Charge :     W.  W.   Peery,  Radiation  Specialist 

Radiological  and  Environmental  Protection  Branch 

Accompanying  Inspectors:     None 

Other  Accompanying  Personnel:     None 

Principal  Inspector;    ^  /^^    <0f^?-<^^0^^ /"^ V^J^^^ 

CM.   Upright /^eacj^   Inspector  /^     Dite 

Facilities  0{feratioHs   Branch 

Reviewed  By:      ^ A>f,     ^:^^^>^.cSf^i^/' ^A z/?"^ 

C .   M.    Uprl^t , /^tlngj^ief  /      D?te 

Facilities  Opnations  Branch 

SUMMARY  OF  FINDINGS 
1.     Enforcement  Action 

A.  Violations 
None 

B.  Safety  Items 
None 

II.  Licensee  Action  on  Previously  Identified  Enforcement  Matters 

A.  Violations 
None 

B.  Safety  Items 
Kone 
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\   III.   New  Unresolved  Items 

None 

IV.   Status  of  Previously  Reported  Unresolved  Items  I 

No  previously  reported  unresolved  Items. 

V.   Other  Significant  Findings 

Actions  described  in  the  SEFOR  Decommissioning  Plan  from  G-E  to  the 
Directorate  of  Licensing  dated  April  17,  1973,  were  verified  during 
this  inspection.  J 

VI.   Management  Interview 

A  management  interview  was  held  on  March  8,  1974,  with  J.  D.  Hlxson, 
Manager,  Operations,  SEFOR,  and  R.  A.  Meyer,  Manager  Systems  Analysis 
Breeder  Reactor  Department,  Sunnyvale,  California.   The  inspection 
findings  contained  in  Details  I  of  this  report  were  discussed. 


Date 


DETAILS  I       Prepared  By ;  ^U  xrfufJiA.  /*'c/ "^-ZOVV 

J^H\   W.»^.  Peery,  Radiation  Specialist 
^    Radiological  and  Environmental 
Protection  Branch 

Dates  of  Inspection:  March  6-8,  1974 

Reviewed  By  ^^.  7'>/7r^/jA/^^<J 

e.   T.  Sutherland,  Chief 


Date 


Radiological  and  Environmental 
Protection  Branch 


1.  Individuals  Contacted 

J.  D.  Hlxson  -  Manager,  Operations,  SEFOR 

R.  A.  Meyer  -  Manager,  Systems  Analysis  Breeder  Reactor 

Department,  Sunnyvale,  California 
B.  I.  Fouke  -  Southwestern  Electric  Power  Company,  Division 

Manager,  Fayetteville ,  Arkansas 

(Representing  Southwest  Atomic  Energy  Associates 

SAEA) 
0.  Pennington  -  Site  Custodian 

2.  Radiation  Survey 

A  radiation  survey  of  the  exterior  of  the  SEFOR  building,  housing 
the  operations  and  administration  areas,  and  the  exterior  of 
containment  showed  readings  ranging  from  0.02  to  0.05  mr/hr. 
Readings  around  the  industrial  fence  enclosing  the  facility 
ranged  from  0.015  to  0.02  mr/hr.   Smears  were  also  taken  in  the 
area  between  the  fence  and  the  building.   The  details  of  the 
radiation  survey  readings  are  shown  in  Attachment  A.   The  locations 
of  the  smears  taken  are  also  shown  in  Attachment  A.   The  smears 
were  counted  by  the  Savannah  River  Operations  Office  (SROO)  prime  con- 
tractor and  showed  no  counts  in  excess  of  counter  backgrounds.   In 
addition,  a  gamma  scan  was  performed  by  the  SROO  prime  contractor 
on  a  section  of  plastic  tubing  used  to  initially  vent  the  nitrogen 
gas  from  the  primary  sodium  system  and  it  gave  negative  results. 
Readings  by  the  licensee  representatives  during  any  venting  or  vacuum 
pulling  operations  on  the  primary  system  showed  no  detectable  radio- 
activity with  a  thin  end  window  GM  survey  meter.  The  radiation  survey 
readings  made  by  the  inspector  were  at  contact  (less  than  1  cm)  with  the 
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outside  vails  of  the  building  and  containment  as  veil  as  an  Isodose 
curve  about  18  feet  from  the  vails.  The  readings  around  the 
fence  referred  to  in  Attachment  A  vere  made  at  the  inner  surface 
of  the  fence.   All  survey  readings  vere  made  through  levels 
ranging  from  contact  to  about  four  feet  above  ground  level.   The 
ground  areas  betveen  the  fence  and  building  vere  surveyed  at  all 
major  points  of  runoff  vhere  concentrations  of  radioactivity  may 
have  occurred  and  no  readings  in  excess  of  0.02  mr/hr  vere 
observed.   Similarly,  readings  at  the  base  of  all  roof  dovnspouts 
vere  no  greater  than  0.02  mr/hr.  A  survey  outside  the  fenced  area 
t^ere  the  site  runoff  proceeds  to  the  ?all  Creek  vatershed  revealed 
no  readings  in  excess  of  0.02  mr/hr.   In  addition,  a  survey  vas 
made  along  the  area  of  most  probable  drainage  of  any  leaching 
that  may  have  occurred  from  the  site  tile  drain  field  for  the 
sanitary  sever  systems.   This  also  ultimately  finds  its  vay  to 
Fall  Creek.   None  of  the  readings  vere  greater  than  0.02  mr/hr. 

3.   SEFOR  Decommissioning  Plan 

During  the  period  March  6-8,  1974,  the  inspector  vltnessed  the 
implementation  of  the  SEFOR  Decommissioning  Plan  as  approved  by 
letter  dated  Noveiriber  1,  1973.   The  stated  purpose  of  the  plan 
is  to  render  the  reactor  permanently  Inoperable  by  admitting  air 
to  the  primary  coolant  system  to  introduce  stress  corrosion 
cracking  of  the  system  due  to  the  formation  of  NaOH.   The  primary 
and  secondary  systems  have  been  maintained  at  a  slight  positive 
pressure  ("vlO  inches  of  vater)  of  nitrogen.   The  secondary  system 
vas  separated  from  the  common  nitrogen  fill  lines  and  this  system 
vlll  continue  to  be  maintained  nitrogen  filled.   As  specified 
by  the  procedure,  the  slight  nitrogen  pressure  in  the  primary 
system  was  gradually  bled  off  to  zero  pressure.   The  vented 
nitrogen  was  monitored  with  a  thin-end  window  G.M.  survey  meter 
and  no  evidence  seen  of  radioactivity.   A  vacuum  pump  vas  connected 
to  the  primary  system  fill  line  and  the  system  evacuated  to  about 
18  inches  of  mercury.  This  required  about  eleven  and  one-half 
hours  at  vhlch  point  little  additional  progress  vas  evident  and 
the  pumping  vas  discontinued.  The  procedure  stipulated  pulling  the 
system  down  to  25  inches  of  mercury,  if  possible,  or  as  low  as 
practicable.   The  latter  requirement  appeared  to  be  net.   The 
flow  of  the  atmosphere  from  the  primary  systems  vas  monitored 
during  the  evacuation  procedure  and  no  radioactivity  detected. 

The  pump  vas  disconnected  and  valving  adjusted  to  begin  controlled 
admittance  of  air  to  the  system.   Approximately  six  and  one-half 
hours  vere  required  to  equalize  the  system  to  atmospheric  pressure 
at  vhlch  time  there  vas  no  evidence  that  any  additional  air  vould 
be  drawn  in  by  the  system.   The  primary  system  vas  secured  by 
capping  the  end  of  the  nitrogen  fill  pipe,  through  vhlch  the 
entire  procedure  had  been  performed.   The  atmospheric  pressure 
and  humidity  vere  periodically  recorded  as  prescribed  by  the 
procedure.  The  SEFOR  Decommissioning  Plan,  dated  April  17,  1973, 
appeared  to  have  been  satisfactorily  completed. 

4.   Fuel  and  Sodium  Shipments 

Examination  of  the  SEFOR  Shift  Supervisor's  Log  revealed  that 

eight  shipments  of  irradiated  fuel  vere  made  to  SROO  on 

May  29,  1972;  June  7,  13,  19,  and  26,  1972;  and  July  3,  10,  and  17, 

1972.   One  shipment  of  new  fuel  was  made  to  SROO  on  June  26,  1972. 

All  secondary  and  new  sodium  was  shipped  offsite  on  July  28,  1972. 

All  primary  sodium  and  NaK  were  shipped  offsite  on  July  5  and  28, 

1972. 
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LETTER  FROM  BERTRAM  WOLFE 

Dr.  P.  A.  Morris,  Director  November  21,  1972 

Division  of  Reactor  Licensing 
U.  S.  Atomic  Energy  Conmission 
7920  Norfolk  Avenue 
Bethesda.  Maryland     20014 

Re:     License  No.   DR-15 
Docket  No.   50-231 

Dear  Dr.  Morris: 

Enclosed  herewith  are  43  copies  of  the  Annual  Status  Report  for  the  Deacti- 
vated Southwest  Experimental  Fast  Oxide  Reactor,  covering  the  period  from 
May  12,  1972,  through  November  12,  1972.  The  report  is  submitted  in  accord- 
dance  with  Section  4.D.2  of  Amended  Facility  License  DR-15. 


Vepjntruly  yours. 


sertram  Wolf^ 
General  Manager 


FIRST  ANNUAL  STATUS  REPORT 

FOR  THE 

DEACTIVATED  SOUTHWEST  EXPERIMENTAL  FAST  OXIDE  REACTOR 

NOVEMBER,  1972 

Prepared  by:      J.  Hixson 
M.  Johnson 


R.  Stitt 


Approved  by: 


d 


0.  Arterburn 


Prepared  for  transmittal  to  the  Division  of 
Reactor  Licensing,  United  States  Atomic  Energy 
Conmission,  as  required  by  License  DR-15 

BREEDER  REACTOR  DEPARTMENT 
GENERAL  ELECTRIC  COMPANY 
SUNNYVALE,  CALIFORNIA  94086 

1.0   INTRODUCTION 

This  report  Is  submitted  in  fulfillment  of  the  requirements  of  License 
DR-15  for  the  period  of  May  12,  1972,  thru  November  12,  1972. 

2.0   DEACTIVATION  ACTIVITIES  AT  SEFOR 

The  SEFOR  facility  has  been  deactivated  as  set  forth  in  the  proposed 
SEFOR  Deconmisslonlng  Plan  submitted  on  March  10,  1972,  and  modified 
by  letters  dated  March  22  and  June  28,  1972.  The  activities  conducted 
Include: 

Cleaning  of  fuel  by  vacuum  distillation  and  loading  into  cask  for 
shipment  by  AEC  to  Savannah  River. 
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Removal  of  sodiun  and  NaK  from  the  systems  and  shipment  from  the 
site  for  disposal . 

Installation  of  a  nitrogen  supply  system  to  maintain  a  nitrogen 
atmosphere  within  the  drained  sodium  systems  and  an  alarm  system 
to  indicate  loss  of  nitrogen  pressure. 

Disabling  the  reflector  drive  system  by  removing  the  hydraulic 
drive  pump  and  motor  and  draining  fluid  from  the  reservoir. 

Storing  of  all  high  level  radioactive  components  within  the 
permanent  shielded  areas,  i.e.,  the  pressure  vessel,  irradiated 
fuel  storage  tank  or  floor  wells  within  the  Refueling  Cell,  and 
securing  the  floor  wells,  pressure  vessel,  and  irradiated  fuel 
storage  tank  covers  by  welding. 

Securing  the  inner  containment,  outer  containment,  secondary  sodium 
room,  and  operations  building  by  welding  except  for  one  locked 
door  into  each  area. 

Installing  an  intrusion  alarm  system  on  the  perimeter  fence, 
operations  building  door,  secondary  sodium  room  door,  and  outer 
containment  door. 

Installing  a  water  level  alarm  system  with  detectors  located  at  the 
bottom  of  the  inner  containment. 

Storing  of  plant  operating  records. 

Decontamination  of  the  entire  facility  and  disposal  of  all  low 
level  radioactive  wastes. 

3.0   STATUS  OF  THE  DEACTIVATED  PLANT 
3.1  General 


Deactivation  of  SEFOR  was  Initiated  promptly  after  completion 
of  the  experimental  program  In  January,  1972.  After  removal 
of  the  fuel  from  the  reactor  vessel,  a  license  amendment  to 
possess  but  not  operate  the  plant  was  issued  by  the  AEC  on 
May  12,  1972.  All  deactivation  activities  were  completed  and 
the  G.E.  personnel  were  removed  from  the  site  on  August  1, 
1972.  Continuous  guard  service  has  been  maintained  at  the 
site. 

3.2.  Fuel 

All  Fuel  was  removed  from  the  reactor  vessel,  cleaned  by 
distillation,  and  stored  in  the  Irradiated  Fuel  Storage 
Tank  by  May  9,  1972.  Shipping  of  the  irradiated  fuel 
was  Initiated  on  May  29,  1972,  and  shipment  of  all  fuel 
(Irradiated  and  non-irradiated)  from  the  site  was 
completed  on  July  21,  1972.^  All  fuel  was  AEC  owned 
and  was  shipped  by  the  AEC  to  Savannah  River. 

3.3.  Sodium  Systems 

Sodium  was  drained  from  all  systems  (main  primary  and 
secondary,  auxiliary  primary  and  secondary)  into  steel 
drums  and  shipped  from  the  site.  Draining  included  the  heels 
in  the  lines  and  drain  tanks.  To  accomplish  the  removal  of 
sodium  from  the  helical  flow  pumps  (5),  the  ducts  for  the 
auxiliary  primary,  auxiliary  secondary,  primary  service,  and 
secondary  service  pumps  were  cut  from  the  systems  and  re- 
placed with  spool  pieces.  The  primary  pump-around -pump 
duct  was  removed  and  the  ends  of  the  pipe  capped  by  welding. 
The  two  primary  and  one  secondary  cold  traps  were  cut  from 
the  systems  and  shipped  from  the  site.  The  primary  and 
secondary  sodium  plugging  indicators  were  cut  from  the 
systems  and  cleaned.  The  NaK  filled  sensors  for  the  pressure 
transmitters  (13)  were  removed  from  the  sodium  systems  and 
shipped  from  the  site.  All  openings  into  sodium  systems 
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3.11  Liquid  Radwaste  System 

All  liquid  radwaste  tanks  were  drained  and  the  effluent 
disposed  of  in  accordance  with  the  regulations.  The 
drain  line  from  the  Drain  Tank  was  modified  to  drain  to 
the  sump  in  the  radwaste  vault  floor.  The  sump  pump 
motor  was  modified  to  operate  on  the  available  220V 
single  phase  power.  The  sump  punp  discharge  line  was 
modified  to  connect  to  the  line  that  discharges  into 
the  tile  field.  All  access  openings  into  the  liquid 
radwaste  vault  were  closed  by  shield  plugs  welded  in  place, 
except  for  one  which  was  covered  by  a  steel  plate  with 
a  lock. 

3.12  Gaseous  Radwaste  System 

All  gaseous  radwaste  tanks  were  emptied.  All  openings 
into  the  gaseous  radwaste  vault  were  closed  by  shield 
plugs  welded  in  place. 

3.13  Solid  Radioactive  Waste 

All  solid  low  level  radioactive  material  was  shipped  from 
the  site. 

3.14  Site  Electrical  Power 

The  69KV  electrical  power  supply  was  disconnected 
and  the  2.4KV  breakers  racked  open.  A  new  transformer 
was  installed  to  provide  220V  single  phase  power  to  the 
site.  This  power  is  provided  for  the  lights,  sump  pump, 
cathodic  protection,  and  the  intrusion  alarm  system. 

The  emergency  diesel  generator  was  deactivated  by  discon- 
necting the  starting  motor  batteries  and  removing  the 
fuel  from  the  supply  tanks. 

3.15  Record  Storage 

All  site  operating  records  of  Importance  were  placed  in 
the  G.E.  Nuclear  Energy  Division  record  storage  at  San 
Jose. 

3.16  Radiation  and  Contamination  Surveys 

Radiation  and  contamination  surveys  were  made  after  com- 
pletion of  the  deconmissioning  activities.  The  results 
of  these  surveys  in  each  area  are  described  in  the 
previous  sections. 

3.17  Environmental  Survey 

Samples  for  the  environmental  survey  of  the  site  were 
collected  on  October  26,  1972.  The  results  from 
analysis  of  these,  vegetation,  soil  and  water  samples, 
are  as  fellows: 

(1)  Results  of  Vegetation  Analysis 

Radioactivity  Content  (p  Ci/gm-ash) 

Sample  Station      Alpha       Beta 

3  35  760 

7  <15  650 

9  <15  810 

Recheck  Level        50         1820 

Preoperational 

Average  13  987 


1507 


were  capped  by  welding.  All  argon  supply  and  vent  lines, 
connected  to  the  sodium  systems,  were  cut  and  capped  by  weld- 
ing. All  lines  between  the  primary  sodium  systems  and  the 
irradiated  fuel  storage  tank  were  cut  and  capped  by  welding 
A  short  segment  of  the  reactor  vessel  overflow  line  was 
removed,  and  the  ends  of  the  pipe  capped  by  welding.  The 
thru-head  level  probes  were  removed  and  the  openings  closed 
by  flange  covers.  All  primary  and  secondary  sodium  valves 
were  opened. 

The  NaK  filled  argon  supply  purifier  and  refueling  cell  argon 
purifier  were  cut  from  the  systems  and  shipped  from  the  site. 
Connecting  lines  were  cleaned. 

3.4   Nitrogen  and  Argon  Systems 

The  liquid  nitrogen  and  liquid  argon  supply  tanks  were  removed 
from  the  site. 

A  bottled  nitrogen  supply  was  installed  to  maintain  the  nitrogen 
atmosphere  within  the  drained  sodium  systems  at  approximately 
ten  inches  of  water  pressure.  A  low  pressure  switch  will 
energize  the  light  alarm  system  on  top  of  the  operations  build- 
ing. 

3.5  Reflector  Drive  System 

The  motor  and  pump  were  removed  from  the  reflector  drive 
hydraulic  system  and  shipped  from  the  site.  The  hydraulic 
fluid  was  drained  from  the  reservoir  and  all  electrical 
leads  to  the  drive  solenoids  were  disconnected. 

3.6  Radioactive  Component  Storage 

The  reactor  vessel,  irradiated  fuel  storage  tank  (IFST),  and 
floor  wells  within  the  refueling  cell  were  used  for  storage 
of  activated  radioactive  components. 

Within  the  channel^  of  the  reactor  vessel,  the  following  were 
stored: 

103  BeO  tightener  rods 
103  steel  tightener  rods 
13  baron  carbide  rods  • 
4  steel  rods 

1  dry  well 

Both  reactor  vessel  heads  were  installed  and  bolts  tensioned. 
Shield  plugs  were  Installed  in  the  thru-head  ports.     A 
one-half  inch  thick  stainless  steel   plate  7'   1"  diameter  with 
I-beam  braces  was  placed  over  the  reactor  vessel  heads 
and  seal-welded  to  the  vessel  support  flange  upper  surface. 

The  following  activated  components  were  stored  within  the 
Irradiated  Fuel   Storage  Tank: 

6  tightener  rods  from  Instrumented  Fuel  Assemblies   (IFA) 
28  thru-head  extension  rod  assemblies 

2  tightener  sleeves 

2  reactor  vessel  thru-head  level  probes 
2  gamma  detectors 

7  neutron  detectors 
1  FRED  actuator  rod 

4  FRED  slugs 

5  BeO  tightener  rods  ' 

11  thru-head  tightener  rod  extensions 
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2  containers  of  fuel  rod  connector  pins 
6  core  orifices 
miscellaneous  low  level  activated  components 

The  shield  plugs  were  installed  over  the  IFST  and  welded  in 
place. 

The  following  activated  components  were  stored  in  the  floor 
wells  within  the  refueling  cell: 

636  extension  rods 
1  center  channel  orifice 
1  drywell  standoff 
12  IFA  extension  rods 
1  oscillator  rod 

Each  floor  well  is  covered  by  a  steel  plate  welded  in  place. 
3.7  Inner  Containment 

3.7.1  Refueling  Cell 

The  man  access  panel  was  removed  and  stored  within  the 
refueling  cell.  The  opening  for  the  man  access  panel 
and  the  crane  bay  access  hatch  were  closed  by  steel 
plates  welded  over  the  openings.  The  rupture  diaphragm 
in  the  argon  cooling  loop  was  ruptured  to  provide 
equalization  of  pressure  between  the  refueling  cell  and 
the  nitrogen  zone.  The  fuel  rod  assembly-disassembly 
station  was  removed  and  shipped  from  the  site  as  solid 
waste. 

The  interior  surfaces  of  the  refueling  cell  were  cleaned 
and  measured  less  than  100  counts  per  minute  above 
background  as  smearable  beta-gamma  with  no  evidence  of 
alpha  contamination.  Exposure  levels  in  the  refueling 
cell  were  generally  below  five  mr/hr  gamna.  Directly 
above  the  reactor  vessel,  on  contact  with  the  seal  plate, 
the  exposure  level  was  measured  to  be  eight  mr/hr.  On 
contact  with  the  seal  plate  o\rer  floor  well  No.  6, 
approximately  30  mr/hr  was  measured.  This  point  was 
the  highest  level  within  the  refueling  cell. 

3.7.2  Nitrogen  Zone 

All  areas  within  the  nitrogen  zone  were  measured  to  be 
less  than  0.1  mr/hr,  except  for  the  primary  sodium  pump 
and  the  primary  sodium  drain  tank.  An  exposure  rate  of 
less  than  0.5  mr/hr  garrnia  was  measured  at  the  surface  of 
the  pump  and  at  the  bottom  of  the  primary  drain  tank. 
Smearable  beta-gamma  levels  were  less  than  100  counts 
per  minute  with  no  detectable  alpha  contamination. 

Two  float  switches  were  installed  at  the  bottom  of  the 
inner  containment  to  detect  the  accumulation  of  water. 
These  float  switches,  if  actuated,  will  energize  lights 
mounted  on  top  of  the  operations  building. 

The  blow-out  panel  between  the  reflector  drive  cell  and 
the  other  area  of  the  nitrogen  zone  was  removed. 

The  sensing  lines  for  the  primary  sodium  pressure  trans- 
mitters were  removed  from  nine  penetrations  into  the 
nitrogen  zone.  These  penetrations  were  left  open  to 
provide  for  pressure  equalization  between  the  inner  and 
outer  containments. 
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The  reflector  drive  cell  and  the  primary  sodium  equipment 
room  doors  were  welded  closed.  The  door  into  the  nitrogen 
blower  room  was  closed  and  locked. 

3.8  Outer  Containment 

The  swing  check  was  removed  from  all  four  containment 
vacuum  breaker  valves.   Absolute  filters  were  installed 
over  the  two  openings  inside  the  containment.  Weather 
protection  and  screens  were  provided  over  the  two  out- 
side openings.  Ventilation  and  makeup  control  valves 
were  removed  and  the  ends  of  the  pipes  closed  by  welding. 

A  steel  plate  was  welded  over  the  outside  door  of  the 
emergency  air  lock.  The  equipment  door  bolts  were 
torgued  and  the  nuts  welded  to  the  bolts  on  eight  equally 
spaced  bolts. 

The  outer  door  of  the  main  personnel  air  lock  was  locked. 
A  switch  was  installed,  which  activates  the  intrusion 
alarm  system  for  the  site  if  the  door  is  opened. 

The  containment  building  cathodic  protection  system  was 
modified  to  operate  from  115V  single  phase  power  provided 
by  the  recently  installed  220V  single  phase  power  supply 
to  the  site. 

All  accessible  areas  were  measured  to  be  less  than  0.1  mr/hr 
with  less  than  100  counts  per  minute  observed  as  smearable 
beta-ganma  and  no  evidence  of  alpha  contamination. 

3.9  Operations  Building 

Steel  plates  were  welded  over  all  windows.  All  doors,  ex- 
cept one,  were  welded  shut.  The  remaining  door  was  locked 
and  provided  with  a  switch  to  actuate  the  intrusion  alarm 
system  if  the  door  is  opened. 

All  exterior  access  openings  into  the  fuel  service  area 
were  welded  closed.  All  exterior  access  openings  into  the 
secondary  sodium  equipment  room  were  welded  closed, 
except  one  door.  The  door  was  locked  and  provided  with 
a  switch  to  actuate  the  intrusion  alarm  system  if  the 
door  is  opened. 

All  accessible  areas  were  measured  to  be  less  than  0.1  mr/hr 
exposure  level  with  less  than  100  counts  per  minute  above 
background  (beta-ganma  smearable)  and  no  detectable  alpha 
contamination,  except  the  bottom  of  the  secondary  sodium 
drain  tank,  which  measured  0.8  mr/hr  gaima  on  contact. 

3.10  Intrusion  Alarm  System 

An  intrusion  alarm  system  was  Installed  with  sensors 
located  on  the  perimeter  fence,  and  switches  on  the 
operations  building,  secondary  sodium  equipment  room, 
and  containment  building  doors.  This  system,  if  actuated 
by  any  one  of  the  sensors,  will  dial  the  telephones  In 
the  home  of  the  SEFOR  Site  Representative  and  the  Washington 
County  Sheriff's  office  and  transmit  a  taped  message, 
which  Identifies  whether  the  fence  or  the  door  alarm  was 
activated.  The  alarm  system  will  also  be  activated  In  the 
event  of  loss  of  power  to  the  system. 
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(2)  Results  of  Soil  Analysis 

Radioactivity  Content  (p  Ci/gm) 

Sample  Station  Alpha  Beta 

3  <15  <17 

7  24  21 

9  20  21 

Recheck  Level        32  45 

Preoperational 

Average  25  34 

(3)  Results  of  Water  Analysis 

Radioactivity  Content  (v   Ci/ml) 

Sample  Station      Alpha        Beta 

-Q         -8 
Pennington  Well     <5  x  10  '   <7  x  10  " 

B  <5  X  10"^      <7  X  10'^ 

C  <5  X  10"^      <7  X  10'^ 

Recheck  Level  3  x  10*®     1.5  x  10"^ 

Preoperational  n  o 

Average  <2  x  10'      6.1  x  10 


LETTER  FROM  BERTRAM  WOLFE 

Mr,  Donald  J.  Skovholt  April  17     1973 

Assistant  Director  for  Operating  Reactors 

Directorate  of  Licensing 

U.S.  Atomic  Energy  Commission 

Washington,   D.   C.    20545 

Re:     License  No.    DR-15,   Docket  No.    50-231 

Dear  Mr.   Skovholt: 

General  Electric  hereby  applies  on  behalf  of  itself  and  Southwest  Atomic 
Energy  Associates  for  authority  pursuant  to  10  CFR  50.  82  to  voluntarily 
surrender  the  current  license  vinder  10  CFR  50  to  possess  but  not  operate 
the  Southwest  Experimental  Fast  Oxide  Reactor  (SEFOR),   and  to  dismantle 
the  facility  in  accordance  with  the  attached  SEFOR  Decommissioning  Plan. 

As  indicated  in  the  attached  Decommissioning  Plan,   we  propose  to  render 
SEFOR  permanently  inoperable  by  admitting  air  into  the  primary  coolant 
system  in  the  manner  described  in  the  Plan.     This  would  in  our  opinion  be 
an  appropriate  and  safe  means  of  assuring  that  the  reactor  will  not  be  oper- 
ated again  at  any  time  in  the  future. 

Regulatory  control  over  the  property  remaining  at  the  SEFOR  Site  will  be 
assumed  by  the  State  Board  of  Health  of  Arkansas  immediately  upon  termin- 
ation of  the  current  license  under  10  CFR  50. 

Very^Tuly  yours, 

'Fcrtram  Wolfe 
General  Manager 
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SEFOR  DECOMMISSIONINr,  PLAN 

A.  Present  Status  of  SEFOR 

The  SEFOR  Facility  has  been  completely  deactivated  and  secured.  All 
reactor  fuel,  sodium,  and  NaK  have  been  shipped  from  the  site  to  approved 
storage  or  disposal  locations.  The  primary  and  secondary  sodium  systems 
are  filled  with  dry  nitrogen  pas,  maintained  at  a  slight  positive  pressure 
(nominally  10  in.  H^O).  No  gaseous  or  liquid  radioactive  materials  are 
present  at  the  site.  The  results  of  periodic  surveillance,  required  by 
the  present  license,  have  been  satisfactory  in  every  respect. 

B.  Proposed  Decommissioning  Plan 

1.  In  order  to  render  the  reactor  permanently  inoperable,  it  is 
proposed  that  air  be  admitted  to  the  primary  coolant  system  in  the 
manner  described  below.  The  moisture  in  the  air  will  react  with  any 
residual  sodium  in  the  system  to  form  NaOH  and  will  introduce  the  potential 
for  stress  corrosion  cracking  of  the  system.  (The  residual  sodium  consists 
of  a  thin  film  on  the  walls  of  the  system  plus  some  pockets  of  sodium  which 
could  not  be  drained).  The  extent  to  which  such  cracking  may  occur  cannot 
be  predicted,  since  it  will  be  a  function  of  time,  temperature,  amount  of 
moisture  (see  Table  1),  distribution  of  the  residual  sodium,  and  residual 
stresses  in  the  system.  Stress  corrosion  cracking  of  system  components 
could  eliminate  the  pressure  containment  capability  of  the  system,  but 
this  would  not  be  hazardous,  since  the  system  will  remain  in  its  -ambient 
temperature,  unpressurized  state.  Since  pressure  containment  capability 

Is  not  reouired  for  the  decomnissioned  facility,  the  proposed  actions 
provide  an  appropriate  and  safe  means  of  assuring  that  the  system  will  not 
be  used  again. 

2.  Air  will  be  admitted  to  the  primary  coolant  system  through  the 
pipe  which  is  presently  used  to  maintain  a  nitrogen  atmosphere  in  the 
system.  This  pipe  communicates  directly  with  the  primary  drain  tank, 
which  in  turn  conmunicates  with  the  remainder  of  the  system  through  the 
reactor  vessel  pump-around  loop  and  the  service  system  (see  Fioure  1).  All 
sodium  control  valves  in  the  system  have  been  blocked  open  to  permit  pres- 
sure equalization  throughout  the  system. 

A  vacuum  pump  will  be  connected  to  the  qas  supply  line  and  the  system 
pressure  will  be  reduced  to  a  few  inches  of  mercury  absolute  pressure.  The 
vacuum  pump  will  then  be  valved  out  and  ambient  air  will  be  admitted  slowly 
Into  the  primary  system  through  the  same  line  used  to  evacuate  the  system. 
The  vacuum  pump  will  then  be  disconnected  and  the  oas  line  will  be  capped. 

Due  to  the  choice  of  location  for  introducino  the  air,  most  of 
the  chemical  reaction  between  water  and  sodium  will  occur  in  the  sodium 
fill  line  (tvro  inch  pipe)  and  the  primary  drain  tank,  although  some  of  the 
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moisture  may  reach  the  reactor  vessel  and  other  components.  The  primary 
drain  tank  is  18  ft.  lona,  with  a  diameter  of  9  ft.  6  in.,  and  is  located 
In  a  vault  at  the  bottom  of  the  inner  containment'  '.  It  is  an  essential 
comoonent  in  the  orimary  coolant  system  and  could  not  be  replaced  by  any 
practical  method. 

C.  Safety  Precautions 

No  radioactive  gases  or  liquids  are  present  in  the  system.     However, 
when  a  sodium  system  is  drained  and  subsequently  cooled,  a   thin  film  of 
solidified  sodium  is  left  on  the  walls  of  the  system.     The  measured  activity 
level  due  to  Na-22  was  140  pCi/gal.  when  the  system  was  drained  in  May  1972. 

Using  an  assumed  film  thickness  of  2  x  10"     ft.    (2.4  mils)  and  the   estimated 

2 

primary  coolant  system  surface  area  of  3000  ft.  ,  the  sodium  film  would 

have  a  radioactive  content  of  630  pCi  due  to  Na-22,  neglecting  further 
decay  which  has  occurred.  This  sodium  is  expected  to  remain  in  the  system 
when  the  dry  nitrogen  fill  gas  is  pumped  out  of  the  system.  Thus,  no 
radioactive  release  is  expected  to  occur.  The  gas  will  be  monitored  with 
a  gross  ganma  meter  as  it  is  pumped  out,  to  provide  assurance  that  no 
unexpected  releases  of  radioactivity  occur.  If  the  indicated  activity 
increases  to  a  value  of  10  times  background  activity,  the  evacuating 
process  will  be  stopped,  and  measures  will  be  taken  as  required  to  assure 
that  any  activity  released  is  within  the  limits  of  10  CFR  20.  Values  given 
in  Table  1  of  this  submittal  show  that  release  of  the  total  inventory  of 
Na-22  would  be  within  previously  licensed  limits  for  SEFOR  if  it  were 
released  over  a  time  period  of  1.1  hours. 

The  amount  of  hydrogen  formed  in  the  system  will  be  on  the  order  of 
IX  by  volume,  or  less,  which  is  below  the  minimum  explosive  limit  of  4. IX 
in  normal  air.  The  air  added  to  the  system  will  be  oxygen-depleted,  due 
to  reaction  with  the  sodium.  Furthermore,  the  system  temperature  will 
remain  at  essentially  the  ambient  value,  whereas  the  auto-ignition 
temperature  for  hydrogen  is  1076°F^  '.  Thus,  the  hydrogen  is  not  con- 
sidered to  be  hazardous. 

D.  References 

1.  SEFOR  FDSAR,  Figures  II-S  and  II-6. 

2.  Lange's  Handbook  of  Chemistry,  Sixth  Edition,  p.  44. 
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TABLE  1 

Estimated  Values  for  the 
Primary  Sodium  System 

Primary  System  Volune,  ft 

Primary  Drain  Tank  Volume,  ft 

Typical  Ambient  Air  Conditions: 

Dry  Bulb  Temperature,  "F 

Wet  Bulb  Temperature,  "F 

Relative  Humidity,  % 

Absolute  Humidity,  grains/lb.  dry  air 

Assume  Amount  of  Air  Admitted  =  80%  of  System  Volume 

Volume  of  Air,  ft 
Quantity  of  Dry  Air,  lbs. 
Quantity  of  Water  in  Air,  lbs. 
Quantity  of  NaOH  Formed,  lbs. 
Quantity  of  Hp  Formed,  lbs. 
%   H2  by  Weight 
X  Hp  by  Volume 

2 

Estimated  Primary  System  Surface  Area,   ft 

Assumed  Sodium  Film  Thickness,  ft 

Quantity  of  Sodium  in  Film,  ft 

Measured  Na-22  Activity  in  May,  1972,  pCi/gal 

Total   Inventory  in  Sodium  Film,  gCi 

MPC  for  Na-22  (10  CFR  20,  App.  B,  Table  II),  pCi/mil 

Previous  Tech.  Spec.  Release  Limit  (Q/MPC)  cc/sec 

Minimum  Time  to  Release  630  pCi,  hours  1.1 

Estimated  Time  Required  to  Evacuate  the  System,  hrs  >  5 

Estimated  Release  of  Na-22  None 
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Transportation  Programs 

Question:  For  some  time  now  I  have  been  a  vocal  advocate  for 
increased  efficiency  in  our  transportation  sector.  DOE  proposes  to 
spend  $227.9  million  in  FY  1995  on  its  transportation  sector 
conservation  programs.  This  accounts  for  approximately  25  percent  of 
DOE'S  total  request  for  all  energy  efficiency  programs.  If  DOE 
receives  full  funding  for  its  transportation  programs,  how  many 
gallons  of  gasoline  will  be  saved  in  FY  1995? 

Answer:  The  vast  majority  of  DOE  transportation  funding  is 
directed  at  technology  development  that,  if  successful,  will  have 
impacts  on  vehicles  designed  and  built  five  to  ten  years  from  now. 
These  research  and  development  focused  expenditures  will  not,  and  are 
not  designed  to  have,  impacts  on  gasoline  use  in  FY  1995.  Other 
programs  such  as  the  Gas  Mileage  Guide  can  result  in  immediate 
savings.  The  estimated  gallons  of  gasoline  reduced  in  FY  1995,  as  a 
result  of  the  following  programs,  will  be: 

Gas  Mileage  Guide  -  12.3  million  gallons  saved 

Federal  Alternative  Fuel  Vehicle  Fleet  -  12.0  million  gallons 

substituted 

Clean  Cities  Program  -  10.0  million  gallons  substituted. 

Therefore,  a  total  of  34.3  million  gallons  of  gasoline  will  be 
displaced  by  DOE  programs. 

Question:   In  the  last  20  years,  the  transportation  sector's 
share  of  total  U.S.  oil  consumption  grew  from  51  to  65  percent.  Part 
of  the  problem  has  been  that  the  fuel  economy  of  new  cars  and  light 
truck  fleets  has  remained  static  since  1986.  How  do  you  propose  to 
convince  the  automakers  to  increase  fuel  efficiency  without  mandates 
such  as  higher  CAFE  standards? 

Answer:  The  domestic  auto  industry  is  collaborating  with  the 
Federal  government  in  the  Partnership  for  a  New  Generation  of 
Vehicles  (PNGV).  One  of  the  three  goals  of  the  PNGV  is  to  triple 
fuel  economy  of  light  duty  vehicles  in  the  next  ten  to  fifteen  years. 
The  objective  of  this  program  is  to  have  these  very  efficient 
vehicles  be  so  attractive  to  new  vehicle  buyers  that  the  auto 
industry  will  need  to  produce  these  vehicles  to  stay  competitive. 
This  means  that  the  super  efficient  cars  will  have  to  cost  about  the 
same  and  offer  all  the  comfort  and  performance  of  conventional 
vehicles. 

The  White  House  has  initiated  a  Climate  Change  Policy 
development  process  for  the  transportation  sector  called  "Car  Talk." 
This  process  involves  analytical  work  to  determine  the  potential  of 
fuel  economy  improvements,  alternative  fuels,  and  travel  reductions 
to  lower  the  generation  of  greenhouse  gases.  This  process  will  also 
involve  a  Federal  Advisory  Committee  which  will  recommend  policies  to 
reach  greenhouse  gas  reduction  targets. 

Light  duty  truck  fuel  economy  standards  are  subject  to  an 
ongoing  rulemaking  by  the  Department  of  Transportation,  which  is 
required  to  raise  the  standards  taking  into  account  technical 
feasibility,  economic  considerations,  and  the  capability  of  the 
"least  capable"  manufacturer. 


1516 


state  Energy  Conservation  Program 

Question:  DOE  has  proposed  a  150  percent  increase  in  funding 
for  the  State  Energy  Conservation  Program  (SECP).  Many  effective 
energy  efficiency  activities  are  conducted  at  the  State  level. 
Please  provide  any  written  information  you  have  concerning  these 
State-level  programs. 

Answer:  The  budget  request  for  the  State  Energy  Conservation 
formula  grant  program  in  FY  1995  is  $24.8  million,  an  increase  of 
$6.5  million  (36  percent)  over  the  FY  1994  appropriation  of  $18.3 
million.  Over  time,  the  range  of  eligible  SECP  activities  has  been 
significantly  expanded,  particularly  with  the  enactment  of  the  State 
Energy  Efficiency  Programs  Improvement  Act  of  1990,  P.L.  101-440. 
Optional  program  measures  now  include  programs  for  financing  energy 
efficiency  and  renewable  energy  capital  investments  and  projects, 
industrial/process  energy  audits,  programs  for  home  energy  rating 
systems  and  energy  efficient  mortgages,  integrated  resource  planning 
and  demand  side  management,  and  assistance  to  start-up  businesses  in 
discovering  useful  and  practical  information  relating  to 
manufacturing  and  commercial  production  techniques  and  costs 
associated  with  new  energy  technologies.  The  additional  funds  will 
be  used  to  emphasize  technology  transfer  and  leveraging  strategies, 
and  to  develop  and  enhance  State  capabilities  to  implement  their  new 
responsibilities  under  the  Energy  Policy  Act  and  the  Climate  Change 
Action  Plan.  The  kinds  of  program  activities  successfully 
implemented  by  States  using  SECP  funds  are  described  in  the  attached 
DOE  booklet,  "America's  Best:  Outstanding  State  Energy  Grant 
Projects." 

[Clerks's  note.--The  above  mentioned  booklet  was  retained  in 
subcommittes  files.] 

Integrated  Resource  Planning 


Question:   Integrated  resource  planning  for  electric  and  gas 
utilities  can  be  one  of  the  most  effective  tools  for  increasing 
energy  efficiency.  As  you  know,  most  IRP  activity  is  led  by  State 
utility  commissions.  DOE  has  proposed  $3  million  for  a  grant  program 
created  by  the  Energy  Policy  Act  to  aid  state  utility  commissions  in 
carrying-out  IRP  activities.  I  am  concerned  that  when  the 
Appropriations  Committee  is  forced  to  make  spending  choices  DOE  will 
more  aggressively  lobby  for  funding  for  its  IRP  program  rather  than 
funding  for  grants  to  State  commissions.  Please  describe  what  DOE 
will  do  with  the  IRP  funds  it  receives  from  Congress. 

Answer:  DOE  has  proposed  including  a  financial  assistance 
component  in  the  FY  1995  IRP  program.  As  funding  levels  change, 
funding  allocations  for  each  element  will  need  to  be  replanned  based 
on  total  funds  available  and  final  guidance  from  Congress.  DOE  finds 
value  in  aiding  State  utility  commissions  in  carrying-out  IRP 
activities  and  as  such  will  make  every  effort  to  include  such 
assistance  within  the  framework  of  a  well-balanced  IRP  program. 
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QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  DON  NICKLES 

Increased  Investment 

Question:  It  is  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  sort  out  the 
Department's  increased  investment  initiative.  For  instance,  the  FY 
1995  Energy  Conservation  budget  is  proposed  to  increase  $288.0 
million  above  the  FY  1994  enacted  level.  As  stated  in  the  budget 
justification,  a  major  objective  of  this  proposal  "is  increased 
investment  in  research  and  development  of  technologies  to  increase 
energy  efficiency  in  all  sectors  of  the  economy,  increase  fuel 
flexibility,  enhance  environmental  quality,  and  improve  U.S. 
competitiveness  in  world  markets."  The  Energy  Conservation 
investment  components  total  $267.9  million  in  the  FY  1995  request. 
Energy  Conservation's  FY  1994  request  contained  a  $182  million 
investment  initiative.  Are  the  components  of  the  FY  1995  investment 
endeavor  continuations  of  last  year's  investment  initiative? 

Answer:  Yes,  the  components  of  the  FY  1995  Investment 
Initiatives  are  continuations  of  last  year's  Investment  Initiative. 
This  includes  investment  initiatives  in  support  of  the  Energy  Policy 
Act  of  1992,  the  Weatherization  Assistance  Program,  Alternative  Fuels 
Vehicles,  and  the  Federal  Energy  Management  Program. 

Question:  Are  some  of  the  FY  1995  items  which  are  identified 
as  "investment"  in  the  base  levels?  If  so,  why  are  they  being 
singled  out  as  "increased  investments"? 

Answer:  Many  of  the  FY  1995  items  which  are  identified  as 
"investment"  have  been  incorporated  into  the  base  levels  and  have 
been  singled  out  as  "increased  investments"  in  order  to  show  the 
continuation  of  the  FY  1994  Investment  Initiatives. 

Question:  How  is  the  Administration's  investment  effort 
defined  so  Congress  can  decipher  the  old  from  the  new?  Please 
provide  a  table  for  the  Committee  which  identifies  the  items  which 
are  a  continuation  from  the  prior  year  and  the  items  which  are  new  in 
FY  1995.  Also,  indicate  which  investment  items  are  in  response  to 
the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  1992. 

Answer:  The  attached  tabl^  provides  a  breakout  by  fiscal  year 
of  the  various  Investment  Initiatives,  which  include 
Investment/EPACT,  other  Investments  (Weatherization,  Alternative 
Fueled  Vehicles,  and  Federal  Energy  Management  Program),  and  Climate 
Change  Action  Plan. 
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Climate  Change  Action  Plan 

Question:  Funding  of  $141  million  for  the  President's  Climate 
Change  Action  Plan  is  included  in  FY  1995  Interior  Appropriations 
Bill  request.  Another  $67  million  is  requested  in  the  Energy  and 
Water  Appropriations  Bill.  The  Climate  Change  Action  Plan,  unveiled 
in  October  1993,  calls  for  returning  U.S.  greenhouse  gas  emissions  to 
1990  levels  by  the  year  2000  with  cost-effective  domestic  actions, 
for  creating  incentives  for  businesses  and  individuals  to  conserve 
energy,  for  enhancing  economic  growth  and  creating  jobs,  and  for 
planting  trees.  The  Administration  expects  to  spend  $1.9  billion  on 
the  Action  Plan  between  1994  and  2000. 

Energy  Conservation  is  the  lead  agency  in  Plan  implementation 
and  makes  up  42  percent  of  the  total  President's  request  ($283 
million  government-wide)  for  FY  1995.  What  are  the  anticipated 
future  funding  requirements  for  your  Department? 

Answer:  The  total  DOE  budget  authority  in  millions  of  dollars 
for  outyear  implementation  of  the  CCAP  is  estimated  to  be: 

FY  1996    FY  1997     FY  1998    FY  1999     FY  2000 

233        235       213        211        201 

Question:  A  large  portion  of  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan 
request  is  targeted  for  Energy  Conservation's  buildings  sector  ($72 
million).  The  budget  request  supports  launching  major  cost-shared 
programs  to  accelerate  the  commercialization  and  widespread  use  of 
emerging  and  currently  available  heating  and  cooling  technologies  which 
are  more  efficient  than  the  DOE  minimum  efficiency  standards  and  of 
emerging  and  currently  available  lighting  and  appliance  technologies. 
How  do  you  define  commercialization? 

Answer:  Commercialization  is  defined  broadly  to  include  two 
principle  activities.  First,  commercialization  includes  activities 
designed  to  introduce  nationally  beneficial  emerging  technologies  in 
the  market  and  achieve  initial  penetration.  Second,  commercialization 
also  includes  activities  designed  to  significantly  increase  the  market 
penetration  of  currently  available  advanced  technology.  In  both  cases, 
we  are  working  with  key  members  of,  the  market  to  address  the  critical 
barriers  in  achieving  these  objectives. 

Question:  What  do  you  see  as  DOE's  role  in  commercialization? 

Answer:  DOE  has  a  substantial  role  to  play  in  improving  the 
effectiveness  of  the  market  process  in  adopting  new  and  currently 
available  technologies.  The  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  programs  have 
been  and  continue  to  be  designed  cooperatively  with  key  decision-makers 
in  the  market  including  final  consumers,  manufacturers,  professionals, 
and  utilities.  The  programs'  objective  is  to  lower  the  market 
imperfections  or  barriers  preventing  cost-effective  energy  efficiency 
and  renewable  energy  technologies  from  making  widespread  penetration  in 
the  market.  These  market  barriers  include: 

lack  of  available  and  credible  information  for  final  consumers  on 
energy  savings  opportunities 
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lack  of  training/expertise  in  utilizing  energy  efficient 

technologies,  designs,  materials  in  buildings 

mixed  incentive  problems  -  energy  cost  savings  will  often  not  be 

captured  by  the  person  responsible  for  the  investment  decision 

(owner/tenant) 

the  value  of  highly  efficient  new  buildings  is  not  fully  captured 

in  the  price  so  developers  have  little  incentive  to  invest  in 

efficiency 

energy  costs  leading  to  very  little  attention  being  devoted  to 

energy  saving  opportunities 

These  barriers  are  pervasive  and  affect  the  penetration  of 
currently  available  as  well  as  new  technologies  in  the  buildings 
sector.  In  general,  the  Federal  role  is  to  address  these  barriers 
together  with  key  members  of  the  market  that  no  one  market  participant 
is  in  the  position  to  address  alone.  In  addressing  these  barriers, 
working  with  professionals,  manufacturers,  utilities.  States,  locaV 
organizations,  consumers,  and  others,  we  will  be  building  a  network 
that  will  enable  future  research  to  overcome  typical  market  barriers  as 
it  becomes  commercially  viable.  This  deployment  network  is  critical 
for  the  existing  research  program  because  in  its  absence,  the  potential 
benefits  of  the  new  technologies  will  only  partially,  if  ever,  be 
realized. 

Question:  Have  you  considered  another  approach  rather  than 
launching  into  major  cost-shared  programs  to  accelerate 
commercial ization? 

Answer:  Yes,  from  the  beginning  of  the  development  of  the 
Climate  Change  Action  Plan,  we  have  worked  together  with  a  broad 
subsection  of  the  private  sector.  States  and  local  governments, 
utilities,  and  other  agencies  to  consider  a  wide  array  of  programs 
designed  to  achieve  high  energy  and  carbon  savings. 

In  general,  initiatives  in  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  are  not 
focusing  on  cost-sharing  the  purchase  of  technologies.  Rather, 
programs  are  designed  to  address  the  market  barriers  that  prevent 
widespread  penetration  of  energy  efficient  and  renewable  energy 
technologies  (e.g.,  -  poor  information,  weak  incentives,  etc.).  This 
approach  is  possible  because  we  are  focusing  only  on  technologies  and 
applications  that  offer  a  very  high  return  to  consumers. 

Question:  Please  provide  the  Interior  Subcommittee  a  list  of  all 
FY  1995  commercialization  activities  and  their  associated  costs. 

Answer:  Commercialization  is  defined  broadly  to  include  two 
principle  activities.  First,  commercialization  includes  activities 
designed  to  introduce  nationally  beneficial  emerging  technologies  in 
the  market  and  achieve  initial  penetration.  Second,  commercialization 
also  includes  activities  designed  to  significantly  increase  the  market 
penetration  of  currently  available  advanced  technology.  In  both  cases, 
we  are  working  with  key  members  of  the  market  to  address  the  critical 
barriers  in  achieving  these  objectives. 

At  this  time,  the  information  requested  is  not  available. 
However,  a  list  of  programs  with  commercialization  activities  is  being 
developed  and  will  be  submitted  separately. 
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Section  2306  Of  EPACT 

Section  2306  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act  (EPACT)  of  1992  limits 
the  participation  of  foreign  companies  in  Department  of  Energy 
programs.  The  Department  is  proceeding  towards  rulemaking  for 
implementation  of  Section  2306.  DOE  is  anticipating  that  the  rule 
will  be  submitted  to  0MB  by  early  fall.  The  Department  is  presently 
using  the  Department  of  Commerce  procedures  as  interim  guidelines. 

DOE  has  determined  that  the  provisions  of  Section  2306 
potentially  apply  to  30  major  R&D  programs.  DOE's  offices  of  Energy 
Conservation,  Energy  Research,  Fossil  Energy,  Nuclear  Research,  and 
Environmental  Restoration  and  Waste  Management  would  be  affected. 

At  present,  grants  and  cooperative  agreements  are  being 
impacted  by  this  EPACT  provision.  Project  funding  is  being  held  up 
for  such  programs  as  the  Advanced  Gas  Turbine  Program  due  to  the 
ambiguity  of  the  law. 

Question:   I  understand  that  the  Department  is  struggling  with 
implementation  requirements  of  §  2306  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act. 
Could  you  give  me  a  brief  overview  of  the  situation? 

Answer:  Section  2306  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  1992  (EPACT) 
imposes  eligibility  requirements  on  the  receipt  of  financial 
assistance  by  all  companies.  United  States-owned  and  foreign-owned, 
under  the  Department's  research  and  development  programs  covered  by 
Titles  XX  through  XXIII  of  that  Act. 

The  Department  is  strongly  committed  to  the  objectives  of 
§  2306,  which  are  to  make  certain  that  U.S.  taxpayer  funded  research 
and  development  provides  real  returns  to  the  U.S.  economy.  However, 
because  of  the  lack  of  legislative  history,  it  is  not  clear  exactly 
how  the  Department  should  interpret  and  implement  the  language  of 
§  2306  in  order  to  achieve  that  objective. 

Over  the  past  several  months,  the  Department  has  continued  to 
give  top  priority  to  implementing  §  2306.  The  Department  is  now  in 
the  process  of  initiating  a  rulemaking  to  address  these  and  other 
implementation  issues.  The  current  rulemaking  schedule  anticipates 
issuance  of  an  interim  final  polfcy  statement  in  October. 

Prior  to  promulgation  of  the  rule,  the  Department  is  currently 
following  procedures  used  by  the  Department  of  Commerce  in  connection 
with  its  Advanced  Technology  Program  as  an  interim  model  for  making 
§  2306  determinations,  pending  issuance  of  our  rulemaking.  The 
Commerce  procedures  are  being  utilized  because  they  implement  a 
statute  very  similar  to  §  2306.   The  attached  letter  to  Senator 
Nickles  dated  July  14,  1994,  articulates  the  conditions  and  findings 
that  will  govern  company  participation  in  futiy^e  phases  of  the 
Advanced  Gas  Turbine  Program. 

The  Department  recently  applied  the  Commerce  model  to  five 
award  actions  under  the  Advanced  Gas  Turbine  Program.   In  addition, 
the  Department  is  currently  processing  a  number  of  additional  award 
actions  utilizing  the  Commerce  model. 

Question:  How  many  projects  are  being  held  up  currently  due  to 
section  2306  problems?  What  is  the  dollar  amount  involved? 
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Answer:  The  Department  recently  made  its  initial  determination 
applying  the  principles  of  §  2306.  This  initial  determination, 
involving  five  award  actions  under  the  Advanced  Gas  Turbine  Program, 
had  been  temporarily  delayed  by  the  Department  so  that  Congressional 
concerns  pertaining  to  the  eligibility  determination  for  that  award 
action  could  be  addressed.  As  a  result  of  that  delay,  several 
pending  award  actions  involving  §  2306  determinations  were,  in  turn, 
also  temporarily  delayed.  However,  with  announcement  of  the  initial 
determination  under  the  Advanced  Gas  Turbine  Program,  award  actions 
are  being  processed  as  quickly  as  the  Department  is  able  to  gather 
the  information  necessary  to  make  §  2306  determinations.  Thus,  the 
Department  expects  to  minimize  any  further  delay  in  the  award  process 
due  to  implementation  of  §  2306. 

Question:  How  are  section  2306  problems  affecting  the 
Department's  ability  to  move  forward  on  FY  1994  projects?  How  will 
it  affect  FY  1995  project  proposals? 

Answer:  With  the  initial  determination  involving  the  Advanced 
Gas  Turbine  Program  completed,  the  Department  is  continuing  to  move 
expeditiously  to  process  award  actions  to  which  the  requirements  of 
§  2306  apply.  The  Department  will  continue  to  apply  procedures  used 
by  the  Department  of  Commerce  in  connection  with  its  Advanced 
Technology  Program  as  an  interim  model  for  making  §  2306 
determinations,  pending  issuance  of  a  rulemaking.  In  view  of  these 
steps  and  the  steps  that  will  be  taken  to  implement  §  2306,  it  is 
anticipated  that  the  Department  will  be  able  to  move  forward  without 
undue  delay  in  FY  1994  and  FY  1995  on  those  projects  to  which  §  2306 
has  application. 


LETTER  FROM  SECRETARY  HAZEL  R.  O'LEARY 

The  Honorable  Don  NickJcs  i^  looi 

Ranking  Minority  Member  ■'"'>  *^-  '^^ 

Subcommittee  on  Interior 

and  Related  Agencies 
Committee  on  Appropriations 
United  Slates  Senate 
Washington.  D.C.   20510 

Dear  Senator  Nickles: 

I  am  writing  to  update  you  on  the  Department's  Advanced  Gas  Turbine  Program, 
in  light  of  the  interest  you  have  previously  expressed. 

ABB  Determination 

The  Department  has  rccenUy  completed  its  review  of  the  eligibility  of  Asca  Brown 
Bovcn  Power  Generation  Inc..  a  wholly  owned  U.S.  subsidiary  of  Asca  Brown 
Bovcri.  Inc  (ABB)  to  receive  a  contract  award  under  the  Advanced  Turbine 
Systems  (ATS)  Program.  This  review  was  undertaken  based  on  the  cligibUity  test 
set  out  in  i  2306  of  the  Energy  PoUcy  Act  of  1992.   Senate  Report  No.  345.  102d 
Cong  .  2d  Scss.  91  (1992).  on  the  Depanment  of  the  Interior  and  Related  Agencies 
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Appropriadons  Act,  1993,  directed  the  Department  to  employ  an  eligibility 
analysis  nearly  identical  to  (  2306(1).  tix  economic  inieresJ  determination,  for  the 
ATS  program.   In  light  of  congressional  concerns  about  this  contract  award,  the 
E>cpanmcnt  has  also  chosen  to  consider  the  factors  outJined  in  }  2306(2)  for 
foreign-owned  companies. 

To  determine  whether  or  not  ABB'$  participation  would  be  in  the  economic 
interest  of  the  United  States,  the  Department  sought  and  received  informatioo 
regarding  ABB's  research  and  development  and  manufacturing  investments  in  the 
United  Sutes  as  well  as  employment  in  the  United  States.   In  this  regard,  the 
Department  relied  on  the  foUowing: 

•  ABB  employs  approximately  23.000  people  in  the  United  States  with  an 
annual  payroll  of  approximately  $1.6  billion. 

•  ABB  Power  Generation  operates  a  gas  turbine  production  center  in 
Richmond.  Virginia  which  employs  approximately  300  people  with  an 
annual  payroll  exceeding  $14  milbon.   ABB  Power  Generauon  has  recently 
expanded  that  facility. 

•  ABB  proposed  to  perform  approximately  85^  of  the  contract  work  in  the 
United  States  and  has  committed  to  promote  U.S.  manufacture  of  any 
products  developed  with  technology  under  the  contract 

•  ABB  will  cost-share  over  25%  of  total  costs. 

Consistent  with  }  2306(2).  the  Department  also  assessed  the  practices  of 
Switzerland,  the  country  in  which  ABB's  parent,  Asea  Brown  Boveri,  Ltd.,  is 
incorporated.    As  pan  of  that  assessment,  the  Department  sought  and  received 
information  from  the  Office  of  the  U.S.  Trade  Repncsentadvc  and  the  Embassy  of 
Switzerland.   The  information  included  specific  examples  of  U.S.  participation  in 
Swiss  research  and  development  programs. 

Ba5^d  on  this  review,  the  Department  has  determined  that  an  award  to  ABB  would 
be  in  the  economic  interest  of  the  United  States  and  that  ABB  meets  the  eligibility 
criteria  re<juircd  to  participate  in  the  ATS  Program.    The  Department  also  has 
dcienrained  that  four  U.S. -owned  awardees  satisfy  these  eligibility  criteria.   ABB 
and  the  other  four  awardees  are  each  expected  to  make  important  contributions  to 
development  of  ultra-high  efficiency  gas  turbine  technology. 

Further  Promotin£  U.S.  Economic  Interests  in  Future  Phases  of  the  ATS  Pro£ram 

We  understand  your  concerns  that  the  Department  take  all  steps  possible  to 
advance  the  economic  interests  of  the  United  Sutes.   We  share  your  goal  of 
ensuring  that  taxpayer  dollan  arc  used  for  research  and  development  efforts  that 
benefit  the  U.S.  economy. 

During  the  past  few  months,  we  gave  extensive  consideration  to  this  critical 
objective.   ABB  and  the  other  awardees  in  tfiis  phase  of  the  ATS  Program  arc 
performing  the  great  majority  of  their  wort  in  the  United  Sutes,  thus  assuring  that 
benefits  will  flow  to  the  United  Sutes.   Additionally,  prior  to  award  for  the  next 
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phase  of  the  program,  the  Dcpartracnl  will  requirt  each  pottnoaJ  partiapant  to 
pro^de  a  coLfrcialization  plan  that  describes  (a)  how  it  intends  to  ^^^^^ J^ . 
Lmmcrcialire  technology  it  develops  under  Ok  p^gram.  »"i^^J.  ^  *^,^';;"^" 
(including  amiiates)  it  expects  to  Ucense  such  technology    ^^^  "'^^[^""/^'^ 
be  given  great  weigh,  in  deiem^ining  whether  a  company  s  partic.paDon  is  u.  Ok 
«onomk  interts.  of  the  United  States.  We  would  re<,uest  infonnat^on  on  plaru 
Tor^l  development  and  manufacturing  in  the  United  States  similar  to  what 
wc  currently  request  in  connection  with  our  Cooperative  Research  and 
D^v'^mentTgrcements  (CRADAs).   More  »F--^-*"y;,^*>-^";X^J^^, 
practJ in  connection  with  CRADAs.  the  Depanment  *nll  consider  ^heOier  each 
partiapant  in  the  Advanced  Gas  Turbine  program  (and  any  affiliates)  has 

U.S.  economy.  The  Department  wUl  take  steps  to  monitor  and  enforce 
commitracnis  made  under  the  program. 

In  sum  the  Department  will  give  significant  weight  to  coramercialiiation  plans  in 
ihe  selection  process  for  the  next  phase  of  the  ATS  program  seelung  to  maximize 
the  benefits  to  the  U.S.  economy,  including  promotion  of  US.  manufacturing^ 
whUe  achieving  the  ATS  program  goals.   We  fully  expe^  that  the  steps  outlined 
in  this  letter  wiJl  promote  the  economic  interests  of  the  U.S. 


Hazel  K.  O'Leary 


Rebuild  America 

Within  the  buildings  program  the  retrofit  technologies   (called 
Rebuild  America)   are  proposed  to  increase  $20  million  in  support  of 
the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan.     Large-scale  demonstration  projects 
involving  multi -building  complexes   in  the  private  and  public  sectors 
are  to  be  initiated. 

Question:     Please  explain  what  DOE's  role  would  be  in  this 
effort. 

Answer:     This  Action  utilizes  existing  programs  and  resources, 
with  a  voluntary  approach,   to  achieve  energy  savings  of  0.2 
quadrillion  Btu/year  in  the  existing  stock  of  commercial   buildings. 
Accordingly  the  program  results   in  a   reduction  of  annual   emissions  of 
3.1  million  metric  tons  of  carbon  equivalent  by  the  year  2000. 

Defining  the  DOE  role  has  been  an  on-going  process  during  the 
planning  phase.       Due  to  early  feedback  from  stakeholders  on  the 
proposed  direction  of  Rebuild  America,   the  initiative  will   not     be 
funding  demonstrations  per  se.     DOE  will   solicit  proposals  for 
strategies  to  significantly  improve  the  performance  and  use  of  energy 
efficient  retrofits  applied  to  commercial   and  multifamily  buildings 
through:    (a)  major  enhancements  to  individual   existing  programs;   and 
(b)   innovative  partnerships  that  combine  and  leverage  resources  of 
community-based  programs  operated  by     utilities.   State  and  local 
government,   financial   leaders,   and  businesses.     Participants  will   be 
responsible  for  implementing  enhanced  retrofit  programs  that 
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significantly  improve  the  savings  and  cost-effectiveness  for  retrofit 
projects  and  that  substantially  increase  the  commercial  floorspace 
treated  by  their  existing  programs.  The  DOE  will  provide  financial 
support,  as  "seed  money,"  to  enable  participants  to  implement 
significant  enhancements  to  their  programs  and  to  continue  a  self- 
sustained  effort  for  improved  energy  efficiency  in  buildings. 

The  DOE  will  also  provide  technical  support  tailored  to  each 
participant's  needs.  DOE  will  provide  assistance  for  planning  and 
management  of  local  programs  and  identification  of  appropriate 
screening,  audit,  and  analysis  tools  for  retrofit  selection  and 
decision-making.  Support  will  also  assure  that  results  from  each 
enhanced  program  can  be  measured  and  evaluated  objectively.  DOE  will 
design  and  manage  an  aggressive  national  marketing  strategy  to  expand 
the  use  of  the  approaches,  tools  and  "best  practices"  developed 
through  the  Action. 

Question:  How  much  of  the  $20  million  would  be  used  for  these 
demonstration  projects? 

Answer:  No  demonstration  projects  will  be  funded.  Current 
plans  are  to  commit  $16  million  to  support  deployment  of  energy 
efficiency  technologies  through  competitive  awards. 

Question:  How  much  would  each  demonstration  project  cost? 

Answer:  Demonstrations  would  take  the  form  of  competitive 
awards  for  assistance  to  community-based  deployment  programs.  Each 
award  would  be  about  $1,000,000,  for  a  total  of  $16,000,000  in  FY 
1995. 

Question:  How  would  the  balance  of  the  $20  million  be  used? 

Answer:  Of  the  remaining  $4,000,000,  $3,000,000  would  be  used 
for  technical  assistance,  evaluation,  national  coordination,  and 
training;  and  $1,000,000  would  be  used  for  marketing  and  national 
replication  of  the  most  successful  programs. 

Question:  What  is  the  total  anticipated  cost  of  the  Rebuild 
America  Program  (including  outyears)?  By  year? 

Answer:  We  anticipate  an  essentially  level  budget  at  $20 
million  per  year  from  Fiscal  Year  1995  through  1998,  decreasing  to 
$15  million  in  FY  1999  and  $5  million  in  FY  2000,  totalling  $100 
million.  This  program  would  have  then  encouraged,  supported, 
trained,  and  shown  success  in  sufficient  regions  and  community 
program  that  energy  efficiency  measures  would  become  an  intrinsic  way 
of  doing  business  in  the  retrofit  and  rebuilding  industry  and 
demanded  by  customers.  Success  will  be  measured  first  by  actual 
reduction  in  energy  consumption  in  those  commercial  buildings  which 
are  part  of  the  Rebuild  America  program.  Secondly,  national  impacts 
will  be  estimated  by  determining  the  total  number  of  buildings 
retrofitted  with  and  without  DOE  support. 

Cool  Communities 

Within  the  buildings  sector,  $6.4  million  is  requested  for 
urban  heat  islands  and  cool  communities  (Climate  Change  Action  Plan). 
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In  FY  1994,  $750,000  was  provided  for  several  cost-shared,  heat 
island  demonstration  projects.  Another  $750,000  is  requested  for  FY 
1995  to  develop  models  using  the  data  gained  from  the  demonstrations 
to  analyze  the  effect  of  urban  heat  islands  on  global  warming. 

Question:  How  are  heat  islands  and  cool  communities  defined? 

Answer:  Heat  island  describes  the  phenomenon  of  the  increase 
in  temperature  with  urbanization,  resulting  in  an  increased  demand 
for  air  conditioning.   In  general  the  temperature  of  major  cities  is 
typically  4  -  5  degrees  warmer  than  their  surrounding  rural  areas. 

Cool  Communities  is  a  name  given  to  a  program  that  would  reduce 
the  higher  summer  temperatures  of  urban  areas.  Two  strategies  would 
be  used.  The  first  is  the  development  and  commercialization  of 
products  that  have  a  high  albedo,  or  reflectance,  that  reduces  the 
temperature  gain  of  surface  materials,  such  as  roofs,  streets,  and 
parking  lots.  The  second  strategy  is  to  encourage  the  planting  of 
trees  and  shrubs  that  provide  shade  and  perform  as  natural 
evaporative  air  conditioners.  Both  strategies  reduce  the 
temperatures  in  urban  areas  and  reduce  air  conditioning  loads  and 
reduce  CO^  emissions. 

Question:  How  does  DOE  propose  to  address  them  in  this  budget? 

Answer:  The  DOE  Heat  Island  Program  is  conducting  research  to 
more  precisely  determine  the  factors  causing  the  increase  in 
temperature  and  to  develop  strategies  to  offset  them.  The  funding 
request  for  these  programs  is  for:  1)  urban  climate  change  research; 
2)  cool  products  development;  and  3)  deployment. 

The  urban  climate  change  research  objective  is  to  define  the 
factors  contributing  to  the  higher  temperature  of  urban  areas  and  to 
evaluate  the  impact  of  alternative  measures  which  could  be  taken  to 
mitigate  or  contribute  to  temperature  reduction  in  urban  areas. 

Use  of  cool  products  and  technologies  will  be  encouraged  in 
designated  cool  communities.  DOE  will  provide  catalytic  support  for 
manufacturers  of  cool  products  to  do  test  marketing  and  to  develop 
criteria,  standards,  and  labels  for  their  products  that  will  help 
consumers  make  energy  efficient  and  environmentally  sustainable 
decisions  when  building,  renovating,  or  landscaping  in  their  local 
community. 

The  deployment  activities  include  supporting  communities  that 
are  implementing  cool  communities  programs  by  providing  materials, 
information,  motivation,  and  an  organizational  framework  to  test 
deployment  and  marketing  approaches. 

Question:  Why  is  the  cool  communities  program  in  the 
Department  of  Energy  budget  rather  than  another  Department  such  as 
the  Department  of  Commerce? 

Answer:  The  Department  is  requesting  $2,950,000  for  urban  heat 
islands  and  Cool  Communities  Program  in  FY  1995.  This  is  made  up  of 
a  $750,000  request  for  the  continuation  of  this  year's  urban  heat 
island  research  and  $2.2  million  for  the  Cool  Communities  initiative 
under  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  (page  323). 
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The  effect  of  urban  heat  islands  is  to  increase  summer 
temperatures,  increasing  the  demand  for  air  conditioning  and 
aggravating  the  peak  demand  of  electric  utilities.  Because  of  this 
energy  impact,  the  Department  of  Energy  has  been  given  the  lead 
responsibility  for  this  initiative.  However,  in  implementing  this 
initiative  we  will  be  working  closely  with  the  Department  of 
Commerce,  the  U.S.  Forest  Service,  the  Department  of  Housing  and 
Urban  Development,  and  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency.  The 
Department  is  cosponsoring  with  Commerce's  National  Institute  of 
Standards  and  Technology  the  formation  of  an  industry  committee  to 
develop  a  plan  for  labeling  roofing,  painting,  cladding,  and  other 
building  products  to  show  their  albedo,  or  cool  color,  features. 

Question:  What  is  the  purpose  of  the  "heat  islands"  project? 

Answer:  In  summer,  urban  areas  are  typically  about  five 
degrees  warmer  than  their  surrounding  rural  areas  and  because  of  this 
temperature  difference  the  smog  level  is  higher  in  some  urban  areas, 
such  as  the  Los  Angeles  basin.  The  purpose  of  the  project  is  to 
decrease  the  summer  temperature  of  the  roofs  and  roadways  by 
increasing  their  reflectivity  and  shading  them  with  trees.   In 
addition,  trees  are  natural  "swamp  coolers,"  transpiring  moisture 
that  provides  additional  cooling. 

This  has  two  different  effects.  The  direct  effect  can  reduce 
the  cooling  load  of  an  individual  building  by  as  much  as  50  percent. 
The  indirect  effect  is  to  avoid  transferring  the  heat  from  many 
square  miles  of  hot  roofs  and  roadways  into  the  air  in  a  city,  thus 
reducing  the  "summer  heat  island". 

The  "heat  island"  research  project  will  also  enable  DOE  to 
quantify  benefits  from  participation  in  the  Cool  Communities  Program 
and  provide  a  scientific  basis  for  public  understanding  of  urban  heat 
islands  and  how  strategic  tree  planting  and  increasing  reflectivity 
of  roofs,  exterior  walls  and  pavements  will  help  reduce  heat  islands, 
save  on  air  conditioning  costs,  and  also  make  other  environmental 
improvements. 

Question:  What  benefits  are  anticipated? 

Answer:  If  the  technologies  a,nd  concepts  under  development  are 
fully  implemented,  the  overall  U.S.  use  of  electricity  to  cool 
buildings  could  be  reduced  by  10-20  percent,  thereby  saving  $5-10 
billion  per  year  in  consumer  energy  expenditures  and  reducing  the 
carbon  dioxide  by  14-27  MMtC/year  and  reducing  smog  levels  by  10-20 
percent. 

Question:  What  are  the  anticipated  future  plans  and  funding 
needs  for  this  project? 

Answer:  As  presented  in  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan,  the 
future  plans  are  to  continue  the  Cool  Communities  program  at  about 
the  same  level  for  the  next  five  years.  However,  the  funding  for 
research  and  product  characterization  will  decline  in  future  years. 
The  deployment  activities  will  increase. 

Question:  Is  the  "cool  communities"  project  request  for  $2.2 
million  an  expansion  of  the  heat  islands  project? 
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Answer:  No,  although  the  activities  are  closely  related.  The 
urban  heat  island  project  is  a  research  and  analysis-based  activity 
designed  to  quantify  the  environmental  and  energy  effects  of  the  low 
albedo  (heat  absorption)  and  lower  tree  density  of  urban  areas.  The 
Cool  Communities  Program,  initiated  by  the  American  Forests,  a  non- 
profit organization,  and  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  has 
focused  on  deployment  activities.  The  Administration  has  moved  the 
FY  1995  request  to  the  Department  to  ensure  a  coordinated  research 
and  deployment  activity. 

Question:  The  budget  justification  identifies  the  Forest 
Service's  involvement  with  the  cool  communities  project.  Please 
explain  their  involvement? 

Answer:  The  Forest  Service  helps  guide  program  actions  through 
participation  in  the  National  Advisory  Committee  for  the  program. 
This  links  Forest  Service  research  to  Cool  Communities  projects, 
where  they  provide  a  broad  array  of  environmental  and  energy  data 
that  are  useful  in  measuring  the  impact  of  the  program  in  achieving 
energy  and  cost  savings.  The  Forest  Service  also  provides  technical 
assistance  to  the  local  Cool  Communities  projects. 

The  U.S.  Forest  Service,  USDA,  has  expertise  in  forest 
management  from  experience  dealing  with  multiple  community  benefits 
from  trees  and  forests  including  economic  development,  forest 
products  research  and  marketing,  monitoring  climatological  effects  of 
forest,  community  participation  in  urban  forestry,  and  other 
ecological  aspects  of  forest  management  that  are  part  of 
understanding  the  science  of  heat  islands  and  implementing  the  cool 
community  program.  American  Forests,  the  non-profit  conservation 
organization  that  started  the  model  Cool  Communities  Program,  also 
has  valuable  experience  from  managing  a  similar  program  called  Global 
Releaf  which  has  demonstrated  success  in  developing  partnerships, 
working  with  local  communities,  and  leveraging  support  from 
government  and  private  organizations. 

Question:  I  am  told  that  Energy  Conservation  is  assigned 
responsibility  for  negotiating  agreements  with  25  communities  and 
Federal  facilities  to  participate  in  a  tree  planting  program.  How 
much  funding  would  be  required  for  that  activity? 

Answer:  These  deployment  negotiations  are  expected  to  require 
about  $10,000  per  community,  or  a  total  of  about  $250,000. 

Question:  How  is  this  different  from  the  Forest  Service's 
on-going  tree  planting  program? 

Answer:  The  Forest  Service's  program  is  basically  aimed  at 
assisting  state  agencies  to  provide  technical  support  services  for 
urban  communities.  Little,  if  any,  of  the  Forest  Service  money  is 
available  for  tree  planting  projects  at  the  local  level.  The  tree 
planting  program  within  the  Energy  Efficiency  program  will  be 
conducted  through  local  programs  with  potential  support  from 
appropriate  national  and/or  local  private  sector  partners. 

Question:  How  would  this  be  coordinated  with  the  Forest 
Services  Urban  Forestry  program? 
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Answer:  The  Forest  Service  is  a  partner  in  this  program  and 
plays  a  key  role  in  the  National  Advisory  Committee,  which  consists 
of  10  Federal  agencies  and  18  national  private  organizations  whose 
role  is  to  assure  that  all  programs  are  coordinated  and 
complementary. 

Question:  Why  is  Energy  Conservation  designated  as  the 
negotiator  rather  than  the  Forest  Service,  which  already  has 
expertise  in  this  area? 

Answer:  While  there  are  many  advantages  of  the  U.S.  Forest 
Service  leadership  for  the  Federal  sector  in  Heat  Island  Research  and 
the  Cool  Communities  Program,  the  primary  focus  of  these  programs  is 
on  reducing  electricity  use  for  air  conditioning,  reducing  greenhouse 
gas  emissions  from  electric  utilities,  and  providing  a  catalyst  for 
sustainable  economic  development.  While  DOE  has  limited  experience 
in  forestry  it  does  have  experience  with  heat  island  research, 
developing  energy  efficient  building  technologies,  influencing  work 
of  electric  utilities,  working  with  State  energy  offices, 
coordinating  Federal  participation  in  energy  management  programs,  and 
organizing  energy  efficiency  training.  All  Federal  agencies, 
including  U.S.  Forest  Service,  have  a  potential  role  in  promoting 
energy  efficiency  and  sustainable  economic  development  in  local 
communities.  There  are  significant  advantages  of  DOE  leadership  for 
the  Federal  sector  in  this  program.  American  Forests  would  continue 
to  manage  the  program  with  appropriate  catalytic  support  from  the 
Federal  government. 

State  Energy  Conservation  Program 

Question:  Under  the  State  Energy  Conservation  Program,  the 
Administration  is  requesting  $3  million  for  tribal  governments  to 
carry  out  projects  to  evaluate  the  feasibility,  develop  options  for, 
and  encourage  the  adoption  of  energy  efficiency  and  renewable  energy 
projects  on  Indian  reservations.   In  FY  1994,  $5  million  was  provided 
in  the  Energy  and  Water  Appropriations  Bill  for  this  effort.  Why  has 
the  Administration  chosen  to  change  funding  sources  in  FY  1995? 

Answer:  The  Department  did  not  request  FY  1994  funding  to 
implement  this  program.  However,  an  appropriation  included  in  the 
Energy  and  Water  Development  Appropriations  Bill  was  provided  for 
both  Section  2606  and  2603.  The  purpose  of  the  latter  section  is  to 
help  Indian  tribes  develop  their  energy  resources.  It  provides  for 
funding  "vertical  integration"  projects  which  include  projects 
involving  oil  refineries,  natural  gas  distribution,  and  coal,  as  well 
as  renewable  energy  sources.  Section  2603,  accordingly,  is  in  the 
jurisdiction  of  DOE's  Office  of  Fossil  Energy,  which  is  funded  by  the 
Interior  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriation. 

Question:  Why  does  the  Administration  believe  this  is  a  higher 
priority  than  other  unfunded  Indian  programs  such  as  the  Indian 
Health  Service  programs? 

Answer:  This  initiative  was  included  in  the  Energy  Policy  Act 
requiring  implementation  by  the  Department.  The  program  was  accorded 
sufficient  priority  to  be  included  in  the  Department's  FY  1995  budget 
request.  Indian  Health  Services  are  within  the  Department  of  Health 
and  Human  Services  and  thus  are  not  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Department  of  Energy. 
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Question!^  I  understand  that  the  grants  would  require  a  non- 
Federal  match.  Non- Federal  sources  are  very  limited  for  Indian 
tribes.  What  notn-Federal  sources  would  the  tribes  have  available  to 
them? 

Answer:  The  Energy  Policy  Act  mandates  cost-sharing 
requirements  for  all  activities  except  for  feasibility  studies  under 
Section  2606.  The  Department  is  aware  of  limited  sources  of  non- 
Federal  funds  for  tribes,  and  for  that  reason  it  is  encouraging 
collaborative  efforts  and  partnerships  with  other  organizations  that 
can  supply  resource  support.  Additionally,  the  cost-share  can  be 
cash,  in-kind  resources,  or  a  combination  of  both. 

Question:  How  can  the  dollars  be  stretched? 

Answer:  Dollars  can  be  stretched  by  leveraging  Federal 
resources  and  by  forming  collaborations  with  partners  who  can  provide 
resource  support. 

Question:  Would  wealthier  tribes  be  able  to  benefit  from  this 
program  while  the  poorer  tribes  (and  the  individuals  with  the 
greatest  needs)  be  unable  to  receive  Federal  funds  because  of  the 
matching  requirements? 

Answer:  Cost-sharing  is  a  statutory  requirement  of  the  Energy 
Policy  Act.  However,  it  is  important  to  note  that  the  tribal  match 
need  not  necessarily  be  cash;  it  can  also  be  made  up  of  such  in-kind 
contributions  as  human,  technical,  material  and  equipment  support. 
DOE  is  committed  to  devise  strategies  that  allow  all  tribes  to 
participate  in  this  program. 

Weatherization 

Question:  The  FY  1995  budget  request  for  the  Technical  and 
Financial  Assistance  Sector  is  $367.6  million  as  compared  to  FY  1994 
enacted  level  of  $293.8  million.  This  is  a  $73.8  million  increase 
(+25  percent).  The  largest  component  is  the  Weatherization 
Assistance  Program,  at  a  proposed  funding  level  of  $249.8  million, 
which  is  proposed  for  a  $43.0  million  increase  (+21  percent).  In  FY 
1994,  the  weatherization  program  received  a  12  percent  increase;  the 
FY  1995  request  is  a  35  percent  increase  over  the  FY  1993  program. 

As  I  have  expressed  in  earlier  hearings,  I  am  concerned  about 
the  formula's  bias  for  cold  States  because  of  squaring  the  heating 
and  cooling  degree  days.  Minnesota,  which  is  about  the  same  size  as 
Oklahoma,  receives  approximately  5  times  as  much  funding  for 
weatherization  as  Oklahoma.  This  has  been  the  case  for  the  last  15 
years.  When  will  the  weatherization  of  the  Northern  homes  be 
complete? 

Answer:  It  will  take  decades  to  weatherize  all  eligible  low 
income  households.  According  to  the  Energy  Information 
Administration,  27.9  million  dwellings  are  occupied  by  households 
with  incomes  below  150  percent  of  the  poverty  level.  The  current  FY 
1994  DOE  funding  will  weatherize  104,500  homes.  DOE  appropriations 
constitute  the  core  funding  of  weatherization  programs  enhanced  by 
Petroleum  Violation  Escrow  funding,  by  funding  from  the  Low-Income 
Home  Energy  Assistance  Program  sponsored  by  the  Department  of  Health 
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and  Human  Services,  and  by  supplemental  funding  from  some  States  and 
electric  and  gas  utility  companies,  but  even  with  all  revenue 
sources,  less  than  2  percent  of  the  eligible  households  will  be 
weatherized  this  year. 

Question:  Why  are  the  weatherization  needs  never  met? 

Answer:  DOE's  weatherization  network  of  1,100  local  agencies 
has  retrofitted  more  than  four  million  dwellings  since  the  inception 
of  the  program.  Household  completion  statistics  for  the  program 
should  not,  however,  be  interpreted  to  mean  that  14  percent  of 
currently  eligible  households  (4  million  of  27.9  million)  have 
received  weatherization  services.  The  percentage  is  lower  because 
households  move  in  and  out  of  poverty  and  roughly  one-quarter  of  them 
change  poverty  status  each  year.  Thus,  although  weatherization 
programs  have  improved  a  significant  proportion  of  the  housing  that 
is  likely  to  be  occupied  by  low-  and  moderate -income  households,  the 
universe  of  need  can  never  be  entirely  met.  A  recently  released 
study  by  Oak  Ridge  National  Laboratory  shows  that  each  home 
weatherized  saves  an  average  of  about  $116  per  year  over  the  twenty 
year  life  of  the  measures,  or  $1,690  per  home.  This  amounts  to  17.5 
million  Btu  per  year  per  home  weatherized,  or  352  million  Btu  (61 
barrels  of  oil)  over  twenty  years.  The  program  currently  supports 
about  12,700  jobs  each  year  through  its  network  of  1,100  agencies  and 
the  work  they  do.  The  non-energy  benefits  are  estimated  to  be  $976 
per  home  over  the  twenty  year  period. 

Question:  Have  more  stringent  weatherization  requirements  been 
established?  If  so,  are  these  incremental  requirements  which  may  be 
of  lower  priorities  than  other  weatherization  concerns? 

Answer:  The  Department  of  Energy's  Weatherization  Assistance 
Program  has  not  imposed  more  stringent  requirements  for  the 
weatherization  of  low-income  homes.  The  recently  released  Oak  Ridge 
National  Laboratory  evaluation  of  the  1989  weatherization  program 
year  documents  a  successful  program  that  saves  about  18  percent  of 
heating  energy  after  weatherization.  Specifically,  the  study  shows 
that  each  home  weatherized  saves  an  average  of  about  $116  per  year 
over  the  twenty  year  life  of  the  measures.  This  amounts  to  17.6 
million  Btu  per  year  per  home  weatherized,  or  352  million  Btu  (61 
barrels  of  oil)  over  twenty  years,  with  a  dollar  value  of  $1,690  per 
home.  The  program  currently  supports  about  12,700  jobs  through  its 
network  of  1,100  agencies  and  the  work  they  do.  The  non-energy 
benefits,  such  as  increased  property  value,  employment  income. 
Federal  taxes,  etc.,  are  estimated  to  be  $976  per  home  over  the 
twenty  year  period.  The  Department  has  taken  a  number  of  actions  to 
insure  that  the  program  installs  long  lasting,  highly  cost-effective 
measures.  For  example,  a  comprehensive  client  education  program  was 
initiated  in  1989  to  make  sure  clients  understand  how  to  preserve  and 
maximize  potential  savings  from  weatherization  measures  installed  in 
their  homes.  Also,  the  results  of  the  National  Evaluation  and  of 
energy  audit  research  studies  are  being  used  to  help  States  select 
measures  that  maximize  lifetime  energy  savings.  We  believe  cost- 
effectiveness  of  the  program  is  a  high  priority. 

Question:  What  has  DOE  done  to  address  priority  setting? 

Answer:  There  are  two  types  of  "priority  setting"  in  the 
weatherization  program:  the  measures  to  be  installed  (high  cost- 
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effectiveness)  and  the  selection  of  low-income  households  to  be 
served  with  limited  funds.  DOE  requires  each  State  Plan  to  contain  a 
full  description  of  the  procedures  used  by  local  agencies  to  select 
and  prioritize  weatherization  measures  as  well  as  eligible  households 
in  accordance  with  the  Congressional  intent  to  serve  the  elderly, 
persons  with  disabilities  and  families  with  children. 

Question:   In  the  1990  State  Energy  Efficiency  Programs 
Improvement  Act  (P.L.  101-440),  DOE  was  directed  to  study  the  formula 
for  allocating  funds  under  the  Low-Income  Weatherization  Assistance 
Program  and  make  recommendations  as  to  how  the  formula  could  be  made 
more  equitable.  What  is  the  status  of  that  recommendation  from  the 
Department? 

Answer:  DOE  commissioned  the  National  Association  of  State 
Community  Services  Program  Directors  (NASCSP),  the  State 
Weatherization  Assistance  Program  directors'  association,  to  work 
with  its  membership  to  develop  a  consensus,  if  possible,  on  a 
revision  to  the  allocation  formula.  NASCSP  worked  with  its 
membership  and  submitted  a  report  to  DOE  in  December,  1993.  Using 
work  completed  by  NASCSP,  the  Department  is  developing  a  formula  it 
believes  will  make  the  program  more  effective  and  provide  greater 
benefits.  The  Department  is  currently  in  the  process  of  sharing  the 
results  of  that  work  with  House  and  Senate  Committee  staffs  in  order 
to  make  decisions  needed  to  move  forward  with  the  formula  change  and 
to  begin  the  rulemaking  process. 

Question:  I  understand  that  the  Task  Force  that  has  been  given 
responsibility  to  examine  the  formula  has  developed  criteria  for  a 
new  formula.  What  are  these  criteria  and  does  the  Department  support 
them?  If  so,  what  is  the  delay  in  issuing  the  proposed  rule  for  a 
new  formula? 

Answer:  The  NASCSP  report  contains  a  slight  majority  opinion 
and  several  minority  opinions  on  how  the  revised  formula  should 
distribute  funds.  There  is  a  clear  consensus  that  the  criteria  used 
in  the  new  formula  should  include  eligible  population  (the  number  of 
low-income  households  below  125%  of  poverty  level),  climate  (a  factor 
for  rating  severity  of  weather)  and  energy  burden  (a  factor  for 
rating  relative  costs  of  heating  and  cooling).  However,  as 
documented  in  the  NASCSP  report,  there  is  disagreement  on  how  those 
criteria  should  be  treated  in  the  formula,  and  how  the  formula  should 
be  implemented.  It  is  the  resolution  of  these  disagreements  among 
the  affected  parties  that  has  taken  a  long  time.  Using  the  work 
completed  by  NASCSP,  the  Department  is  developing  a  formula  it 
believes  will  make  the  program  more  effective  and  provide  greater 
benefits.  The  Department  is  currently  in  the  process  of  sharing  the 
results  of  that  work  with  House  and  Senate  Committee  staffs  in  order 
to  make  decisions  needed  to  move  forward  with  the  formula  change  and 
to  begin  the  rulemaking  process  so  that  the  formula  change  can  be 
effective  for  the  program  year  beginning  in  March,  1995. 

Question:  The  report  language  for  P.L.  101-440  called  for 
"immediate  steps  to  change  the  allocation  formula  to  reflect  a  more 
equitable  national  distribution  of  funds."  Yet  it  has  been  4  years. 
Please  account  for  this  delay. 
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Answer:  Our  understanding  of  the  outcome  of  the  1990 
legislative  changes  to  weatherization  is  that  DOE  was  required  to 
update  annually  the  data  used  in  the  formula.  DOE  was  not  required 
by  the  Act  to  change  the  formula.  Nevertheless,  because  of  the  high 
level  of  interest  in  the  formula  expressed  in  the  reports 
accompanying  the  legislation,  DOE  undertook  the  NASCSP  work  even 
though  it  had  already  implemented  the  yearly  data  updates.  The 
change  involves  complex,  difficult  issues,  which  have  required  a  long 
time  to  resolve  in  concert  with  the  affected  parties.  If  Congress  is 
able  to  provide  the  necessary  support  for  the  proposed  "hold- 
harmless"  resolution  of  these  issues,  we  expect  sufficient  consensus 
can  be  reached  to  enable  DOE  to  proceed  with  an  expedited  rulemaking 
to  complete  the  formula  in  time  for  the  1995  program  year,  beginning 
in  April,  1995. 

Question:  In  February  1993,  the  Department  of  Energy  awarded  a 
contract  to  the  National  Association  for  State  Community  Services 
Programs  to  recommend  to  the  Department  a  new  weatherization  formula 
which  could  be  used  in  allocation  of  weatherization  funds.  The 
panel's  report  was  released  in  December  1993.  What  are  the  Panel's 
recommendations? 

Answer:  DOE  commissioned  the  National  Association  of  State 
Community  Services  Directors  (NASCSP),  the  State  Weatherization 
Assistance  Program  directors'  association,  to  work  with  its 
membership  to  develop  a  consensus,  if  possible,  on  a  revision  to  the 
allocation  formula.  NASCSP  worked  with  its  membership  and  submitted 
a  report  to  DOE  in  December,  1993.  This  report  describes  the  process 

that  was  used  by  NASCSP,  the  deliberations  of  the  panel  which  led  to 
a  preliminary  formula  and  proposed  implementation  strategy,  a 
discussion  of  the  preliminary  formula  as  well  as  several  alternatives 
proposed  by  the  States,  a  discussion  of  possible  implementation 
strategy  alternatives  developed  by  the  panel  and  State  directors,  and 
finally  the  comments  of  the  States  regarding  the  formula  and 
implementation  strategy  alternatives.   However,  NASCSP  chose  not  to 
make  a  formal  recommendation  to  DOE  at  the  request  of  its  membership. 

Question:  What  does  DOE  plan  to  do  with  the  Panel's 
recommendations? 

Answer:  Using  work  completed  by  NASCSP,  the  Department  is 
developing  a  formula  it  believes  will  make  the  program  more  effective 
and  provide  greater  benefits.  The  Department  is  currently  in  the 
process  of  sharing  the  results  of  that  work  with  House  and  Senate 
Committee  staffs  in  order  to  make  decisions  needed  to  move  forward 
with  the  formula  change.  DOE  is  developing  several  scenarios  on 
implementation  costs  but  has  reached  no  final  decision  on  which  to 
propose  at  this  time. 

Question:  What  is  the  next  step  -  rulemaking? 

Answer:  To  adopt  a  NASCSP  consensus  recommendation  or  other 
approach,  DOE  would  need  to  propose  a  formal  change  to  the  formula 
and  complete  a  rulemaking.  DOE  will  initiate  an  expedited  rulemaking 
that  could  be  completed  in  time  for  the  1995  program  year  if  a  degree 
of  consensus  on  changes  can  be  reached  with  affected  parties. 
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Domestic  Natural  Gas  and  Oil  Initiative 

In  December  1993,  the  Administration  released  its  Domestic 
Natural  Gas  and  Oil  Initiative.  Secretary  O'Leary,  you  made  the 
statement,  "The  end  goal  of  this  project  will  be  to  develop  new  and 
expanded  opportunities  for  jobs  in  the  domestic  gas  and  oil 
industries,  while  fostering  a  climate  which  will  increase  production 
from  domestic  resource  bases  and  reduce  our  reliance  on  foreign  oil." 
All  three  natural  gas  trade  associations  have  stated  that  the 
proposed  initiative  was  an  important  first  step.  However,  there  has 
been  concern  expressed  that  the  initiative  will  not  do  anything  to 
reduce  the  nation's  dependence  of  foreign  oil. 

Question:  What  does  the  initiative  do  to  expand  domestic  gas 
and  oil  reserves? 

Answer:  The  Domestic  Natural  Gas  and  Oil  Initiative  identifies 
49  specific  action  items  to  be  taken  by  DOE,  other  Federal  agencies 
or  through  legislative  actions.  Directly  or  indirectly,  all  relate 
to  natural  gas  and  oil  supplies.  A  few  examples  include  the 
following  actions: 

-  Conduct  advanced  geologic  basin  analysis  to  target  exploration 
for  bypassed  natural  gas  and  oil 

-  Target  a  research  program  at  specific,  basic  operating  issues 
of  small  natural  gas  and  oil  producers 

-  Stimulate  development  of  a  nationwide,  regionally-based  natural 
gas  and  oil  technology  transfer  network  and  assistance  program 

-  Use  the  Naval  Petroleum  Reserves  for  advanced  technology 
testing,  evaluation  and  training 

-  Work  to  streamline  State  and  Federal  regulation 

-  Enhance  dialogue  through  industry/government/public 
partnerships 

-  Work  on  options  to  increase  production  on  the  deepwater  outer 
continental  shelf 

-  Enhance  the  ability  of  smaller  independents  to  meet  outer 
continental  shelf  financial  requirements 

-  Increase  natural  gas  and  oil  production  and  environmental 
protection  of  Native  American  tribal  lands 

-  Work  to  open  access  to  crude  oil  pipelines  in  California 

-  Study  barriers  to  export  of  Alaskan  North  Slope  crude  oil 

-  Promote  the  advancement  of  natural  gas  and  oil  technologies 

-  Develop  an  Advanced  Computational  Technology  Initiative 
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Question:  How  will  the  initiative  help  reduce  our  nation's 
dependence  on  foreign  oil? 

Answer:  The  Initiative  will  help  reduce  our  nation's 
dependence  on  foreign  oil  by  actions  which  (1)  support  the 
productivity  of  our  domestic  oil  suppliers  and  (2)  encourage 
consumption  of  natural  gas  as  a  domestic  alternative  to  foreign  oil. 

The  Initiative  includes  actions  to  maintain  present  oil 
production  levels  by  assisting  in  development  and  deployment  of 
technologies  for  exploration  and  production  in  an  environmentally 
sound  manner  and  by  minimizing  costs  of  compliance  with  government 
requirements.   It  also  includes  actions  to  stimulate  our  use  of 
domestically  produced  natural  gas  which  can  replace  imported  oil  in 
the  nation's  total  energy  supply. 

Petroleum 
Reservoir  Class  Field  Demonstration  Program 

The  FY  1995  Fossil  Energy  budget  request  for  the  oil  technology 
program  is  $107  million,  which  is  an  increase  of  $31.7  million  (+42 
percent)  above  the  FY  1994  level  of  $75.3  million.  During  the  Fossil 
Energy  hearing,  Mr.  Siegel  indicated  the  FY  1995  increased  funding 
for  petroleum  is  in  response  to  the  abandonment  of  potentially 
productive  domestic  reservoirs.  The  pace  of  the  Reservoir  Class 
Field  Demonstration  Program  is  proposed  to  double.  The  proposed 
funding  for  the  demonstration  program  is  $43.1  million,  which  is  $1.1 
million  above  the  FY  1994  level. 

Question:  Please  explain  what  is  meant  by  the  pace  doubling 
when  there  is  only  a  3  percent  increase  above  the  FY  1994  enacted 
level? 

Answer:  As  part  of  the  expanded  R&D  Program,  we  are 
accelerating  the  class  program  in  order  to  address  the  urgency 
demonstrated  by  the  increasing  rate  of  abandonments.  Thus,  we  will 
attempt  to  initiate  two  classes  per  year  instead  of  one  as  in  past 
years.  This  pace  would  allow  for  completion  of  the  procurement 
process  for  all  the  remaining  priority  classes  by  FY  1996.  The 
acceleration  would  be  met  by  planning  and  initiating  the  procurements 
for  Classes  IV  and  V  and  initiating  the  planning  activities  for  the 
remaining  two  classes  in  FY  1995.- 

The  required  funds  for  each  class  are  requested  over  three  or 
four  fiscal  years.  This  partial  funding  coincides  with  the  two 
budget  periods  contained  in  each  project.  The  two  main  reasons  that 
we  can  accelerate  the  program  with  only  a  modest  increase  in  budget 
are: 

The  remaining  required  funds  for  Class  I  projects  were 
appropriated  in  FY  1994.  Therefore,  no  additional  funds 
are  requested  for  this  class  in  FY  1995. 

Because  the  recovery  potential  for  Class  V  is  lower  than 
any  of  the  first  four  classes,  we  are  reducing  the 
funding  for  this  class  to  $20  million.  The  procurement 
for  this  smaller  class  can  therefore  be  accomplished  with 
less  first  year  funding. 
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Question:  The  Department  of  Energy  has  24  projects  underway 
from  the  first  two  rounds  of  competition.  Have  any  of  the  results  of 
the  demonstration  projects  been  replicated  for  use  in  other  fields? 
If  so,  what  are  they? 

Answer:  Four  mid-term  and  ten  near-term  Class  I  projects  were 
initiated  between  October  1992  and  January  1994.  In  the  short  time 
since  then,  several  significant  results  and  products  have  been 
developed: 

Lomax  Uinta  Basin  waterflood  has  been  cited  by  other 
Uinta  Basin  operators  as  the  justification  for  several 
other  waterflood  unitization  applications  to  the  State 
regulatory  agency. 

The  Columbia  University  project  developed  evidence  for 
the  producibil ity  of  oil  in  the  process  of  migrating  up 
fault  zones  from  deep  sources  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico. 
This  has  already  resulted  in  Pennzoil  drilling  a  fault 
zone  test  in  addition  to  the  Columbia  well. 

Participants  are  conveying  project  results  to  operators 
of  similar  fields  through  project  newsletters,  field 
study  reports,  and  exhibits  at  producer  meetings. 

Quarterly,  annual,  and  topical  reports  are  being  printed 
and  distributed  to  over  1,000  interested  individuals  by 
DOE. 

Participants  are  delivering  technical  presentations  and 
publications  to  professional  and  trade  associations 
including  American  Association  of  Petroleum  Geologists, 
Society  of  Petroleum  Engineers,  and  the  Society  of 
Exploration  Geophysicists. 

Most  of  the  Class  1  projects  are  in  the  early  stages  of 
reservoir  assessment  and  project  design;  the  bulk  of  the  results  are 
expected  in  FY  1995-1997,  as  projects  conduct  field  work  and  monitor 
production  response. 

The  four  Class  II  projects  in  progress  are  in  the  very  early 
stages  of  activity.  The  remaining  six  Class  II  projects  will  begin 
this  year. 

Question:  What  technology  transfer  requirements  are  included 
in  the  Reservoir  Class  Field  program? 

Answer:  All  of  the  projects  (18  Class  I  and  II  projects  are 
active  and  6  other  Class  II  projects  will  start  this  year)  are 
required  to  conduct  aggressive  technology  transfer  activities 
throughout  the  project  so  that  productive  technologies  can  be 
communicated  rapidly  to  a  large  industry  audience  for  application. 
Even  though  this  program  is  in  its  infancy,  there  have  already  been 
significant  industry  spinoffs: 

The  Lomax  Uinta  Basin  waterflood  demonstration  has 
resulted  in  several  companies  requesting  authorization  to 
initiate  waterfloods  citing  the  Lomax  project  as 
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justification.  Prior  to  the  Lomax  demonstration, 
waterflooding  of  the  waxy  oil  was  considered  ineffective. 

The  Columbia  University  project  developed  evidence  for 
the  producibility  of  oil  in  the  process  of  migrating  up 
fault  zones  from  deep  sources  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico. 
This  has  already  resulted  in  Pennzoil  drilling  a  fault 
zone  test  in  addition  to  the  Columbia  well.  Columbia's 
Global  Basins  Research  Network,  a  consortium  of  fifty 
university  and  industry  representatives,  has  released 
AKCESS. BASIN,  a  finite  element,  Geological  Basin  Modeling 
System.  The  program  models  basin  evolution  using  seismic 
data,  well  logs,  and  other  data. 

The  speed  and  extent  of  industry  implementation  is  dependent  on 
oil  prices,  environmental  regulations,  tax  incentives,  and  other 
technology  developed  in  this  program. 

Question:  How  does  this  relate  to  extending  the  economic  limit 
of  stripper  wells? 

Answer:  All  of  the  class  projects  have  the  additional  benefit 
that  they  will  demonstrate  to  small  operators  the  utility  of  advanced 
reservoir  characterization  for  understanding  flow  patterns  in 
existing  fields.  This  reservoir  information  greatly  increases  the 
operators  ability  to  improve  recovery  efficiency  using  existing 
wells,  thereby  extending  their  economic  life. 

Question:  What  do  you  see  as  DOE's  weaknesses  in  the 
technology  transfer  area? 

Answer:  DOE  has  published  two  reports  on  the  need  for  oil  and 
gas  technology  transfer  prepared  for  the  Department  by  the  Interstate 
Oil  and  Gas  Compact  Commission.  The  reports  state  that: 

Integrated  producers  use  advanced  reservoir  management 
technologies  substantially  more  that  did  the  large  or 
small  independent  producers,  independents  having  less 
access  to  advance  technology  than  the  "majors." 

Traditional  DOE  technology  transfer  efforts  reached 
primarily  the  research  community,  including  research  labs 
of  universities,  major  producing  companies,  and  the 
larger  oil -field  service  companies. 

According  to  a  survey  of  independent  operators,  to  be 
effective  in  reaching  a  larger  audience,  such  as 
independent  producers,  DOE's  oil  and  gas  technology 
transfer  effort  must  be  expanded  and  improved. 


Question:  How  do  you  propose  to  address  these  weaknesses? 

Answer:  In  addition  to  pursuing  internal  activities  designed 
to  enhance  the  effectiveness  of  DOE's  oil  and  gas  technology 
transfer,  the  Department  plans  to  provide  leadership  and  support  to 
state  and  industry  efforts  to  augment,  expand  and  fill  gaps  in 
existing  industry  networks.  A  significant  part  of  this  effort  will 
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be  accomplished  through  our  support  of  the  Petroleum  Technology 
Transfer  Council  (PTTC).  The  PTTC  is  a  nationally  managed/ 
regionally  implemented  organization. 

The  PTTC  encompasses  all  petroleum  producing  areas  of  the 
country,  divided  into  10  regions.  Each  has  a  regional  lead 
organization,  which  receives  direction  and  oversight  from  its 
corresponding  producer  advisory  group.  The  regional  lead 
organization  represent  existing  organizations  currently  engaged  in 
technology  transfer.  They  will  continue  to  use  their  own  resources 
(supplemented  by  the  PTTC)  and  their  own  facilities. 

Question:   In  my  State  of  Oklahoma  70  percent  of  the  oil  is 
produced  by  independent  oil  producers.  The  independents  lack  the 
resources  to  conduct  many  of  the  advanced  recovery  techniques.  What 
is  proposed  in  the  FY  1995  budget  request  which  assists  the 
Independent  producers? 

Answer:  In  addition  to  the  $43.1  million  requested  for  the 
demonstration  program,  we  are  requesting  funds  in  the  following  areas 
to  assist  independent  producers: 

Analysis  of  past  or  ongoing  field  test  projects  being 
conducted  privately  by  industry  to  identify  additional 
technology  transfer  opportunities. 

Provide  a  simple  method  for  cost-sharing  support  to  very 
small  operators  with  an  urgent  need  to  solve 
producibil ity  problems. 

Implement  a  comprehensive  technology  transfer  program  in 
accordance  with  the  Technology  Transfer  Report  to 
Congress  and  the  Domestic  Natural  Gas  and  Oil  Initiative. 


Question:  What  does  the  Department  see  in  future  years? 

Answer:  The  Department  is  currently  preparing  its  five  year 
oil  program  plan.  It  is  anticipated  that  future  work  to  assist  the 
independent  producer  will  include: 

Field  demonstrations  in  Classes  VI  and  VII  and 
accompanying  technology  transfer  activities. 

Comprehensive  analysis  of  both  the  results  of  the  field 
demonstrations  as  well  as  other  industry  field  projects 
for  additional  technology  transfer  opportunities. 

Additional  assistance  to  very  small  independents  outside 
the  class  program,  which  may  include  specific  reservoir 
assessments  in  representative  regions. 

Expanded  technology  transfer  network  with  increasing 
levels  of  industry  support. 
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Question:  What  technology  transfer  efforts  have  been 
undertaken  by  the  Department  to  address  the  independents'  need  for 
advanced  recovery  techniques? 

Answer:  There  are  many  projects  currently  ongoing  that  address 
the  independents'  need  for  advanced  recovery  techniques.  There  were 
two  Class  I  projects  awarded  that  were  specifically  directed  at  the 
independent  producer  in  Oklahoma. 

The  Oklahoma  Geological  Survey,  with  the  Geological  Information 
Systems  Department  and  the  School  of  Petroleum  and  Geological 
Engineering  at  the  University  of  Oklahoma,  will  conduct  a  systematic 
and  comprehensive  multi-disciplinary  evaluation  of  Oklahoma  fluvial 
dominated  deltaic  reservoirs  to  identify  recovery  technologies  that 
could  be  applied  with  commercial  success.  The  project  will  implement 
a  technology  transfer  program  targeted  to  independents. 

The  University  of  Tulsa  project  in  the  Glenn  Pool  Field  in 
Tulsa  County  includes  a  cost/benefit  analysis  of  using  state-of-the 
art  reservoir  characterization  over  conventional  analysis  for 
waterflood  optimization  and  horizontal  water  injection  well 
placement.  The  technology  transfer  plan  will  target  regional 
independent  operators  for  workshops. 

Advanced  Gas  Turbine  Systems 

Question:  The  Advanced  Gas  Turbine  Systems  program  is  proposed 
for  a  100  percent  increase,  going  from  $21.9  million  in  FY  1994  to 
$44.9  million  in  FY  1995.  Recognizing  that  the  Department  is  moving 
to  scale  up  this  technology,  what  are  the  outyear  costs  for  this 
program? 

Answer:  The  costs  for  this  program  as  set  forth  in  the  Report 
to  Congress  entitled  "Comprehensive  Program  Plan  for  Advanced  Turbine 
Systems"  dated  July  1993,  are  summarized  below  in  millions  of 
dollars.  As  stated  in  the  Report,  the  cost  projections  are  for 
planning  purposes  and  are  subject  to  change.  The  estimates  were 
based  on  demonstrating  60  percent  efficiency  on  at  least  one 
Industrial  and  one  Utility  scale  turbine  by  year  2000.  This  is  a 
joint  Fossil  Energy  (FE)  and  Energy  Efficiency  (EE)  Program. 

Fiscal  Year  ($'s  in  Millions) 

1992  1993  1994   1995   1996   1997   1998   1999   2000  Total  DOE 

FE   0.7   9.8   21.7   44.8   52.5   52.5   59.1   34.9   29.6    305.6 

EE   2.2   3.0    6.8   20.0   29.8   26.3   36.2   21.0   19.8    165.1 

470.7 
Industry  Cost  Share    236.1  (33. 4X) 
Total    706.8 

Dollar  amounts  shown  for  FY  1992  and  FY  1993  are  appropriated 
budget  amounts.  The  FY  1994  column  is  the  Presidential  Request 
budget.  Dollar  amounts  shown  for  FY  1995  and  beyond  are  for  planning 
purposes  (they  are  not  part  of  the  President's  budget). 

Question:  Originally  this  program  was  designed  to  develop  a 
coal  gas  turbine,  but  it  is  now  under  natural  gas.  What  will  the 
advanced  gas  turbine  mean  for  the  natural  gas  demand  in  the  future? 
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Answer:  The  introduction  of  high  efficiency  turbine  systems  by 
the  year  2000  will  significantly  reduce  U.S.  fuel  consumption.  A 
potential  national  fuel  savings  of  about  1  quadrillion  Btu's  (i.e.,  1 
quad)  annually  by  2020,  compared  to  using  today's  best  gas  turbine 
technology,  assumes: 

0    An  efficiency  increase  from  52  to  60  percent  [heat  rate 
improvement  from  6,560  Btu/kilowatt-hour  to  5,680 
Btu/kilowatt-hour  (lower  heating  value)]. 

0    An  overall  market  of  approximately  15  gigawatts  per  year. 

0    An  average  operating  time  of  7,000  hours  per  year. 

0    That  the  advanced  turbine  system  will  achieve  50  percent 
market  share. 

Question:  What  will  this  program  do  for  job  estimates? 

Answer:  Based  on  projected  gas  demand,  the  advanced  gas 
turbine  system  has  the  potential  to  create  39,000  new  U.S.  jobs  by 
2001  from  sales  in  domestic  markets  in  an  industry  manufacturing 
advanced  gas  power  plants  that  supports  a  total  of  117,000  jobs. 
U.S.  export  of  this  advanced  technology  in  world  markets  has  the 
potential  of  creating  9,000  new  U.S.  jobs  by  the  year  2001  and  adding 
over  one  billion  dollars  a  year  to  U.S.  exports. 

Question:  When  will  the  advanced  gas  turbine  be  introduced? 

Answer:  The  advanced  gas  turbine  is  scheduled  to  be  introduced 
in  the  year  2000.  Parts  of  the  development  technology  would  be 
expected  to  appear  commercially  prior  to  completion  of  the  system  in 
the  year  2000. 

Fuel  Cells 

Within  the  Gas  Program,  fuel  cells  are  proposed  to  increase 
from  $51.8  million  to  $67.8  million,  which  is  an  increase  of  $16.0 
million  (31  percent).  The  fuel  cells  program  is  proposing  to 
initiative  an  $18.0  million,  cooperative  effort  with  industry  to 
accelerate  commercialization  of  near-term  fuel  cells  through  cost 
reductions  and  incentives  such  as  rebates  to  increase  market  volume. 


Question:  What  will  the  buy-down  of  the  fuel  cells  accomplish? 

Answer:  The  proposed  three-year  market  entry  program  is  an 
important  element  of  the  President's  Climate  Change  Action  Plan.  The 
intent  is  to  accelerate  commercialization  of  near-term  fuel  cells  and 
enable  a  higher  rate  of  production  and  reduced  unit  costs.  The  fuel 
cell  contribution  to  that  plan  by  the  year  2000  is  the  reduction  of 
0.6  million  tons  of  carbon  equivalent,  $70  million  in  reduction  of 
energy  cost,  and  $140  million  in  stimulated  private  investment  which 
would  promote  employment.  This  will  stimulate  the  market  entry  with 
a  projection  of  200  megawatts  installed  in  the  U.S.  by  the  year  2000 
and  export  of  50  megawatts. 
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Question:  If  we  do  not  approve  the  buy-down,  what  will  happen 
to  the  fuel  cells  development  in  the  United  States? 

Answer:  If  the  buy-down  is  not  approved,  we  anticipate  that  the 
advanced  fuel  cell  development  will  continue.  However,  market  entry 
and  sustained  market  penetration  of  commercially  available  fuel  cells 
could  be  difficult  without  the  buy-down  incentives  aimed  at  achieving 
volume  production  and  market  clearing  prices. 

Question:  How  much  money  have  we  spent  on  fuel  cells  research 
to  date? 

Answer:  Fuel  cell  development  for  stationary  power  applications 
has  been  supported  with  about  $600  million  by  the  government  and  with 
a  similar  amount  by  the  private  sector. 

Question:  What  markets  will  these  fuel  cells  penetrate? 

Answer:  We  anticipate  penetrating  markets  for  on-site  uses  such 
as  buildings  and  commercial  light  industry  and  dispersed  power 
generation  markets  for  municipal  and  remote  applications.  Domestic 
and  international  markets  are  anticipated  and  sizes  are  expected  to 
range  from  several  hundred  kilowatts  to  multi -megawatts.  Fuel  cells 
would  be  especially  attractive  in  regions  where  environmental 
emissions  are  a  major  concern.  We  also  perceive  a  strong 
international  market  for  fuel  cells  in  newly  industrialized  nations 
with  limited  electric  distribution  systems  where  dispersed  power 
could  be  economically  attractive. 

Question:  Are  we  in  danger  of  losing  these  markets  to  overseas 
competition? 

Answer:  We  may  be  in  danger  of  losing  these  markets  to  overseas 
competition,  although  we  are  currently  a  leader  in  near-term  (mainly 
phosphoric  acid)  fuel  cells.  Foreign  competitors  are  aggressively 
developing  and  marketing  fuel  cells  and  competition  for  these  markets 
is  expected  to  be  extremely  tight.  Japan  has  ambitious  goals  for  the 
use  of  fuel  cells  to  generate  electric  power  and  since  1992  has  had  a 
rebate  program  to  stimulate  purchase  of  near-term  fuel  cell  power 
plants.  European  countries  are  also  aggressively  funding  development 
of  advanced  fuel  cell  systems. 

Question:  In  general,  what  will  the  commercialization  of  fuel 
cells  mean  for  increased  domestic  natural  gas  demand?  For  U.S.  jobs? 

Answer:  As  a  gas-based  technology,  commercialization  of  fuel 
cells  could  mean  increased  domestic  natural  gas  demand  through 
increased  use  in  these  efficient  power  plants.  The  commercialization 
of  fuel  cells  would  create  a  new  manufacturing  industry  with 
international  trade  and  support  infrastructures  such  as  engineering, 
sales,  manufacturing,  distribution,  operation,  and  maintenance 
thereby  enhancing  high  value  domestic  jobs. 

Supply 

After  more  than  a  decade  of  weak  demand  characterized  by 
failing  prices  and  a  supply  surplus,  natural  gas  demand  in  the  U.S. 
has  increased  more  than  20  percent  since  1986.  The  American  Gas 
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Association  projects  that  natural  gas  demand  will  continue  to  grow  in 
the  1990's  and  that  supply  and  demand  will  come  into  balance.  In  the 
short  term,  supply  appears  to  be  more  than  adequate  with  a  resource 
base  of  nearly  1,300  trillion  cubic  feet. 

Question:  What  are  DOE's  programs  in  the  area  of  long-range 
supply  research? 

Answer:  Various  aspects  of  the  gas  supply  research  and 
development  program  reflect  the  DOE's  objective  of  ensuring  the  long- 
term  supply  of  this  resource.  If  long-term  supply  is  to  be  achieved, 
then  reserves  must  be  replaced  at  a  rate  sufficient  to  offset 
production.  The  single  greatest  cost  associated  with  exploration  is 
the  cost  of  a  dry  hole.  When  an  economically  successful  well  is 
drilled,  the  objective  then  becomes  to  keep  that  well  in  production 
and  remove  as  much  of  the  gas  in  place  as  is  economically  and 
technically  feasible.  The  DOE  program  addresses  these  issues  through 
its  program  in  drilling,  completions  and  stimulation.  In  this 
program,  projects  are  being  pursued  to  develop  better  and  more  cost- 
effective  drilling,  completion,  and  stimulation  technologies  and 
reservoir  characterization  methods. 

Another  important  barrier  to  long-term  supply  are  the  problems 
associated  with  low  permeability  or  "tight"  gas  sands.  In  this 
situation,  a  large  volume  of  gas  is  trapped  in  the  rock,  but  the  rock 
has  few  channels  or  pathways  through  which  to  conduct  the  fluid  to 
the  wellbore.  The  problem  of  low  permeability  is  being  addressed 
through  projects  which  focus  on  technologies  for  detection,  mapping, 
and  prediction  of  naturally  fractured  gas  reservoirs  and  on 
technologies  for  generating  fractures  where  they  do  not  naturally 
occur. 

In  the  long-term  vision  for  this  valuable  and  domestically 
abundant  natural  resource  it  is  very  important  to  identify  and 
quantify  the  potential  for  new  and  additional  natural  gas  resources. 
These  are  the  goals  of  the  projects  which  focus  on  assessment,  and 
database  and  model  development.  This  work,  particularly  modeling 
capability,  will  enable  the  DOE  to  identify,  compare  and  implement 
better  long-term  strategies  related  to  technology  and  policy  needs. 

All  these  projects  and  others  being  discussed  will  contribute 
to  reduction  of  the  cost  and  risk  associated  with  developing  and 
increasing  natural  gas  reserves.  This  is  important  particularly  in 
the  long-term  because  most  of  the  barriers  currently  identified  will 
be  difficult  to  overcome.  Some  solutions  will  be  possible  in  the 
near-term,  but  many  more  will  come  in  the  long-term.  That  is  why  it 
is  so  important  to  continue  a  strong  program  of  problem 
identification,  and  research,  development  and  demonstration  of 
technological  solutions. 

In  addition,  improving  the  long-range  supply  for  gas  also 
includes  research  on  increasing  gas  deliverability  from  the  wellhead 
to  the  end-user.  The  future  success  of  the  natural  gas  industry  in  a 
deregulated  and  competitive  energy  market  environment  will  rely  on 
the  use  of  measurement  systems  to  provide  real-time  information  for 
efficient  monitoring  and  control  of  the  pipeline  delivery  system. 
Enhanced  system  monitoring  and  control  is  necessary  to  optimize 
synergetic  operation  of  production,  gathering,  storage,  and 
transmission  facilities  for  reliable,  most  cost  effective  delivery  of 
natural  gas  to  the  consumer  when  and  where  it  is  needed. 
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Strategic  Petroleum  Reserve 

Question:  Please  provide  for  the  record  a  breakdown  on  the 
infrastructure  costs  for  each  of  the  past  5  years  and  a  breakdown  of 
the  annual  anticipated  needs  for  the  next  5  years. 

Answer:  The  following  are  obligations  by  year  for  new 
facilities  and  complete  replacement  or  rebuilding  of  old  facilities. 
For  definitional  purposes  they  are  the  current  Life  Extension  Program 
and  prior  to  FY  1994  the  Capital  Improvement  Program.  This  listing 
does  not  include  major  maintenance  items  with  a  total  estimated  cost 
of  less  than  $500,000. 


Fiscal  Year 

Obligatio 

FY  1990 

$  9,447 

FY  1991 

$  9,954 

FY  1992 

$10,662 

FY  1993 

$14,721 

FY  1994 

$45,286 

FY  1995 

$69,359 

FY  1996 

$62,970 

FY  1997 

$61,727 

FY  1998 

$60,618 

FY  1999 

$56,614 

FY  2000 

$19,880 

Question: 

What  is  the  pri 

vate  storag 

United  States? 

Answer:  The  Department  does  not  collect  data  on  the  total 
volume  of  crude  oil  storage  capacity  on  a  regular  basis.   In  1989  the 
National  Petroleum  Council  performed  a  survey  and  reported  that  there 
were  508  million  barrels  of  shell  capacity  for  crude  oil  as  of  March 
31,  1988  in  the  whole  United  States. 

Most  of  that  tankage  is,  of  course,  in  use  for  the  storage  of 
commercial  oil.  The  Energy  Information  Administration  reports  that 
the  amount  of  crude  oil  inventory  as  of  March  1994  is  338  million 
barrels  in  the  whole  United  States,  and  163  million  barrels  within 
PADD  III. 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  PETE  DOMENICI 

Natural  Gas  and  Oil  Technology  Partnership 
Advanced  Computational  Testing  Initiative 

Madame  Secretary,  I  am  pleased  to  join  my  distinguished 
colleagues  in  welcoming  you  before  the  Subcommittee  to  discuss  the 
President's  FY  1995  budget  request.  I  commend  the  Administration  for 
proposing  important  initiatives  for  the  domestic  natural  gas  and  oil 
industries. 

The  Administration  has  proposed  a  significant  expansion  of  the 
innovative  Oil  Recovery  Technology  Partnership  program  that  was 
initiative  by  this  Subcommittee  several  years  ago.  The  mission  of 
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the  expanded  program  is  to  stimulate,  facilitate,  and  coordinate  the 
development  and  transfer  of  technology  to  the  U.S.  natural  gas  and 
oil  industries  through  technical  collaborations  with  DOE's  national 
laboratories. 

As  you  know,  industry  response  to  the  previously  existing  Oil 
Recovery  Technology  Partnership  has  been  excellent.  The  operating 
infrastructure  is  in  place,  and  industry  is  committing  substantial 
funds  to  the  initiative.  Administrative  witnesses  have  testified 
that  this  program  has  been  highly  successful  and  is  bearing 
commercial  returns. 

I  hope  the  Subcommittee  will  give  the  Natural  Gas  and  Oil 
Technology  Partnership  initiative  its  strong  support. 

Question:  What  are  the  specific  goals  that  the  Administration 
has  set  for  the  Natural  Gas  and  Oil  Technology  Partnership  program? 

Answer:  The  goal  of  the  Natural  Gas  and  Oil  Technology 
Partnership  program  is  to  stimulate,  facilitate  and  coordinate  the 
development  and  transfer  of  technology  to  the  United  States  natural 
gas  and  oil  industry  through  technical  interactions  and 
collaborations  with  DOE's  National  Laboratories.  The  Partnership 
develops  new  and  innovative  mechanisms  to  expedite  technology 
transfer  and  uses  guidance  from  industry  to  prioritize  activities. 

More  specifically,  the  Partnership  comprises  four  technology 
areas  that  are  important  to  the  U.S.  gas  and  oil  industry.  The  four 
technology  areas  are: 

0  Oil  Recovery,  which  addresses  a  broad  range  of  technologies 
with  specific  focus  on  domestic  independent  oil  producers. 

0  Borehole  Seismic,  which  addresses  cutting-edge  geophysical 
methods  for  improved  reservoir  characterization. 

0  Drilling  and  Completion,  which  provides  better  reservoir  access 
through  more  effective  drilling  and  completion  technologies. 

0  Advanced  Computational,  which  was  added  in  FY  1994  when  the 
Partnership  was  expanded  to  include  the  implementation  of  the 
Advanced  Computational  Technology  Initiative  (ACTI).  ACTI  is  a 
program  aimed  at  utilizing  National  Laboratory  Computational 
skills  in  the  oil  and  gas  industries;  it  is  a  major  component 
of  the  Administration's  Domestic  Natural  Gas  and  Oil 
Initiative. 


Question:  What  impact  do  you  believe  this  initiative  will  have 
on  domestic  oil  production? 

Answer:  We  believe  that  the  initiative  will  help  arrest  the 
decline  of  domestic  oil  production  and  further  increase  gas 
production  rates  by  helping  the  industry,  particularly  the 
independents,  with  technology  transfer  and  jointly  worked  out 
solutions  to  common  exploration,  production,  upgrading  and 
environmental  problems. 
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Evidence  that  the  initiative  is  taken  seriously  by  industry, 
and  that  it  already  works  in  some  instances,  was  provided  at  the  June 
1-3,  1994,  World  Petroleum  Congress.  Constantine  S.  Nicandros, 
President  and  CEO  of  Conoco,  in  his  keynote  address  to  the  World 
Petroleum  Congress  stated: 

"We  are  also  benefitting  from  the  peace  dividend.  The 
U.S.  government  has  swung  open  some  doors  of  its  defense 
labs  to  private  industry.  In  only  one  instance,  Conoco, 
together  with  other  companies,  has  joined  government 
scientists  in  an  effort  to  build  a  downhole  seismic 
source  to  allow  us  to  more  accurately  characterize 
reservoirs  between  wells. 

Each  company  has  contributed  its  prototype  tools,  and 
government  scientists  and  engineers  are  making 
enhancements  through  the  application  of  missile  science." 

As  part  of  the  expansion  of  the  partnership  program,  the 
Administration  has  proposed  a  significant  new  initiative  to  assist 
the  oil  and  gas  industries  through  an  Advanced  Computational  Testing 
Initiative  for  which  $50  million  is  requested.  This  program  is 
intended  to  capitalize  on  the  unique  computational  capabilities 
developed  within  the  DOE  national  laboratories  for  national  security 
purposes  to  provide  technology  assistance  in  such  areas  as  earth 
computer  sciences,  fluid  dynamics  and  mathematics. 


Question:  The  budget  request  to  support  this  initiative  is  $20 
million  through  fossil  energy,  of  which  $7.5  million  will  come  from 
the  natural  gas  research  program,  and  $12.5  million  will  come  from 
the  oil  technology  program.  How  will  these  funds  be  utilized  in 
support  of  the  Advanced  Computational  Testing  Initiative? 

Answer:  These  funds  will  be  utilized  to  modify  and  transfer 
National  Laboratories'  strong  computational  capabilities,  developed 
in  defense  and  energy-related  programs,  to  the  natural  gas  and  oil 
industries.  Certain  technologies,  for  example,  such  as  transmission 
and  detection  of  sonic  energy  in  underground  weapon  testing,  and 
treaty  verification,  have  direct  application  to  3D  seismic  technology 
or  borehole-to-borehole  tomography. 

The  expertise  of  National  Laboratories  in  weapons,  energy  and 
earth  sciences,  coupled  with  their  supercomputing  and  advanced 
mathematics  capabilities  provides  the  technological  foundations  for 
the  Advanced  Computational  Technology  Initiative. 

In  the  April  13  hearing  before  the  Subcommittee,  the  Acting 
Assistant  Secretary  for  Fossil  Energy  stated  that  the  Advanced 
Computational  Testing  Initiative  is  a  very  high  priority  for  the 
Administration.  I  am  glad  to  see  that  commitment  because  I  believe 
we  need  to  retain  our  domestic  oil  industry. 

Question:  Although  the  Administration  has  requested  a 
significant  increase  for  both  gas  and  oil  research,  there  is  no 
certainty  that  this  Subcommittee  will  be  able  to  find  new  dollars  to 
support  this  initiative.  Should  that  be  the  case,  where  would  the 
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Department  find  the  necessary  funds  to  proceed  with  this  initiative? 
What  programs  would  be  tapped  to  help  finance  this  program? 

Answer:  If  funds  are  not  appropriated,  this  new  Presidential 
Initiative  cannot  be  undertaken.  Currently  the  House  has  recommended 
$23.0  million  (in  both  the  Energy  and  Water  and  the  Interior  and 
Related  Agencies  Appropriation  budgets)  of  the  $50.0  million 
requested.  The  Senate  has  recommended  $40.0  million  of  the  $50.0 
million  requested.  The  Conference  Committee's  will  decide  the  final 
outcome  of  funding  for  this  program.  The  funding  requests  for  this 
program  are  located  in  the  Energy  and  Water  Appropriation  for  Energy 
Research  and  Defense  Programs  and  the  Interior  and  Related  Agencies 
Appropriations  for  Fossil  Energy  Research  and  Development. 

Question:  What  energy  benefits  does  the  Department  anticipate 
as  the  outcome  of  the  Advanced  Computational  Technology  Initiative  in 
the  near-term  and  over  the  long-term? 

Answer:  In  the  near-term,  some  of  the  benefits  will  include 
analysis  of  seismic  data  from  subsalt  prospects  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico 
and  are  expected  to  influence  drilling  and  investment  decisions  by 
the  project  participants.  The  Gulf  of  Mexico  subsalt  play  is 
currently  the  hottest  oil  and  gas  exploration  activity  in  the  United 
States. 

In  the  long-term,  as  major  oil  companies  seeic  better  investment 
opportunities  overseas  and  downsize  or  eliminate  their  in-house 
research  capabilities,  the  Initiative  should  help  fill  the  R&D  gap 
through  cost-shared  National  Laboratories/industry  research  projects 
and  help  arrest  the  rate  of  U.S.  oil  production  decline. 

The  remaining  $30  million  to  support  the  Advanced  Computational 
Testing  Initiative  (ACTI)  is  requested  through  programs  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Energy  and  Water  Development  Appropriations 
Subcommittee.  Of  the  $30  million,  $10  million  is  requested  through 
the  Energy  Supply  R&D  program,  and  $20  million  is  requested  through 
defense  programs. 

Question:  For  the  record,  would  you  summarize  what  specific 
activities  in  ACTI  will  be  supported  with  the  $10  million  requested 
in  the  Energy  Supply  R&D  budget? 

Answer:  Some  elements  considered  for  support  with  the  $10 
million  from  Energy  Research  include  computational  technology,  data 
storage,  communication,  data  manipulation,  supercomputing,  massively 
parallel  processing  and  workstation  computing  environments. 

ACTI  will  be  added  as  a  new  activity  in  the  Natural  Gas  and  Gil 
Technology  Partnership  in  FY  1995.  No  proposals  have  yet  been 
received,  but  a  draft  report  on  the  Process  of  Ranking  and  Funding 
Proposals  for  Participation  of  National  Laboratories  in  the  Oil 
Recovery  Technology  Program  has  just  been  completed. 

Question:  What  specific  activities  in  ACTI  will  be  supported 
with  the  $20  million  requested  in  the  defense  programs  budget? 

Answer:  Some  elements  considered  for  support  with  the  $20 
million  from  the  Defense  Programs  include  reservoir  and  geologic 
modeling,  fluid  flow  and  extraction  rates,  reservoir 
characterization,  optimum  life-cycle  production,  basin  evolution 
mechanics,  geophysical  imaging,  2-D  and  3-D  seismic  data  acquisition, 
processing  and  interpretation. 
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Waste  Minimization 

Question:  Madame  Secretary,  the  Administration  has  put 
significant  emphasis  on  energy  efficiency  in  industry.  One  of  the 
promising  initiatives  is  the  waste  minimization  program  which  seeks 
to  develop  new  technologies  to  reduce  waste  generated  during 
industrial  processes.  The  budget  cites  an  economic  study  that  every 
$  1  million  invested  in  waste  reduction  research  returns  $2.43 
million  in  net  present  value  and  creates  140  new  jobs.  The  budget 
further  states  that  waste  minimization  allows  the  diversion  of 
capital  and  operating  expenses  from  waste  treatment  to  improved 
production.  There  have  been  some  notable  successes  in  the  program  to 
date. 

What  currently  seems  to  be  the  most  logical  area  (or  areas)  for 
waste  reduction  and  minimization  efforts  to  be  focused? 

Answer:  The  most  logical  areas  for  waste  reduction  and 
minimization  efforts  are  in  the  industrial  sectors  which  generate  the 
highest  amount  of  waste.  These  industries  are  the  petroleum, 
chemicals,  pulp  and  paper,  primary  metals,  stone/clay/glass,  and  food 
industries.  These  industries  consume  86  percent  of  the  energy 
utilized  in  the  manufacturing  sector. 

Question:  The  budget  indicates  that  the  Administration  will 
expand  the  NICE^  program  (National  Industrial  Competitiveness  through 
Energy,  Environment,  and  Economics)  to  cost  share  the  demonstration 
of  waste  minimization  technologies,  which  I  think  makes  sense.  What 
are  the  cost-sharing  requirements  for  these  new  collaborations? 

Answer:  The  cost-sharing  requirement  is  a  maximum  of  50 
percent  that  will  be  provided  by  the  Federal  Government  (DOE  and 
EPA),  and  a  minimum  of  50  percent,  which  will  be  provided  by  state 
and  industrial  partners. 

Question:  I  am  pleased  to  see  that  the  Administration  retains 
a  commitment  to  industrial  waste  minimization  programs.  The 
President  requests  $33.6  million  for  the  waste  minimization  activity, 
which  is  $7.6  million,  or  29  percent,  above  the  FY  1994  level. 

Within  this  budget  request,  how  much  will  be  devoted  to  cost- 
shared  projects  in  FY  1995?  How  much  is?  going  to  such  collaborations 
in  FY  94? 

Answer:  Eighty  percent  of  the  total  industrial  waste  budget  in 
both  FY  1994  and  FY  1995  will  go  to  cost-sharing  projects. 

Question:  As  I  understand  it,  one  of  the  objectives  of  the 
Industrial  Waste  program  is  to  improve  domestic  industrial 
competitiveness  through  energy  efficient,  waste  reducing  technology 
development.  When  the  Industrial  Waste  Reduction  program  was  getting 
under  way,  the  DOE  national  laboratories  played  a  meaningful  role. 
Recently,  however,  I  am  concerned  that  the  important  contribution 
that  the  labs  provide  is  gradually  being  phased-out,  despite  the 
growing  program  budgets. 
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With  the  current  thrust  of  the  DOE  laboratories  on  helping  to 
improve  industrial  competitiveness,  how  do  you  see  them  contributing 
to  the  Industrial  Waste  Reduction  Program  in  the  future? 

Answer:  The  DOE  laboratories  play  a  vital  role  in  the 
Industrial  Waste  Reduction  Program,  serving  as  a  valuable  source  of 
technical  expertise.  The  laboratories  and  R&D  facilities  rank  among 
the  best  in  the  world.  For  this  reason,  they  have  been  able  to  apply 
their  experience  in  waste  reduction  technology  development  towards 
partnerships  with  industry  through  such  mechanisms  as  Cooperative 
Research  and  Development  Agreements  (CRADAs).  These  agreements  help 
to  develop  new,  cost-effective  technologies  to  reduce  waste  in  the 
industrial  sector.  The  CRADAs  are  particularly  useful  for 
identifying  and  executing  joint  laboratory  and  industry  efforts  that 
incorporate  the  best  talents  of  both  in  a  concerted  effort  to 
eliminate  waste  and  increase  efficiency.  For  example,  Sandia  and  Los 
Alamos  National  Laboratories  recently  completed  a  CRADA  with 
Motorola,  Inc.  to  develop  a  no-clean  soldering  process  that  will 
eliminate  the  use  of  ozone-depleting  solvents  in  printed  wiring  board 
manufacturing.  Future  laboratory  involvement  in  technology 
development  will  be  determined  by  industrial  need  and  the 
availabil ity  of  funds. 

Question:  How  does  DOE  ensure  that  the  Industrial  Waste 
Program  benefits  industry  as  a  whole  rather  than  just  individual 
companies? 

Answer:  DOE  ensures  that  the  Industrial  Waste  Program  benefits 
industry  as  a  whole  by  focusing  on  industrial  input  through  research 
need  assessments  and  by  participating  in  the  Industries  of  the  Future 
activities.  In  some  instances,  the  vast  majority  of  the  industry  are 
partners  in  the  program.  The  results  are  executed  through  several 
mechanisms.  First,  the  partner  may  be  an  industrial  consortium  in 
which  all  the  members  have  access  to  the  technology.  An  example  is 
the  Vehicle  Recycling  Partnership  under  Clean  Car.  The  partnership 
includes  Chrysler,  Ford,  General  Motors,  and  the  American  Plastics 
Council,  and  was  initiated  by  the  car  manufacturers  in  an  effort  to 
take  advantage  of  research  being  performed  by  the  Argonne  National 
Laboratory  on  the  recycling  of  automobile  parts  that  were  formerly 
unrecyclable.  Second,  the  partner  may  be  a  large  industry  that 
purchases  parts  from  many  small  businesses.  The  partner  will  join 
with  DOE  to  develop  pollution  prevention  technology  to  maintain  its 
supply  base.  An  example  of  this  form  of  partnership  occurred  when 
Boeing\Sandia  submitted  a  proposal  to  develop  clean  technology  for 
the  3,000  small  metal  plating  shops  that  supply  aircraft  parts. 
Boeing  stated  that  they  had  purchased  aircraft  parts  from  3,000 
different  small  metal  plating  shops,  and  felt  that  this  would  serve 
as  an  excellent  opportunity  to  form  a  clean  technology  partnership 
with  DOE.   In  this  case,  the  plating  industry  association  will  help 
transfer  the  new  technology.   In  another  case,  the  partner  may  be  the 
manufacturer  of  a  technology  that  can  be  sold  or  licensed  to  an 
industry.  For  example,  the  Industrial  Waste  Program  teamed  with 
LICON  Inc.  to  develop  a  technology  to  decrease  the  generation  of 
hazardous  waste  water  from  electroplating.  The  technology  is  being 
utilized  by  nearly  sixty  electroplating  shops  around  the  country. 
Finally,  DOE  also  utilizes  technology  transfer  mechanisms  such  as 
workshops  and  publications  to  increase  industry-wide  awareness  of 
pollution  prevention  technologies. 
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SPR  Drawdown  Capabilities 

Question:  Madame  Secretary,  SPR  is  encountering  problems  that 
make  it  more  costly  and  less  effective  in  meeting  our  energy  security 
requirements.  What  is  the  current  status  of  your  efforts  to  correct 
problems  with  "hot  and  "gassy"  oil  at  SPR  facilities  and  how  do  these 
problems  impact  SPR's  drawdown  capability? 

Answer:  The  Department  has  defined  the  extent  of  the  heat 
build  up  and  gas  intrusion  problems,  has  environmental  assessments  in 

process  for  the  mitigation  measures  it  is  proposing,  and  is  now 

engaged  in  procurement  of  the  equipment  and  services  to  solve  these 

problems.  Our  schedule  provides  for  installation  of  the  heat 

exchangers  to  alleviate  the  hot  oil  problem  by  April  1995,  and  the 

initiation  of  degassification  procedures  in  February  1995.  The 
degassification  is  scheduled  to  be  finished  in  1997. 

Until  these  problems  are  corrected,  approximately  60  million 
barrels  of  oil  have  too  high  a  vapor  pressure  to  allow  drawdown.  The 
remainder  of  the  oil  can  be  drawn  down  but  at  a  slower  than  normal 
rate  to  allow  natural  cooling  in  the  pipelines  and  blending  of  gassy 
oil  with  low  gas  oil.  Initial  drawdown  is  now  limited  to  2.5  million 
barrels  of  oil  per  day. 

Question:  In  addition,  my  understanding  is  that  the  Weeks 
Island  storage  facility  may  have  to  be  abandoned  and  decommissioned 
because  of  some  problems  with  water  intrusion.  Please  explain  the 
nature  of  the  problem  at  Weeks  Island  and  how  much  it  will  cost  to 
resolve  the  Weeks  Island  situation. 

Answer:  In  1992,  The  SPR  discovered  a  sink  hole  on  the  surface 
which  is  located  over  the  SPR's  oil  storage  chamber.  The  sink  hole 
has  been  increasing  in  size  at  a  rate  of  about  a  cubic  yard  a  day. 
Concurrently  since  1992,  following  a  system  drawdown  test  of  the 
mine,  we  have  experienced  an  increase  in  the  accumulation  of  water  in 
the  mine's  fill  sump.  Our  concern  is  whether  there  is  a  connection 
between  the  surface  sink  hole  phenomena  and  the  brine  increase  in  the 
fill  sump. 

Because  we  have  not  defined  the  extent  of  the  problem,  we  have 
not  yet  proposed  any  engineering  solutions  nor  made  any  cost 
estimates,  other  than  to  estimate  what  it  would  cost  to  transfer  the 
oil,  empty,  and  abandon  the  mine,  which  has  been  roughly  estimated  at 
$100  million. 

President's  Staffing  Reductions 

The  President's  FY  1995  budget  submission  assumes  that  252,000 
full-time  equivalent  positions  (FTEs)  will  be  cut  government  wide 
over  five  years.  For  FY  1995,  20,649  FTE's  are  proposed  for  the 
Department  of  Energy,  which  is  actually  an  increase  of  231  above  the 
FY  1994  level. 

Question:  Why  is  DOE  slated  for  staffing  increases  when  most 
agencies  are  taking  reductions  below  the  FY  1994  level? 

Answer:  The  Department  of  Energy  staffing  level  is  increasing 
above  the  1994  level  in  the  Environmental  Management  and  Energy 
Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy  programs  to  improve  program 


1552 


management  and  management  and  oversight  of  contractors.  All  other 
organizations  and  programs  show  reductions  below  the  FY  1995  levels. 

The  most  significant  growth  is  in  Environmental  Management 
which  has  the  responsibility  for  the  environmental  restoration  and 
waste  management  programs  associated  with  the  clean  up  of  the  nuclear 
weapons  sites  and  facilities  across  the  Nation.  The  net  growth  above 
FY  1994  for  this  program  is  776  full-time  equivalents. 

Modest  growth,  34  full-time  equivalents,  occurs  in  the  Energy 
Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy  program  which  has  a  major  role  in 
implementation  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act  and  related  initiatives. 

The  FY  1995  budget  proposes  2,288  staff  for  DOE  programs  funded 
through  the  Interior  Appropriations  Subcommittee.  The  FY  1995 
proposal  assumes  67  FTEs  will  be  cut  from  DOE  programs  funded  in  this 
Subcommittee. 

According  to  DOE's  budget  justification  documents,  only  6  of 
the  67  proposed  staffing  reductions  will  be  taken  from  headquarters 
personnel.  Fully  91  percent  of  the  staffing  reductions  will  be  taken 
from  field  offices  when,  in  fact,  field  personnel  are  only  slightly 
over  one-third  of  the  overall  staffing  level. 

Question:  Why  are  the  FTE  reductions  so  heavily  placed  on 
field  operations? 

Answer:  The  six  FTE  reduction  at  Headquarters  is  a  net  figure. 
Energy  Efficiency  shows  an  increase  of  34  FTEs  to  meet  workloads 
associated  with  implementing  the  Energy  Policy  Act  and  other 
initiatives.  This  increase  is  offset  with  decreases  in  Fossil  Energy 
(-15),  Energy  Emergencies  (-11),  Energy  Information  (-11)  and 
Economic  Regulatory  Administration  (-3). 

The  61  FTE  Field  reduction  occurs  in  the  Fossil  Energy  program 
area.  Since  approximately  80%  of  Fossil  Energy's  staff  are  in  the 
Field  and  20%  are  at  Headquarters,  a  proportional  reduction  was  taken 
across  the  organization. 

Question:  For  energy  conservation  programs,  staffing  levels 
are  projected  to  increase  by  34  FTEs,  with  only  3  of  the  additional 
FTEs  scheduled  for  the  field  offices.  Why  is  the  FTE  increase  so 
top-heavy  at  the  Headquarters  level? 

Answer:  During  the  FY  1995  time  period,  the  focus  will  be  on 
program  design  and  infrastructure  in  the  new  initiatives  area. 
Traditionally,  program  design,  infrastructure  and  program  policy 
development  have  been  accomplished  at  the  Headquarters  level.  As  we 
move  toward  actual  program  execution,  the  workload  becomes  much 
heavier  at  the  field  level,  and  the  transfer  of  FTE  from  Headquarters 
to  the  field  will  be  addressed  at  that  time. 

Question:  Also  in  the  energy  conservation  programs,  a 
significant  increase  --  almost  28  percent  --  is  proposed  for 
technical  and  financial  assistance,  mostly  for  weatherization 
assistance  and  State  energy  conservation  programs,  yet  this  activity 
stays  constant  at  74  FTEs.  Why  aren't  additional  personnel  resources 
needed  under  the  budget  request  for  these  programs? 
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Answer:  The  nature  of  these  program  activities  is  primarily 
grant  support  to  State  Energy  Offices  and  local  service  providers. 
We  are  committed  to  using  the  monetary  increase  for  these  programs  at 
the  source  (State/local  levels)  not  in  Headquarters  overhead.  In 
addition,  significant  advances  in  automation  at  all  activity  levels 
has  allowed  us  to  accomplish  more  with  the  same  number  or  fewer 
Federal  employees. 

Question:  Even  though  the  Fossil  Energy  R&D  program  is 
projected  to  increase  from  FY  1994  and  FY  1995,  the  budget  assumes  a 
reduction  of  50  FTEs  between  FY  1994  and  FY  1995.  Will  additional 
FTEs  be  devoted  to  proposed  initiatives,  such  as  the  natural  gas  and 
oil  technology  partnership  initiative,  to  be  offset  by  reductions  in 
other  programs? 

Answer:  Fossil  Energy  is  currently  involved  in  a  complete 
review  of  our  staffing  and  organizational  requirements  as  part  of  the 
President's  initiative  for  streamlining.  We  have  developed  a  vision 
for  the  organization  and  are  proceeding  with  Phase  I  of  the 
reorganization  of  FE  activities.  We  have  recently  prepared  a  formal 
proposal  for  the  reorganization  and  expect  to  submit  that  proposal  to 
the  Congress  for  approval  shortly.   In  the  interim,  we  are 
redirecting  Fossil  Energy  FTE  resources  by  detailing  personnel  on  a 
temporary  basis  to  meet  any  urgent  requirements  which  have  resulted 
from  proposed  new  initiatives. 

The  Departmental  Administration  activity  of  DOE's  budget  is 
taking  a  reduction  in  staff  totaling  64.  The  Chairman  may  recall 
that  the  Subcommittee  hearing  in  late  May  I  asked  the  Secretary  of 
Interior  about  the  staffing  levels  in  his  office.   I  was  amazed  to 
see  that  they  were  to  increase  by  301  FTEs  between  FY  1994  and  FY 
1995,  when  most  Department  of  Interior  agencies  were  asked  to  make 
significant  staffing  reductions. 

Question:  The  staffing  levels  in  the  budget  documents  show  the 
FY  1994  estimated  level.  Does  this  represent  the  actual  FTE's 
expected  to  be  on  staff  at  the  end  of  FY  1994,  or  does  it  represent 
authorized  staffing  levels?  1  think  many  Members  of  Congress  are 
concerned  with  the  representation  of  these  proposed  personnel 
reduction,  and  whether  or  not  they  are  actual  staffing  reductions  or 
"paper"  staffing  reductions  from  authorized  personnel  levels  that 
have  not  actually  been  achieved. 

Answer:  The  estimated  staffing  levels  shown  in  the  FY  1994 
column  of  the  budget  documents  represent  authorized  staffing  levels 
expressed  in  full-time  equivalents.  The  FY  1995  column  shows 
requested  levels,  also  expressed  in  full-time  equivalents.  These 
staffing  levels  do  not  translate  into  a  reduction  of  onboard  staff 
for  all  organizations. 

CONCLUSION  OF  HEARINGS 

Chairman  Byrd.  The  subcommittee  will  stand  in  recess  awaiting 
the  call  of  the  Chair. 

[Whereupon,  at  1:02  p.m.,  Wednesday,  June  8,  the  hearings  were 
concluded  and  the  subcommittee  was  recessed,  to  reconvene  subject 
to  the  call  of  the  Chair.] 
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